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ABSTRACT

R, 8. ~Sovielh relations 1980-88: The FPolitics
of Trade Pressure®

BY

Mohamnaed abid Ishag, University of Glasgow

Abgtract of Ph.» dissexialon

Martinmas Term, 1994

The United S5States applied trade pressure on the
Soviet Union on a large scale during cthe 198Cs for the
attazinraent of political objectives. Alvhough dnitially
triggered by the Soviet intervention in  Afghanistan,
trade pressure became a concerted American policy ailmed
at influencing Soviel domzglic and international
behaviour, and expressing displeasure with Moscow’sg
accions at home and abroad. The thesisz looks &t the
abilicy of U.S. trade pressure to influence orxr shape
Scviet behaviour and policy. The thesig, which is.based
upon a combination of American and Scviet primary sources
as well asg menoir and other publications, assesses both
Lhe economic and pclitical effect (with greater emphasis
on the latter) of Washington’s application of economic
measures in the early 1980s on Soviet policy on human
righta, digsent, Jewish emigration, and the Third World.
Two introductory chapters chart the overall development

of Soviet-American relations during the years concerned.




Four further chaptsrgs analyse Lhe degree of economic and
political success gensrated by Amcricar trade pressure.
Two of these Jook at the economic effect of U.S. wrade
pressure in terms of denying the Soviet Union access to
borh sgtrategic and non - strategic goods. ‘The othor two
chapters concertrate on the political success of trade
presgura, with particular refersnce to human xights and
regional conflicts in the third world. A final chapter
reviews the major literature on trade pressurs, and sumsg
up the results of the thesis which alms to allsviate some
of the shortcomings prevalent in weorks on trade pressure
and argues that U.S. trade pressure on the Sovist Union
Largely failed to have the desived effect of influencing

Soviet domestic and internaticnal hehaviour.




BEREFACE

The United States government first under the
Presidency of Jimmy Carvter, and then most notabliy under a
fervent anti - communist Ronald Reagan adopted a policy
of uzling economic pressure in order to achieve political
objectives. These political goals were to reduce or
elirinate Soviet involvement 1in the third world and
regional conflicts, and to foster an Improvement in
Soviet domestic policy on humen rights including dissent
and Jewish emigration.

Specilic studlies of Lrade pressure in the conkext of
Soviel-Amnerican relations have been relacively few, MosL
tsuch ag thoges of Philip Hansgox and Gordos Smich) have
tended to concentrale on trade presure applied in the
framework of LRast-West relations (i.e. collective Western
measures against the Rastern bkloc) . Since this study

offers an analysis of trade pressure on the USSR applied
solely by the United States rather than the West as a
wholie - acknowledging tha fact that fundamental
differences of opinion and approach existed within the
Wegtern alliance, particularly hetween the United States
and 1its allies, which Justify & separate study of utrade
pressure appliad by a gingle nation liksa the United
States - it has aimed to rectify this shortcoming. The
thesis while offering an analysis of Lhe economlc impact
of trade pregsure, more importantly offers an in depth

analvais of the political succegs of Lrade pregsure using




evidence from govermmental as well as pon-governmental

SOUTCRS .
This wtudy waz promphed by the acknowledgment that :

in the modern age tis use of Lrace pressure or as David

Baldwiin <alls it "esconomic slbatecrafu® has becomse an

important tocl of  fareign policy, whether applied by

individual countries or by international organigations.

One can reccollect a number of examples of both uniliateral

and wu.tilateral trade pressure in the 19908 itgelf such
as UN sanctions against Irag and Serbia, and U.S.
sanctions against Haiti. My reason fLor choosing U.S,
trade opressure on the Soviet Union was based on my

personal interest in supervpower politics, and the Soviet

Union in particular, and in the unigus intensity of trade

pressure app-.ied in the period concerned.
The ccnventional view Gthat trade pressure very
raroly worka, if at all, 18 T believe largely sustained

by this study, which notes tho Limits of applying any

sort of pressure on a g.obal powar like the former Soviet

Urion.

The thesis draws on both Soviet and Amsrican
sources. A wealth of published Soviet sourcas were i
available for consultatbion in tze Soviet Studies sectiom
of Glasgow University  library, including official
deocuments, statistics and other documentaticr. These were
supplemected by some  unpublished archival material
acquired from the Centre for Contemporary Documentation
in Moscow., Data from the Soviet treaties projoct

currently undertaken at the University of Glasgow was




also consultad. American sources woere availlable from a

variety ©f jplaces such

o

s the National Library of
Scotland in Edinburgh and the British Library document
supply cencre, whiclh incidentally coped with wy regular
demand for sourves vather well.

From an financial point of view I would most
cincerely like to thank the C(arnegie Trust foxr the
Universities of Scctliand without whose support in paying
my tuiticn feeg I would not have been able to undertake
thig study. Likewise thanlks also to the Glasgow
Educational and Marshall Trust whose grant in support of
maintenance did much to relieve my financial hardship.

I also owe a debt of gratitude to a number of
individuals. I would firstly like Lo express my thanksg
Lo certain numberg cf the academic and regearch staff at
Glasgow Universgicy who with great kindness coffered me
advice and gencral help on mathers or questions which
arose from this study. They were Fred Hay and Lijuko Sirc
Department of Peolitical Teonomy) and Stephen Revell
(Department of Politics), and of coursc Stephen White who
provided me with very uszful guidance.

Last but nct leagst a word of thanks Lo nmy dear
parents far their moral support. And of course to my
lovely fiancee, Asifa, the most iluportant perscn in my
Lite vwhose idnspilratlion was behind this thesis, and
without whose loving support it would have been polntless
to have proceeded wizh it.

Mohamned Abid Ishaqg

Glazgow, Degembder 1994
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CHARTER 4

SOVIINT-AMBERLICAN REDATIONS FRONM AFCGHANISTAN FO GORBACHEV .
AN OVERVINW

TIIRONY L L

a

Tha concepc of crade  pressure involves “he
manipulation of economic wmeasures , and Lhe utilization
of econonic instruments o influence the behaviour and
actions of another natiocn with *he hope of satisfying
designated political goals. In other words it hag to be
remempered that economics is the means and poligics is
the i1nteunded end.

it should be understood that judging the success of
trade pressure 1is really a two part taslk. The first tasik
in Lo see whether economic preasgurc had the desired
cconomic  impact,  aince this will go a long way  in
detecrmining whether tradc pressurce will be successful
From a wvolitical standooint, which 1is Lhen the second
task.

In tlis respect, as most writerg on the issue algo
appear to recognise, "the oDolitical success of sanchbions

ig an 1ndepeudent variable szparale from Lhe econowmic

fwpact of garctiong" .t The term ecouomic saaclLlions 1is

uged very readily in nosL discussions of Lrade pressurce.

Alihwougn it is only one form of Lrade pressure, 1t is bhe

1

form in which Crade pressure manifests itself wore than

any oither way.
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The true wmeasurs=ment o[ whether Lrade pressgure isg
succaesatul from @il overall perspsctive has to bhe whetier
the political aims oL Lhe practising state are wmel, and

to what exten:t. This ig because the ability of trade

pregsure to have the intended necalive sconomic impack oo

cvhe  targe: state will acs  in itself guarantee that
pol’tical objectives will bea nat. Althcugh economic

measures such as embargoses and sanctions can bs used, and
have been tsed fcr purely economic reasons, when they are
ceployed as part of trade pressure Then thesy are being
uged in a political capacity.

Lt is fair to say that if trade pressure fails to
have the desired necative economic impact on the target
nation the chances of it having the degired¢ poiitical
impaci are virtually zero. Its econowmlc failure will
only searve to bocst the political wizl and morale of the
targzat country, which will becowme less inclined to alter
itg policies. The only hope Lthen is that other Factors
guch as leadership changes or changes in government may
Zorce the target to alter itgs behaviour. The exception
to this idea thalk if trade presgsure fails to have the
intended economic =ffects its chances c¢f achieving the
political objectives are low, would be when trade
pregsure measures such as sanctions are impcesed which are
of a purely symbolic nature and wherse no change in
polirical nehaviour of the targst is expected.

However, although ths success of trade pressure from
an economic viewpoinst Ppoosts the chances of it altering

the political behaviour of the target state, this need



not be the case since pride, reputation, and sheer
stubbornnzss nay make the target state unwilling to budge
even .0 the Tace of econonic adversity brougzlb on by
trade pressore measures like ganctions. Also the target
may hope to kold out and hope that trade presgsure may bhe
relaxed “n Jhe near futurs. Cdertainly in the case of USB
trade pressure against ths Soviet Unicn throughout the
19807 1its failure tco impose significant eccnomic costs
ol the USSE made the c¢hances of it succeeding in
satiefving its political objectives much more difficult.

Altzcugn  this study looks at the use of trade
pressure by the U.5. against the USSR in a specitic time
period (1980 - 88), it is worth stressing that the use of
thiyg wnoellicy of trads presgsure was not new in US - Soviel
relationg and had infact bcen paxt of US strategy towards
zhe Soviet tUnion in cthe early days of the Celd War, and
it ig even falr to argue tihat Roaald Reagan’s policy
bordering on ecouownic warfare bears striking rcscmblance
to U8 policy in the early vyears cf the cold war. As
Mastanduno points out part of U3 esconomic containment
policy 1n  the years iuwediately after 19435 invelwved
the'...use of US ooonomic  instraments. .. "2  ©o shape
Soviet behaviour.

Ther end of the Secornd World War saw Lhe energence of
the United Stakes as & leading oc¢onomiz as well as
military power. The US sought to wse lts econonic power
agairst the Soviet Unilon as park of its ccld war conflict

and rivalry with Moscow. As can bc witnessed from Lhe

U.S. al Lthe time, it became c<lear a policy of




Lconcmic Contaimnent would be part of US strategy toward :
E
the USSR which was not as powsrful economically. Taxing ;

into accoun:t the fackt that trading with an adversary can

WAL LN e s,

be delroimental as it can contribute towards its military

)

strenglh, for thess reasons as Mastandune poinls out

* ... throughout the Cold wary U5 ofZicials breated trade

with c©he Soviet Union and its aliies differently Zrom US
trade with cther deslinations ..."2 The aiscorical

debate in the West on trade with the Soviel Union centred
largely on -“he question of the export of goods to the

Sovietr Union which would contrivbute Lo thes military

potenvial of Moscow. Western elforts to coordinsbe
allied cecntrols aver exports to the Sovietr Unicn and iks

arlies saw the formation of COCCM in 1949 at a Lime when

Lhe West recognised the strategic risks of trading with
the Sovist bloc. In decades to coma COCOM came o
repregent the strategic ewbargo, the aim of which was to
hinder Warsaw Pac:s access to militarily ugetul technology :
in which zhe West had & lead.

Waile the allicg of Awerica 1in Western HBurope

=

accepted the dalngers oL Lrading with che JS58R

-~

particularly in giralegic ircems and Lechnoleogy and were
as & result willing to cooperate withh thes US  in
controliling gtrategic exporig Lhey had initcially been
wary cf usging economic m2ans das  a pollcy  dnstrument

cgpecially Do the extrens of economic warfare. From Lhe

1945 period up to the late 19508 the West denied the :
Soviet Union the benefits of any significant trade with

the West. Clearly at this time international or Western :




Securlty assuned wIrioQrity over ecouncmic interests. This
pariod [rom L3945 well into LIe 1850 was generally
depicted ag the period of 2cocomic containment. T

force Lzabt initially brought COCCOM into being and h=1lgd it
togerher 1 the =arly vears was the erormous economic
leverage the U5 could exert on ils Western alliss in Lhe
immediate aitarmath of the Cold Wer.

Thiag wag typified oy the 1951 US Mutual Defence

Agmizatance Act which was g=en

"

an attempt by the US o
use aid Lo Western Furope as a lever Lo compel allied
compliance on  expert controls by providing for the
digcontinuance of US financial asgsistance to countrics
that expoirted restrvicted coemmodities to communist
countries. As Mastaundunc points out? western Furcpean
natiouns wero unot entirvely happy with the stractegy of
economic warfars wiich wasg adopted through such means as
COCOM but were virtually compellec to participate thrcugh
US pressure and ccercion, even though they acknowledged
the principle behind the neasd to control the export of
stratecic diems. A major concern tor Wegtern Buropean
nations was that the US was overstating the problem of

stratocic cxports to the Soviet bloc to the extent chat

t

iltems with 1little cr no strategic significance weculd be
restyicted, and that this would prove an unnecegsary
detriment. o already minube Gast - West trads that there
was .

Indeed initial  COCCM  controls saw  a compromise

between a longer US contrel list and a shorter 1list

proposed by and lrance. For Western kurope the

1



dezire was "...to limit coutrols to those cof a more
narrow strategic embargo".

g highliighted hy Masranduno® chere was somewhat of
a retreab from Economic Warfare begimming to take place
from 1653. This szaw West Furcpean nationg in particular
caliing for a likeralisation of COUCM export conkbrols and
cuts i the COCOM control list.

Thig trerd or movement towarzds liberalisaticn of the
western gtrategic embargo wasg viewed with alarm by :che
Unitred States who continued to gtress the overwhelming
security threat pcesed by the Soviet Uznion as well as
Chiina .

However, the West Europeans got their way to a grear
extent and in 1945 during uegetiations the COCOM contraol
list was 7reduced by  50%. Furthermore there was a
varrowing of contvol crikeria that would in future cover
only thoss items which made & direct contribution to the

Sovien Military Sector.

Ul

In addition to this, in 1928 there was a review of

¥%;

the COIOM  ligst which ... resclted in a significant

liberalisation of Controls".6 This was muck to the

deligi:t of the WesL Buropean goverumernczs who had bean
chhappy akout the inclusion 1o Lhe conteol list of wany
items which wers act gegarded as sirategleally important,
The period beginning from the 19608 saw changes 1in
Fast - West trade. Trade ties began Lo emerge on a
nmeasurable grale by the 1%60s and were Lo benelilL grealbly
Lrom decents during the 197Cs. Much of this change wag

due Lo Western Eurcpean governmainls  bagianing Lo



3

reeagtablish tradizional linke with wmarkels 1in Eastern
BUrene . The United States no longer exsociged leadership
of Wegtern poilciseg on Baszt - West trace. In view of
this the West Fuvopsans moved towards liheralisation of
contyroles within COCOM. This saw tThs number of items on
the COCOM Zists decline. The US atrewpted Lo srave ofFF
thig movement towards Liberalisation or easing of
controls by maintaining its wmore extensive natiomal
controls.

The end of the 19605 to the mid 1970s saw or
wirtnessed what can be called z further liberalisation of
Last - West srade. Tt was zhoe period cof cconcmic detente
{in line with the political detente at zhe time) with the
belielf in the West that increasoed cconomic ties betwaen
mast.  and West may heip to foster improved poiitical
relations. Even in the nited States this view or line
was being nromoted, and there were calls for a relaxatbion
of contrels.

uring the 1970s COCOM had almost threatened to

Hecomns orsolete, Member Stategs had infact becomz rather

casual in tiaeir enforcement of coztrols. At the gsame
ime Hast - West trade had increaged in comparison to

previous ysars. The second half of the 1970s witnessed
problems in Wegiera policies towards economic relations
with Che Soviel kloo. Digagreements once again began
emerging within the Western alllance. The U.S. Lkad bagan
to end its liberal approach of the early 1970s to trade
with the Soviet Union in  response Lo concerng over

Moscows behaviour. The new more strickher US approach




was not to the liking of the Wast Buropeans who by now
nad  consideranle economic interssts ar stake in their
Lrade links witih the Sovieo bloo. The divisions
primarily  between the US and its Furopean allies
intenegified going jnte the 1980s. On top of this, as we
shall g=e, Lhe renewed period of conflict iun Easto - west
ralations in Lhe sarly 1280s proved & disaster for Sovier
American ecouomic relaticons  in partcicular, and saw
aconomice warfare one of thoe initizl features of the cold
war dictate Scviet - Americzn 1ssues.

Tt owmight ke appropriate Lo briefly look at the
reason Sor the Gevelepnent of Soviel - American relations
in the manner in which they did in particular the
reasoning behind Lhe Cold War, which actually contributed
in attracking the use of U.5. trade pressure in the post

1945 period

Since 1945  the Soviet-American relationship has
oscillated vather like a business or trade cyole. The
rerviod immediately following the Second World War saw the
onset of what became known as the ‘Cold War’ .’ This term
wag uged Ko describe the extrama state o©of tension and
hostility that dovelopad beltween the Western powers led
by the United States, and the Communist bloc of Eastern
Burope led in turs by the Sovist Union. The ‘Cold War’
in fact Dbecamc the norm by which Sovie:r-American (and
Last-Wesl relations winich WEYe naturslly closely
ivterconnactad) were coverned, and was characterised for
amuch of the post-war period by: political wmanceuvriing;

diplomaitic wrangling, psychological warfare; ideological




hostility; QCONOMILC wartare; a g j or arms race;
peripheral wars; and other power contests; falling short
of an actual ‘hot waw’.

T can be said that the Cold War which emerged
between the United Staces and the USSR was waiting Lo
sappen long beforo major dovelopuents in Burope after the
Second Worla War wmade it a reality. Ths fact 1s that
gunapicion and dislike bheltween the Lwe cousiries could be
craced as far dack as tha Russian Revolubkion. American
croons had took part in the abortive ‘White’ counker
revolution againgst the Rolsheviks during 1918 - 19.  The
7.8, as a major capitalist state was in ideological terms
in clear conflict with the communist Id=ology of the
Bolsheviks. The Americans contizued to oppose diplomabic
licks with the USSR, and it was only the mutual objsctive
to deleal Hitler’s Germany that brought the Soviats and
americans together during the Szcond world war.

Howevey, once Sermeaity had been defeated the uneasy
Aunerican - Soviet cooperation scoon began to disintegrats
and the twa faced sach otihwer suspicious of each others
motives and intentions. Could the Cold War have been

avolded? From Lhe point of wview ihat thare exlsced a

bt

-
i

diglike heoween he two well belore 1945 wmaybe not.
However, having fougit alongside cach other could have
acted as a catalyst towards a possible reconciliation.
This did not materialize because the traditionazl hatred
resurfaced, and hopes of rapprcchement were dashed by a

serieg of avents and developments which took place i1 the

veors dwnediately after the Second World War.




-

A gignificant developmenlL was Tthe Soviet ‘take -

over’ of Hagtern EBurope between 19845 - 47, Ag the Red
Arny  advanced through Fagtern Rurcope, pro - communistc
canporary governments were setv up. Posl - war elections
i vhese conntboiles ware hald ander e watchful eves ol
the Red Army which had not vet wicharawn. Thre WeglL did
ot regard Lhem as free elections and digliked sven more

the subsecuent communisation of the zoeoalition governments
which were elected. They saw Scalin as having broken his
promise of frec eolections he had made at Lhe Yalta
Confarsnce.  Westorn leacders had clzarly become concerned
that Wegtern Europe might suffcr the same fate as BEastern
Furope.

This concern was highlighted in 1948 by Wington
Churchill in his speech in the USA wherce he warned that
an ‘Iron Curtain’ had descended across burope and that

thiz USSR wanted iundefinite expansion ¢l their power and

docLrines. He proposed & Anglo - military
In 1947 came the Truman Doctrine which said that
america would aid ‘frec peoples’ Lo resist thrsats by

arned minoricies ox by ‘outside pressures’ . Truman

t

caveful.y ¢id not name communism as the ensmy but no one
had any doubt as to what he wmeant. The doctrine was
applicd and American aild pont to any government which
could prova itself anti - communist. 'The Truman doctrine
became the correrstone co¢f Amcrica‘s entire Cold War
policy. In June 1917 came the Marghall PRlan, a wvast

progranme Of Americall sconomic aid to Burops. fu effect

i
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mhis was oie eeonomic srm of  the Truman Doctrine in
Lurops=.

The setting up oI the North Atlantic ‘Treaty

Organisation in 1949 - & wilitary alliance of Western
nacilong ol be seen as providing final proof that the
Wept under principasly American l=adership, and EBastern
Eurcpe under cthe Sovier Unicn were now  in  dlree:

oppesitcion and hostility to each other.

Mauy rvival views had developed as to the origing of
the Cold War. The Tradilionalist or QOrthodox view was
Lhatl Soviel aggress.on and expansionism was responsible
and turther that thig aggresgive Soviel behaviour came
Erom communist ideology, Russdan lmperialist traditions
and Stalins personality. The wview of the Revisionists
was that 1t was actually Wegtern digs.rust of the Soviert
Union, and attempts by the West to try and establish
econoric controi ¢f Lurcpe thac was Lhe cause.

However, Che Fost - revisioalst view adoptad a more
neutral stance and I believe a wore accurate one, it
blamed both sides for inaugurating the coid wax.

Nevertheless the ccld war did not always dictate the
thrust of Soviet-Am=rican relationg, and gave way to

detente by about 1969, a councept denoting a relaxation of

tensions.® This period of detente was at li.s p=ak beiween
1969 and 1975. Detenle was based on a recognibion that

peaceful coexistence was an essential  Ingredient  in
Arerican - Soviet relationg, and :zhat in Lts abszence the
cold war and an expanding arms race ccuid lead to the

calamity oI & nudiear war.



After two decades of confrontational cold  war
politlics, Lhe two superpower’s began to negotiate theix
dilferencies in the 1860°'s as a result of the military
situatlonal factors.

The period of detenle produced a number of arms
linmitation agresments, Lncrzased EasL - West trade, the
Helginki Accord aimed ai chtaining a general agreement to
the pecst - World War II ZIuropcan Status gue, and an
incresase in cultural exchanges. It began o encountecr
problems from 1977-7¢% and eventually collangsed following
the Sovietb invasion of Afghanistan in Deoccembor 1979

Faving now outlined the gencral Eframeworlk behind

thig study we come tce ths purpose of thisg chapirer, which

e

s o  chart the state of Soviet-Amevican relations
begimming freom the events in Afghanistan in December 1978
through to Mikhai® Gorbachev’'s rige to power i March
1985. With this in mind the chapter is divided for
convenience into three secilions. SecLion cne has asg it

tartine point the Scviet invasion of Afchenistan, which

i}

Lriggerad off a massive decterioration in Soviet-american
relationsg during the course of 1980 in what was to »he
Pregidens Carter’s final vyear 1n office. Section two
analyses the superpower relationship under Reagan’'s IZirast
three vyears “n office, dvuring which time there was a
marked intensification 1n the renswed conflicl generated
since the end c¢f 1979, and whicl: shatterad any hopes of a
possiblie revival of defente, instead inaugurating what
conmmenly  becam2  known as  bhe Second cold war. And

finally Section three looks at the first gigns of a



possible thaw in the newly invigorated Cold war, which
began Lo emnerge or take shape abt the outset of 1984 wizh

Reagan’s mnore conciliatory toaz towards Moscow and the

=

subgeguent ascent to the Soviet leadership of a sastroag

past adwocate ot cdsTanto, Konstantin Chermenko. This
slowly daveloping raprprochemantz in Soviet-Amaerican
relations continu=sd through to 128%, and was still very
much alive when Chernenko’s death brought Gorbachev to

power.

13
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SECTION OME -~ THE DISTNTEGRATIOQON OF DETENTE

Soviet-Anesican relations during the course of 1980
wera shaped by a oumber of key developments in the last
Few wonths of 1279 which were lazer to culminate in the
evaeniuwal downiall of au already weaksnad delence. Among
these developnents were J.3. chavges in Sepbember 1979
concernig a Soviet Combal brigade in Cuka, the WNovwith
atlantic Trea:sy Qrgasnigallon’s upanimous approval of tihe
two track plan for development of American mediun range
wissileg in Rurope coupled with simultaneous negotiations
cn arms control, and perhaps the mest significant of all
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979.

The Soviet inktervention in Afghanistan wasz Lo mark
Lhe ingtant death of detente arnd crumblirng of the f[raglle
congsensus which had begun to emerge under detente during
most. of the 1970s, The *Cold War’ appeared to be
returning from  gelf-imposed exile. 7 The events in
Afghanistan attracted a stitft response from the United
States. President Carter called it a "radical and
aggreastve invasion" wirtichh "could pose the most serious
trhreat Lo Che peace since the Second Worla warn, 10 fThe
United states tock gheps Lo dsolake Mozgcow including
mohilising the internationzl cormanity against the Scviet
invagion of Afghanictan and  the subsegquent American
spongored resolution of censure at the nited Nations
which was vetoed by the Soviet Union.

President Carter’'s state of Lhe Union addrzss to a
ntt sesgion of Congress on January 22, 1980, made it

abuncantly clear that the American response wouid not bhe
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confined to mere verbal condemnation. Carter ewmphasised

rhat "che Soviet Union must pav o concrete prdice for

=1

Lheir acggression. the American presicdent amnounced &

pad H ' : o 2. iRl
packags oI econowmic ganctions against the USER. T2 These
included: an embargo on future yrain exports leading to a

cancellallon of an offzr of 1/ million wetric nonnes of
wheat: and corn; suspension of  licensing of ail high
technoloygy and other products reguiring validated export
licences pending roeview; reduction of Soviet fishing
privileges in U.53. watcers; and limitation of the Asroflot
service to the IIhited StLales. On top of these Cartex
threatenad to pull the U.S5. cut of the 1980 Olympic games
which were to bes held 1in Moscow. These measures were
claavly intended fo send a messaqe Lo the Soviet Union
that ".oo..its  decision  te use wmilitary  force in

Afghanistan wiil be costly o every political and

economic velabionship it vaines."1?  Carter backed up the

American economic and political response with a starn
warning amphasising that the Unilted States wcould be
willing to use military forcs if necesggary Lo protect its
vital ivterests such as those i the Persian Gulf region
which Washington saw as hkelryg Cthreatened by the Soviet
pressznce in  Afgharistan. This weffirmation of the
geostrategic importance of the Persian Gulf and the area
immediatcly surrounding it to Awmerican intcrestcs becams
known as the ‘Carter Doctrine’ .4

A major cagualty of the renewed confirontatior in

Soviet-Amevican relations Lollowing Afchanistan was tae

> 2 B TV, 3 : h T IS - 5 A e -
Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty (SALT 1;),13 signed 2y

3
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;




Carter and Brezanev at the Vienna Summit o 18 June 1979
butt yet to bhe ratllied by thes U.5. Senate. Ratification

of the trealy was already in a precarious position even

before the ave: in Afghanistan, the treaty haviog been

"facvally wounded" duoring ths L1279 hearings held by the
Senakte Foreign relationsg and Armed Services Commiticoes.
Under much debate and scruziny reogarding the SALT 11
treaty, and desgpite Carter’s support for it,l6 the
prasident stated that "...... because oI the Soviat
invagion ¢f Afghanistan, I do 2not believe it is advisable
te have cthe senate coasider the treaty now" . 17 Despite
the fzct that Jarter had only asked :the Senate to
temporarily delay consideration of the treaty it never
again received formalil attention. Pregident Carter‘s
decision was simply a responssa to the political reality
in the U.$., and the prevailinge anti-Scoviel senlLiment
which would not only have mads ratification of the treaty
impossiblelS but wourd have heen coustrued as scending the
wrong signal to Moscow at the wrong time.

The Soviet: wesponge o the sgharp deterioration in
oilateral relations was Lo placs the bklame for tais
solely on the Unites States and exonsrate itgelf. There
was  total digagreemert Dbetween both gsides ag o the
version of events in Afghanistan. The Soviets launched
theair own verbal offcnsive against Washington, coupled
witlh fervent defiance, accusing the Unized States of
misrenresenting the events in Afghanistan. According Lo

the official Soviet view ", .... therve has bezn, aaxd 13,

1o Rugslan inteszventicun in Afghanistan. The USSR acted

L6
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011 he Lasis of the Soviet-Afghan treaty oL

19

friendghip®. Moscow’ s varsion cf events was that it

was giving help Lo the Afcghan people to assist them Zn

chainr  ariraggie  to repel ", ... cutside impasrialist
. - 20 o A et . - oy et
intexrference ... L0EY Incdeed at he Central Counmittee

Plsnum ©11 23 June 198021, Brezhinev gkated the Soviet view
of ths events in Afghanistan accuging the U of armed
sggrassicn ageingl the afghan people, and all the USSR
did was help ite neighbour Lo repel this aggression. He
staunchly detended the decigsion to send in Boviet troops
as the correct one. The USSR further assesiled the
aconomic sanctions idmposed by the United States as a
"o... coentinuacion of the o.d policy of using trade as an
instrument of political pressure".22

The American decigsicn to postpone ratification of
the SALT 1L iLregaty c¢ame wuder heavy Sovieb craticism.
Mogcow argued that Cthe decisicon was hard tao Justify
considering that the treaty ".... Zs in the interests of
the US no less than those of the USSRY.4? Indeed Leonid
Brezhnev, answer Loc questions from a Pravda
correspoudent, claimed that the American decision to
shelve the trealy weant that major progress in the field
of digarmament had besn lost.?? The USSR ilucreasingly
helieved that Soviet-Amervican rzlalicns were back on the
‘Cold War’ track, and that the gaine from detente were
lost because cf a new militaristic course adopted by
America. At the heart of Soviet accusations against the
nired Stabtes was ths view thait Washingbonr was on a

irrevergible path aimed at attaining military superiority




cver the Soviet state. Such Soviet charges were not
altogeizher unfoundad. The Sovist invasion of Afghanistan

had “urned Soviet-American relations cn their head and
conlrontacion lzad replaced cooneration. It al=zo
zncouraged the Carter administration Lo pursue a more
hardlire and vigorous cefence policy. So it came as no
curprise whon Congresg, wivhout much opposition, approved

development of two weapons - the MX missile and new nerve

gag weapons labelled binary umunitions, a move said to be

a serious klow to thoe future suceess of arms conbrol
effcrts Moreover, Congresg increased the Ievel of
defence appropriations suggested by the administration

for the Lfirst time in thirceen delu.75 Commenting on

Carter’s strabte of ths Union address, a Pravda editorial

accused the U.8. of seeking ocutright military superiority

and claimed Lhat Washingtou was pursuing a course aimed
at disrupLing the present military balance Dbetween tha
U7.8. and the USSR, *® A leading Soviet academician,

Georgi ArbeLov, dismissed AZchanistan as the issuce walch
was  responsible for the downturn in  Sovict-American
relations and the consequent policy adopted by the United
States which was charvacterigsed by an accelerated huild-ug
of military Dnower. mnstaad hs argued that the American
reversicn toe trhisz wmilitaristic approach was thes »oot
cause of the deteriorat:ing internalicnal climate and that
this policy was not the resulc of Soviet acLion in
Afghanistan but in facr was based on a number of
decisgions taken by the .8, and its a lies pricr Lo tne

avents in Afgianistan. He cited the NATO declsion Lo

>
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increase military budgetsg ovar a periocd of fifteen vyears,
and to deploy new Arverican nmedium Tange wissiies in
Eurmpe,27

As the vear progressed there anpesared to ke no gign
off dissipation of the c¢old war climate created at the
start of ithe vear. In a speech on May 10 tc the World
Affairg Council in Philadelphia, Frasident Carter pinned
any hopes ©of an improvement 1in American-Soviet relationsg
en o an improvemant in Scoviel behaviour. S In light of Ethe
Us administratlon’s currenl policy of enhancing aAnerica’s
wilitary capabiliciesg, Litis  spesch was Jjudged  as
hypocritical as well as hostile to the Soviet Union by
the Sovist press. In remarxs made at the CenLrcal
Committee Plenum on 23 Juns 19802° Andrei Gromyko
reiterabed Lhe  Soviel view Lhait Lhe Wegt had peen
regpongiblie for the rise in tension and hostility, and
that this <ouid he geen in the decigion of the western
countries " to increass their military budgets, stevping
up the arms race, and placing new American medium range
misgsiles in Westezn Burope". Hea went on to note that the
reason why the West had initiabed such measures, which
hac contributed o Easb-~-Wagt Lension, was becauge of its
quest "to attain & wilitary-stratbegic predominancs over
Lhe Soviet Union" and secondly hecause of its "concern
thal global developmeals were ol procescing. .. ." as Laay
would  like, He underlined that wilitary supremacy
remained the overriding goal of the US government..

Sovieb  apprabension  ahout  what it g@aw  a

b

t.he

dangerous militarisTic course s=smbarkad upon by the Unitced
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States wag conpounded by Presidential Directive o, 59
gigued by Carter on July 25, 1980, and later leaked Lo
the press. Accorcing tc Moscow the direczive essentially
damcuiited Lo oz new .5, nuclear Sirateqy.; This so
called new nuaolearv stracegy was viewed ag particularly

provocative gince i appeared thar the United States had

accaded to the concept Zhat waging a "liwmited nuclear
war" was possible. Cn Cctober 14 Brezhnev received at

the Kremlin a prominent TU.S. bugsinessman, Dr Armasd

Hammer, Lo whom he oxpressed his deep concern at the poor

0

al

state of Soviet-ARmerican relations. ! He reiteraced
comment s madde sarlier in he Y EAT T that
continuaticn by the United States of a policy of
exacerbating internationa: tensicn and whipping up the
arms race will lead to further disorder 1in international

32 He

relations and an ilncreage 1in the threat of war™.
went on to stress that a U.S. policy geared te dialogue
with the Soviet Union would be mcre desirable and would
",... meet with a positive response on fthe part of the
Sovie:r Union". Thig was typical of the echoss Efrom
Moscow whiclh tended to combine harsh criticgque of U.S5.
policy with support foxy coopervation and dialogus on an
"egquitable bagisg".

The Soviet wuse of military force in Afghanistan had
LA produced a virtual c¢uz off in subsltantive contaclt
psetwaen the Urited States and Lhe Soviel Union". 33 It was
not gurprising thevefore that there was no progress on

Dilateral issues, t1Tustrated by  the fact chat no

bilateral documents waere aigned during the whole of
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1980 .24 Many Americans felt a sense of betrayal on the
part of the USSR for :the faith they had invested in
detente during the 29705 ouly toe see Moscow (as they
believaed) explolt the period of relaxed tensions for its
own ends. The Mnerican nation appeared to have descended
into & state or mood c¢f bellicerency epizomized on
electicn day whel volLeyrs opted [For .. ... policicians
whose chief forelgm policy prescriptions were more
defence spending and a cougher stance against the

Sovieta", 35

thus shattering any prospect of & Scvieco-
American rapprochement for the time being. it appears as
though the 3ovie: leadership did not fully couprehsnd the

gscale of arti Soviet feeling prevailing in the United

SLates or were unwilling to accep:t it. indeed the
initial Soviet rzaction to Reagan’s victory waz one cof

Optiniissm.36

Moscow presumed thas Carter’s defeatb was the
reguls of voters rvejecting his ovellicose foreign policy,
while at the same Lime Moscow detected wmoderation in
Reagan’s rhetoric. It wag not until Reagan tocok office
in Jonuary 1881 that the USSR fully appreciated his
administration’s strong anti-Soviet credencials, No
doubr Moscow had hoped that by adopting a more wodarale
tone in responsgs to Reagan’'s vicrory it might be able to
dissuads the new adwministraticn from continuing with its
predacessor’s confrontational stenoe.

The chance to salvage something from a disastrous

J

vear for Soviet-American rel

8

ticng came with the opening
of the second gtace of talks on Buropean securicy and

cooperation under the CS5CE EHelsinki accord in Madrid on



11 November 1980, However o headway was made, and
ingtead the conference provided both sides with a £orum
from which to launci thesiv own propaganda offensive, thus
concluding Cacter’s tfinal yesr in office in nmuch the same
way as it had began. The Carter adminiztrabicn was to
leave behind many pressing points of contention o2 1ts
Soviet policy. The confidence and trust betweswn the
SUPRIHPOWETS, ore of the hallmarks o©of detente, had
vanisned?’ and a gteady tsturn to Lhe cold war Zeft the
next Pregident Ronald Reagan, with a major foreign policy

»

crallenge with which to contend.

SEOTEON TWO - CONFRONTATION INTENSIVIED: THE REAGAN
PRESIDENCY -~ 'I'HE rrzgm THREE YEARS
(1981 -1983)

Ronald Reagan's early pronouncements regarding the
Soviet Unicn st a ominous precedent £or the [uture
conduct of Soviet-Enerican relations. Iaving ascended to

the presidency on a crest of anti-Soviet fervour Reagan
proceeded with plans which would put the United Stateg on
a acw  coliision course with Moscow. While attempting to
woo Reagan ab the startc the Soviet leadership soon came
to rvealise the [ulllity of such efforts. Tha Xeagan
adwinistration arsived 1n office acainst a backdrop of
failure in aAmerican foreign policy (such as the ITran
hostage crigis). Therefore at the coere cof the nsw

administration’s foreign policy was the need to reassert
America once agaln inciuding militarily, particularly in
response to charges that the United States was lagging

behind the Sovier TUnion in the military arena with the

A be % am s




cvera:l balance of forves favouring Mosdow. The Reagan
administration quickly enmbraced a policy of contailnment
reminisceat of the itwmadiate  post-second  world  war
pertod. L= was  bocoming  clcear  from  the utterances
emanabing  from Washington that Soviet-Anerican global
rivalry wag bhack con the agenda with Washington’s cleax
aspougal of a poticy aimed at rolling back Soviern gains
in the third world and with Reagan more willing to
intervene in regional conflicts in order to check Soviet
expansionism and ade credibility to his antil-communist
comrmitments. the provision of econowmic, humenitarian,
and milicary assistance were the means by waich this
ndivect interventionlist policy wag to be exccouted, with
the man beuneficiaries of this aid being right wing
governments and rebel wovements in Central America and
Africa.3®

Any hopes of a positive Dbreakthrough 1in Soviet-
avericaen relations and a relaxatlon of tension had been
dashed by the new adwinistration’s uneguivocal rejection

)
of ths concept of detente. -

During his first press
conference Reagan had slammed decente as being a one way
strezt whiclhi the Soviet Union had usad to foster its own
aims, and that ic was wore advantageous to Lhe USSR than

to thz United Statas.40

The Keagan adwninistiratlon’s hacsh
rhetoric towarxds the Soviel Union was a comon fzacure
early on.

Also in hig Lirst press conference on January 31,

Prosident Heagan accused the Soviet Union of pursuing

wor.d dominatiorn. lle further added that the Sovists




"regerve unto Lhemgelves the right Lo commit any crime,
o lis, wce cheat, 1u order to attain that, and tmat is
moral (in their wview), ncl dmmoral, and we operate on a

. . a0 —
different s2t o gstandards"™ .=~ The S8z

U

cretarxy ©f 3tate,
Alexander Hailcg, continued the bittsr attacks on the USSR
By ¢laiming that Moscow  was "tyalning, funding and
equipping iatermational terrorism”., The Halg and Reagan
remarks drew an angry respounse FLrom the Soviet Usnion who
accused the administration of deliberately trving "....rLo
discredit the peace-loving policy of the Soviet Tmion®. ..
and for dragging Lhe world iato a ccld war situation by
hurling ungubstantiasted accusations at ig. 4

Soviet-American re.ratlons suffered not ouly as a
resu’t of the bitter excharges at the start of the yeaxr
but also frcm what Moscow saw as a concerted policy of
Lhe Reagan adminiscration to rebulld America’s military
capabilities, thus altering what the USSR saw as the
existing equilibrium. This view was given  further
credence  when Reagan rejected outright the SALT 11
treaty, calling 1t *fatally flawed", and appeared to make
no suggegtions about nwodifyving or amending “he treaty.

In late Mayxch 1881 a Pravda article szccused the
United States of plunging into a new armg race with plans
Lo increass defernce gpending to $178 killion. Comuenting
on the new U.S. government the newspaver said that the
Reagan administration had set itgelf ".. ... the goal not
of correcting but of multiplying thie wistakes made by the

oo B i . . 32
recading admlnlstratlon..._".iJ
P 9



Ot the imporcant issue of arms conLrol and
disarmament botal Reagan and Secretary of State Ifaig had

eariier in zZhe year declarad that Zurther anegolialbions

witlh the Soviats would depend on Sovier behavioulr around
the world. This poiicy of linking Sovieb beahaviour in

specitic arsas with progrags  on patvcicular  Soviet-

f_’)

American  issues was velected outricht by the  Sevi

iy
t

Jrrion. A leading wzmber of the Poiliitburo, Konstantin

rernenke, poured scorn over thig policy of linkage
acguing that it was a U.3. 9.0y to avoid arms talks and
to exacerbaie existing points of conflict in Soviet-

American relations, and that it served no purpose since

progress hampered by suc: a pcelicy would be a wmutual

‘44
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loss Throughout the course of tiue year the USSR had
constantly accused Washington of bkbeing wninterestsd in
armg control.

In August 1981 the Soviet Unlon took the opportunity
to attack Reagan #or his decisicn to start production of
thie neutron bomb, warning of ohe dangerous consegquences
of this step.ﬂ3 Reagan further left himself open to the
charge of insensitivity since the decision to procaed
with manutacture ot the bomb came on August & whiczh was
Llie memorial day for the victims of Wiveshima., More to
the point, zhe U.8. decision to provsed with the neutrorn
bombk played into Sovien hands gitice it gave sone credence
to  Meoscow’'s earlisr proncuncements that  thes Reagan
administration was et commitieed to arws control.

When taking office President Reagan and Alexander

Halg had made it c¢lear that on armg coatrol their
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emphasis would be on the n=ed To negotiate from a
, . ~ L 46 . \ 4

positior of StTDﬂgthlL sinee only then could they

poraunade the USSR to fake arms control seriously. This

approach wag highlighted by Reagan onn OQctobear 2 when e

. a . . N 48y . . I
announced his strategic arms policy.®’ During this he
"predgad toe halt  tha declize irn Amervica’s wilitary
strength” arnd prasantad Aa comprehensi ve plan to

gstrengthen and modernize the strategic triad of torces.
Fe went on to clarify That guch a programme would provide
"the keystone Lo ary genuinsg arms reduction agreemsnt
with the Soviets". This American approach to arms control
¢id mnothin to cucll tense exchanges with Moscow over
this igsue, and was probaikly a major determinant in Lhe
Sgrcwing peace movement in Buvope and the United States.
The Sovict  Union  itself, while in need of a

ubstantial arms acceord, was never golng to allow itgelf

L‘|

to be dictated to by the United States and was willing to
negotiate only once majov obstacles in the arms control
field were renoved. Mogscow continued to cawpalgn o
raverse the NATO two track decision for deploymeni of
Persiing  and Cruise missilas in Western Europe. This
iaaue, whiclt  had  been largely overshadowed  duving
Carter’s final vyear by the Soviet invasicon of Afghanistan
and the adverse repercussions which stemmed f£rom that,
always proved to be a wmajor irritant during questions of
arms control and disarmament . The USSR welcomed with
wmuch salbislacbion Lhe upsurge 1in pacifisgt sentiment  in
Western Burope which cuolminated in demonstraticns on a

large scale in major cilies such as Loandon, 3cnn 4and Rowe



during October 1981 against the NATC plans to dewnloy new
. . . . a5 . . . . -
U.3. migsiles in Burope.” This increasing wave O
prctest  and  the concern  portrayved by arms control
advocates 13 the United Suates wervre praompiad Lo a large
exteont by "the strong anti-Soviei line adopted" by the
Reagan administraiion and ths externsive programme of
rearmament  whicihh  Reagan had committed hiwmself [ a)

undertake whichh 11 turn "had ralised fears of nuclear

AQ _ .
waxrh . A9 The USSR attempted to outfox Washinoton by
playing the advent of peace. dmerica thus risked

forteiting the weace card to Moscow if it totally ignored
the p=acc movement, att the same time as the Soviet Unidon
wag calling for armg talks and fabling arms proposalg.

in view of all this Reagar made an attempt to regalin
the ititiacive when he delivered a2 malor Lorsign pelicy
address hafcore the National Press Club on November 1y, 50
During thig occasior ne announced the so called ‘zerco
opltion’ according to which trze United States would forgo
entirely deployment of the planned missileg in Europe if

the Soviet Union was prepared tce digmantle ifts  own

P - e .. K e |
aimilar w=2apons. Holt surprlslng;y)l this proposal was

rejected outright by the Soviel Union as not serious, and
many in tne West did nob expeci Moscow Lo agree toe bthis
latast Reagar initialive.

The unaceeptability of Reagens ‘zerc option’ 1s not
entirely difficult to comprehend, partlcularly from a
Soviet viewpolnt. In shoert, Reagan’s proposal Lo a
‘zero optiocn’ meant in cffect that NATO would not go

aheac witlh the plamn=d degplovunent of 572 or so U.S.

27




misgiles in Burope on condition that the Soviets would be
required o climinate ail their deployment of §8-20
wiggiion inclunding digmantline ths 606 or so internediate
vange missilcs inctalled since the 19250s. rurthermore the
proposal excluded British and TIrenc missile svstems
which the Soviets reminded were also pointed at them.

The Soviet newspaper [zvestia callad the Reagan arms cut

proposal a '"propaganda ploy" to show that the american
President wanted peace,5 Furthermore his propcsals were
viewad by the Soviets as not in good faith and were
according to them deliberately Cframed to he unacceptable.
The Sovicet progss referring to the Reagan propogal once
again in 1982 cynically dubbed iz as "zexco option again"
in conjunction with noew U.S$S. proposals.53

hside from Lhe zero option offered by Reagan, he
used thoe Neovembor 18 addross as a platform from which to
iliustrate his concern at whal he described as a steady
Soviet miiiltary bulld up over the past decade which had
allowcd Moscow to devceclop an overwnelming advantage. Ho
rejected the Soviet claim that a balance of Intermediate
Nuclear forces already existad in Europe, and announced
that he had proposasd a delence programme Z2"which will
remedy the neglect of the past decade ...... woAlLL iz oall
this Reagan address combining unacceptable arms preposals
with plans tor strengthening America’s military
capabilities did not go down well in Soviet eyes ag one
wonld have expectoed.

Negotiations Ot Intcermediate Muclcar forces

officially openad in Geneva on November 30, Aras talks



particularly those involving INF in Burope were alwaye a
contenticus igsue in Soviet-American relations. Thig was
heacauss  Buropne was ragarded as the major theatre of
operation in the event of zany tuture world war and koth
sides were thevefore anxiocus Lo avold being perceived asg
baving a military-stranegic disadvantage in Worops. The
impoertanca of Surope was spelled out by Reagan during hig
afore mentioned November 18 address when he talked about
the growing threat to Western Europe posed by Soviet
intermediate rance missile svstems, and explained that
this reason was paramount in the NATO two track decigion
to coeploy missileg capable of reaching targets In the
Soviel Union. Any hepe of gserious progress at the Geneva
regotiations had  been gseveroly dented by Reagan’s
controversial ‘zero option’ preposal which wes heavily

weighted against the Sovielb Union, and which the American

side rastated at the nagotiations. The Amarican
delegation lad by Paul N1 £ res? presented Reagan’s
proposa’s in detail. The Soviet team headed by Yuli
Kvitginsky insisted that only weapons deploved in Rurope

e discussead, a move aimed at deflectivg the talks away
from —hie Sovier 85-20s  stabtiozed in Siberia  (outside
BEuropean Russia) bur still capable of striking targets in
Western Durope. Moreover they demanced that British and
French nuclear systems be counted in the overall Western

tally of [orces. As a result the failure of these latest

3]

INF  negotliatbions, Diagued  as Lhey were by major

differencesg, was NC surpriss.
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The dewnhill coursoe which Scevict-amarican velations
Ead azsumed sinco Decomber 1879 showed no  signs of
abzring  rhrcughout  1$81L, & yoar which was vife with
charge and counterchanrge. Towards Lhe end of the vyear
Sovieat-american relaticns plunged to an even deeper level

of heostility when on December 13 the authorities in

Poland imposed marvtial Law, Durirg the course of the
vear the United States had warned Moscow not Lo iantervene
in the Pcligh crigis amidst ixncreasing concernn thatb the

Soviet Union might sgend troops to guash Lhe Sollidarity
novement . Despite th=s fact tkat Lie USSR did no:o
intervene, at least not directly, to determine the evenLs
in Poland, the military crack-down wag blaned on Mcscow
by the nited States. Ag a result, Reagan announced on
Tecember 23 a whole package of sanctionsg on  econonlc
ralationg with the Soviet Union.?” These wide ranging
sanctions involved: the suspension of ULhe isgguance and
renewed of all validated export licencesg; the susgpension
of all Aernflot Services; the postponemant of

negotiations ¢n a new long Lern agreament; as well as

various orher measures including sancoions on oil and gas

technology. The Soviet yresponse o the line taken by
Waghirgton owver Poland wasg one of utter digway. The

Soviet is=ader Brezhnev in a letter to Reagan on the
situvaticr in Poland accused America of interfarence in
the internal Affairs of Poland and alleged chat "the
rresent US administratien had done a lot .. ... Lo
underwine everything positive that Lad been achieved ...

in relarcions between the two countries. .., and that the
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Furche-s srosion of Soviet-Zmerican relations would be the

56

0

ole rasponsibility of Waghington. Ci1 the question of
gsanctions irpozed Dy the United States, the Scoviet trade
ninister Nikoial PatcLichev gaid rhat *the s
adminisvravion has again gegorted to an unlawiul play
... and 1s trying vo use brace and economic ralatlong
with the USSR and cother wsocialist countries to bring
pregsure £ bear on them” . >’

The sgiharp varbsl exchanges Dbetwsen The superpowers

warre reminigeens of tihe cold war ¢limate coreated i1n The

aftermath of Afghanigtan. Thus it was  Dbecowing
increasingly evidenk “n easly 1982 thal Soviet-American

ralations were geltling down 1into their now customary

Another area  of Aovi el -American conflict, in
addition to the Polish crigig, which aroge in early 1382
wag the construction of a natural gasg pipeline Ffrom
Siberia to Western Europe {(an EBast-West proijec: between
the Soviet Union and Weskbern Europe). The United States
was highly critical of its Western allieg in Lurope for
the close cconomic cogperation that the pipeline projeact
would  entail. Many in the US administraticn were
beginnirg to feel a sens: of betrayal on the part of
allies who were cooverating far too intimateiy with
Moscow on cconomic matters. A major objection voiced by
America was Cthat "the natuval gas pipsline would make
wesvern Burope overly dependent. on the Sovier Cnion for

anergy supplies and would provide billions of dollars in

o _ »
hard currency to prop up the alling Soviat economy""8

3
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which Reagan argu=sd was already heavily wmilitarized aud
which would thus threaten a principal oblective ol =2ig
adminiscration, to check and contain the growti in Soviet
military powar. Reagan deliberatzly made an effort to
prevent. completion of the pipelins, and this opportunity
coaveniently arogse over Che events in  Pcland which
prompted  Reagan bto anncunce  sanctions  against Moscow
which  inc-uded "a prohibition on U.S. exports of
equipment fLor consiruction of a natural gas pipeline from
Siberia to Western Europe".59 This led to a certain
amount of friction between thse United Stales and ita
Buropean allies wmany of whon Dbelieved that economic
deLenle was a uselutl way of easging East-West tensions and
who algo had strong commercial and economic links with
the Soviet Union.

The Soviet reaction was cane ol Lotal fury at
Reagan’'s "discriminatory measures” aund attempts by the
United States ".... ©o wreck East-Weslt economic links-
links which are autually beneficial".®% Moscow was also
cuick to highlight he ¢ritical reaction of Anerica’s
European allies, claiming that Washington was trying "to

deprive them of the undoubted advantages which they

obtainr from ececnomic coeoperation with socialist
countrieg". The USSR was quite clearly infuriated by

Reagan’s attemplts Lo sabotage Lhe completion of the

pipeline particuiarly as it was on the verge of

Finalising arrangamentis concerning the pipeline
project.61



Breoccupal lon wilh Lhe evenls in Poland aud the
pipeline Ziasco meant kthat other tissues had bheen lavgely
forced into the backoround durine the firsc Iew months of
1982,

In a key speach on Mavch 16, 198252 widely regarded
as ~—aving the makings of a pcace 1initiartive, Brezhnev
declared a unilateral woratorium on the deplovuent ot
intermeciate range nuclear weapons in Duropean Russia,
and a La.t in the replacemant of the o©ld $8-4 and $5-5
migsiles with the more modern 55-20 wnissiles. This
moratorium was to remain in efrect until an agreement had
bheen reached on the reduction of intermediate weapong or
untiz the deployment of the Awerican Perghing 11 and
craige migsiles in Hurope would  begin. Brezhnev’s
propogsals  helped Zurther buttress the already growing
peace movement in EBurope.

The USSR, although critical of the Reagan
administration’s decision to abandon detente, urged the
necd for dialegue. At the 26th party congress The Soviet
leader Brezhnev suggested a possible gsumrmit meeting in
the autvmn with Reagan while gpeaking " about the
nsafulness of an active dia_ogue wikh the United States
on  ali  lavels".®? while attracting nwch favourable
commentary From thes foreign media, Brezhnev's comments
produced only a lLukewarm responge trom Washington.

It geemec at fast that there wou.d be some scope for
the positive cdevelopment of Scviet-American relations.
This was given a koost by Reagan‘s address on East-West

64

relations delivered at Zureks Ccllege,Illinois ol May 9



during which he announced tze resumption of the strategic
arms reduction talks or START —o culminate later in a
Joint Ti-Zovicl statcoment  acmouncing  the beginning cof
guch talks o Juno 29 More importantiy Reacgan during
his speesch at BEurekz College pledgad e=ffartas Lo reduce

the nuclear arsenals of  both suparpowers, providing

Further encouragemeni: for the impending arms talks. In

]

another important point Reagan stressed the necessity o
dialogue in East-West relabicng remarking " that peoples’
problems c¢ann be sclved when people talk to each other
instead of about each other", a aignificant statement
when one considers that in cold war rheroric the latter
tended tc predominate.

Rzagan put fcerward further positive overtures during

the suumer of 19382 when during a aspeech delivered to the

West Germarl: Bundestagbs he anncunced a NATO initiative o

(]

be put forward &t the Vienna talks, with the objective of
reducing the ground forces in Central Rurcpe in stages.
Despife thé positive signalsg whickh had been evident
From both Washivgten and Mescow concerning arms control,
it was hecoming clear thab Moscow at least wasg still not
Tully cornvinced of the Reagan administration’s wholesgale
cormitment to substantive procvess ol arms limications.
The Soviets were wary of Reagan’s latest arms propogalis,

and the Soviet press accused the Unized States of sesking

unilateral advantages for itself and unilateral
disarmament tor the USSR.O® Morzover Reagan’s new

Proposa.s were seen as a ploy timed as a resgponse Lo che

" widening anti-nuclear movement :in the United Statss,
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Aas well as  the growtl: c¢f antZ-nuclear, pacifistic
gsentiments in Western Aurope’ thus raising once again the
uestion of Reagan’ g aincerily. Mot polizical
comentators saw echoes of Keagan’'s czero option in his

latest proposals. Some in the Sovie:zr Unlion acknowleadged
Reagan’s 2riorts Lo wmeve the armg control purocess forward
Lul were not at all satisiled with the gpsciiic contents
of hig proposals. A prime condilion which Mogcow wanted
melb was that any LlLalks oz armg reductions ghould take
account " of the legitima.e interests of each side and
~he strict observance of the bhasic principles of cquality
and equal security",67 an inrgredient which they gaw
migsing f[rom  Reagan’s ams  countrol and disarmament
package.

Just two wecks before the resumption of the SUTARY
talks in Geneva, the Soviet foreign mninister Gromyko in a
speech to the UN CGengzral Agsenbly read out a messages from
Lhe Soviet leader Rrezhnev grating chat the USSR would

.68 He

not: be the first to use nuclear weapons in Kuropa
reiterated this point at & latexr press conference in New
York calling kis country’s renunciation of the [irst use
69

of nmuclear wzapons an "histovic decisicn. During his

visit to America Greomyvke beld digcussions with his U.S.

cunterpart Alexander {aig.7ﬂ Tho meetings were 10t
partbicularly productive, achieved 1o pre-Geneva boost and
merely provided a stage on which both gides could setr oul

their stall for the oncoming START talks,

Us-nllied wrangling cver Lhe question of economnic

cooperaticn with the Scviet Union had not  wholly
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gubgsided, and it surfaced in June when Reagan expanded
the sanctiong he 1ad 1mposed on the Soviet Union  in
December 1985 to include experts cf pipeline equipnent by
foreign s.absiciaries of .5, firws or by foreign f£irwms
holding American licences. Thig move enraged America’sg
allies who saw 1t as an  encroachment upon theix
sovareignly and ignored Reagan’s new gtricter sanctions,
ingtead ordering their firms to continue fulfilling
contracts made witzh the Soviets, "American sanctions a
£lop" was the heading in one Sovier nawspaper, CoOmuSILLng
on the "eccnomic war" which it arcued Reagan had declared
on  the Soviet Union, and whichh it stressed actually

1oy

amounted to a trade war againsL ites own allies.
Secratary oI State Alexander laig resicned over hig
"disagreement with Reagan’s economic usanctions against
the Soviel Union".’” Iig departure just days before thea
START talks atlLracted exprescsions of concern from Moscow
who feared that his replaczment by Geocrge Shultz raised
the possibilicy that U.S. foreign policy might become
more confrcntational.

Thres dayvs after Lthe gath of Soviet Presideant
Leonzd Brezhnev on L10zh November 1%82, Reagan announced
that he was lifting sanctions impoged on the Soviet Union
for its allegad complicity in the impositicon of wartial
law Iin Poland. However Reagan’s decision did ot
represent a sweeping reverzgal of the iuitial sanctions
inposed in Decsuwber 1981 and later added to in June 1982.

Tugtead & Lnumber o neagures were Lo remain in force

because accerding to the State Department they hsad “"a
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heavielr short term eccnomic effect on the Soviet Union'

ihan the mainly pipeline rslalbed sanctions which were ihs

. 72 _ . s ; oo
sulrjecl. of removal. o oreality, Reagan’'g decigion to
remove some cl Llte gancticons repragentad the

administration’y realisation ¢f the failurszs cof such a
policy, ths wnnecessary strains which it led o with
America’s NATO allies, and all this guite apart Zrom the
congliderable damage to the U.8. economy itself. Thus tha
whole sanctions lssue signalled a dafeat for Reagan who
was able "kc reverse his policy on the sanctions with
cnly a minimum of embarrassment"74, thanks mainly to ths
quiet  diplomacy of Secretary of State Shultz  with
America’s Kuropean allies’® which allowed Reagan a face
saving formula. Reagan announced that he was abls Lo
1ift the saxctions in return for allied assurances that
they would be extra vigllant in the future when engaging
in trade with thoe Scoviet Unicon which contributed ... to
the military or strategic advantaco of ithe USSR....."

Despire the fact that a new leader, Yuri Andropov,
was now at thae helm in the XKremlir, U.S.-Soviaet relations
showad no sign of improvement fowards the end of 19872,
Nonce of the wajor uwunderlying problems which had soured
relztions between the two sides ever since the starvt of
tha 12808 looked any nearer resolution.

On November 22 Reagan announced his ‘dense pack’
plan for deployment of the nsw MX intercontinental
ballistic miasile which was 1likely te add further

&

tensiong Lo the guperpowelr :elationship.7 The pian was

part of a speech televigsed rationa.ly with the inteation
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cf bolgtoring "support in the United Stateg for Jis
naclear weapons poalicies and For his approach to arms

otiationg with Lhe Scoviet Union". During thig

speach Reagan empizasised the need o restore the military

balance which he argued we

keavily welghted in favour of
MosCow . The  Sovieb Union quickly denounced Readan’s

adoption of tre ‘dense pack’ mode of basing for the MX

T

misgile as & serious wviolation of bothh the SALT 1 and

SALT 11 treatiegs and later announced itself that the USSR

. \ ;s . 77
would match the MY missile. '’

Ihe new genrneral secretary Yori Andropov raised hopes

of a fresh injection of 1life inLo Soviet foreign

. 7 P N . .
pollcy.'B Andropov reaffirmed the Soviet Union’sg

rejection of the U.S. policy of linkage and at the same

time expressed Lhe importance of peace and  reaching
agreomonts based on suppert for detente. Andropov did

nevertheless mwake a new oflfer on misgile cuts in Burops
on December Z1  at a meeting commemorating Lhe 60th
anniversary of the Soviet Union.’? Thie was seen as a
modi ficaticn of eariier Soviet positions. Zmong  tho
major elements Ln the arms proposals were that Lhe USSR
would g prepared Lo reduce 1ts strategic arms by more
than 25%, propoge a gubstantial cutback in the numbexr of
nuclear warheads and the greategt possikble restrictions
on the improvement of nuclear wesapons.

1223 began as a year of hopeful expsctation with
armg control Lalks sel bo resgsume in late January . These
expactations were somewha: blunted by Reagan’s state of

80

the Union address during wanich he ounce again announced



his acdministration’s defence VI Ogrammes ained at
rectitying "the neglect of tihe pasgt decade", Tallk of
major defenrcea systems neading modernisation was hardly
tire most appropriate rhatoric at a times ot important arms
contcrol talks. Reagan’s address did not indlicace any
softening of the U.S5. line towards MogCcoOw.

I it

iR

analycis of tho speech, the Sovist newspapsr
Pravda described it as a disappointing restatement of old
positions and #ncted that the Reagan administration had
"rot lesarned freom the sad experience of the paslt Lwo
vears and intends to persist in dts bankrupt poliicy of
increasing military expenditnres ag wmuch as pcssible“.gl
It seewms evident from Reagan’s state of the Union address
rhat his administration did not detect any change for the
Detter in Sovist pelicy towards the Usnited States, as
exemplifisd in the new Soviet leader, Andropov’'s first

C

¥
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w speechss, Lo warrant any gignificant change in itg
own policy towarcds the Soviet Union. Even Andropov’s new
arms proposals were more or less rejected by the U.S. as
a moere propaganda manceuvre. Tizls prompLed charges from
trhe Sowviot Usdon that thoe United Slateg had caused a

.. . 2
deadlock at the Geneva arms calks.g“

Moscow accusged the
Anmericang of dragging their feen and avoiding proposals
on tre digsue of arms raductions. Later in February it
wag  the turn of 2Andvopov Lo reject Reaganl’s uwissile
scrapping plilan which Moscow said amounted to unilateral
disarmanent on the part of the Soviet Unilon, a concept

83

which it would never accept. Reagan’s "unrealistic

proposal" was wviewed by the USSR ag a perfect examvle



showing that Washington did not want bo *Lind a nutually
acceptable accord with the Soviet Union",

Py late  February il wag kecoming inereasingly
appareniz fthaZ any upturn in Soviel-2nerican relaticonsg was
not forthcem*ng for tha time beiong ab least. The Geneva
armg  talks had been a total fzilure with both sgides
having made proposals unacceptable to the other. The
major Dbones  of  contention  centred on the planned
deploymeni. of miggiles scheduled te begin at the end of
the year, the U.S5. zerc opticn whicaha would hait the
propoged deployvment bulb which was unacceptable to  the
Soviat gide, and the guestion of Soviek 8$§8-20 rockets
aimed al Western Furope and which tha Soviets weare
refusing to dismantle.

During the course of March Ronald Reagsn wmade a
number oif  gpeeches  which resulied only in  souring
relations with Moscow. One of Lhoge gpeecheg saw Reagan
make particularly inflammatory references to the Sovickh
Union, This speech was delivered on March 8 to the 17.S.
National Association of Evargelicals, and in it Reagan
depictad the leaders ©f the Soviet Unicn as "evil" and

. - . £
the country 1tself an Yevil emplre“.Bl

Another speech
made by Reagan on March 23 cast doubt on the future

conduct  of  the already fledgling arms control and

disarmament process.85 This was the so called ‘*Starx
Warg’' spe=ch duriig which Reagan challenged the American
scientific and strategic comnunily to develop means of
intercepting and destroying ballistic wmiggilces before

they reached .Lhe Levrritory of the United States or its
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allies. This speech served as the foundation Zrom which
Laler ewnerged Reagan’s Strategic  bDzfense Ioitiative
(f-,;DI).?"3 The Boviet responss was predictable.  The Star
Wars' programm= syvaobolissd to them ar attempt by the
Uniled States to attain a position of sguperiority over
them. The programme zlso added a whole new dimension o
the concepz of puclear deterrence by implyving with dts
defengive nature the capacity to survive a first strike
and itgell zcnse the possibility of victory with a more
effective retaliatory strike, or even be icduced int:o a
first surilke with the added assurance of an adequate
asfengive cover Lhal such a programme would entail. Thus
the whole tddea o©of such an Anti-Ballislbic Missile System
(ABNM) would sarve oniy to dangerously destabilise the
concept of delerrsnce.

On May 17 the fourth round of Geneva talks began
with #he outlock wvery bleak. Ahead of the talks the
Soviets had already rejected an American proposal
concerning the limitatbion of nuclear weapons in Burope as
a prelude towards the eventual elimination oI medium
range missiles from the continent, on the grounds that it
was yet another attempt to Impose unilateral reducticns
on the ussr.8? In late May Moscow toughened itg own
staace by indicaring that the USSR would responrd to the
proposed NATC deploymant ascheauled for the end of the
vear with new weapons of ditsg own in  Europe to
comnterhalarnce what i1 saw ag the threat posed by tha new

7.%. miggiles.
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The persigtent climate of suspicion and distrust i
Soviel-American relations Fuelled largeliy lrxy  poor
procresys  at  Lhe  talks ol arms  reductions  continued
throuchout the sumwer, and to an extent was illustrated
by a statement wmade by Sectrebary obf Sitate Shulis titled
‘Soviec-Amsrican relaticnsg in the conbext of U.S. [oreign
policy’ delivered before the Senate foreign relations
committze on June 15, '_983.88 During this statement
Shultz acknowledged that "we and the Sovists have sharpiy
divergent goals and vhilogophiss of political and moral
ordex" and stressed thes 1now familiar line of US policy
"rhat peace nust be based on strength" while comritting
the US to a "conscructive dialogue® wilh Moscow baged cn
thig premise. The statemen. was largely one of pesgimism,
tnderlining U.5.-Soviet diflerences, and went on to
criticise Soviel behaviour over the past decace which had
come into coallict (said Shultz) '"with many of our
ohjectives". Bhultz then proceeded to review what he
czlled Lhe Soviet challenge clbing varicus developments

stch as the "Soviet guest for military superiority" aand

the “unconstructive Soviet involvement .o the Lhicd

o

world® as indicators which fad caused America most
concamy, and used this to juscify the U.S5. programme to
boost 1ts defences. Signs that the United States was not
altogether optimistic about a successful outcome to Lhe
nresent nagotiations with the Soviel Union  werxe
highlighted by Shultz's comment Lhal "we have not staked

se  much on  the vprospect of a successful negcotiating



outzome Lhat we have neglected tc  secure ourselves
against the possibility of failure".

Shultxz's slLatemesl cams under invense crifticism in
the Soviet pre&s.gg The USER gaw 1L &g evidencg "that
onz should not lcok for results as long as Presicent
Reacan remalns in the White House, a view given further
credencs by Shultz’s own commnenz that one should not
"expect any agreement to be achisved in the near Luture”
in any ot the Soviet-Americanr negcetiations at that time
underway in the area of armg control. This gave support
Lo the Soviet view thaat Lhe Reagan administration wouid
continue Lo rely on military strength and would sabhotage
efforts Lo limil nuclear waapons and curb the arms race.

Sporadic rumours of a possible U.S.-Soviekb Summit
repovted to have origlinaLed in the West were dismissed as
premature by Andrel Grouyko, speaking in June . 29 Gromyko
smphasised  that whilst the SovielL Union lad always
expressed its interest in the desirability of a Soviet-
American summil meeling, American talk of such a meeting
had fo bhe backed up by American policy which exhibite
"real signs of a willingness to conduct business in a
gserious anrd constructive wmanner® before it could bLe
congidered a rzality.

The faltering Soviet-American relationship wag put
under strain once again following the shooting down of an
unarmed Scuth Korean airliner by Soviet warplanes on
September 1,91 The airliner had strayed 1into Sovict

airspace and LChe ensuing iocident Jled to an exchance of

harsh accusations batween Moscow and Washington. At a
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meeting of his Nalional Security Council EReagan said the
Soviets had carried cut a "harbaric act" that caussed him
"anger disbellel and profound sadness” .22  For its part
tne Soviet Union insisted tnat it did not know ithat the
alrliner wag a cirvilian plane and wmaintained tliat the
plane was spying on ssensitive military ingtallations on
Sakhalin island. 1t also accused Washingtcon of using the
incident to whip up anti-Soviet propaganda, and called
the presence of the South Korean alriiner in Soviet
alrspace a deliberate provocation, planned in advance and
which only Washington knew aboul . 23

News of the downing of the zirliner had provoked
massive  indignaticon  in American’s highest political
circles. Both the Scenate and House of Representatives
voted unanimously to condemn bhe Soviet action.??
Despite Reagan’s tough verbal response there was much
dissatisfaction among hardline conservatives who urged
the President to take sterner action. The incident had
made clear, yet again, the extreme fragility of Soviet-
American’s relations.

As the political wrangling generated by the incident
petered out there was a return to the issue of armsg
contral and disarmament which had dominated Soviet-
American relations throughout tche yesar, In late Cctober
Andropov mads a new offer of misgile cuts in order to
relieve the i1mpasse at the Geneva talks which he alleged
had resulted from American i:ﬁlexibility.95 As the date
for the deployment of new U.5. wmisgiles approached

Andropov grzazed that the USSR would pull ouz of zhe




Geneva talks i1f the proposed deployment ook place. The
American regpoige was a negative ole, and appeared Lo
indicare that with the date for the arrival of the
‘Buromiss.lag’ moving ever nearer, Washington had lest

e weal to negotiate a last diteh agresment.
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The final blow to tha fate of the already heleaguered
armg ballks fame in Ceneva on November 23 whenr the Soviet
delegallon amounced that it was pulling out of the talks

ir. response o the arrival of the new American migsiles in

- .
Europe.)G Tn a statement on November 25 Andropov listed
step897 e gaild thie Soviet Union would take in order to

counter the ‘Euromissile’ deployment including no further
participation in the talks on the nuclear arms limitations
in Europe. Andropov expressed his concern  at  the
deployment of the wissilesz which he envisaced as increasing
"the real danger that the U.5. may bring a catastrophe on
the peoples of HKuarope". The START talks were adjourned
without a resumption date, thus signalling the total

collapse cf the Scoviet-American arms negotiating process.98

SWCTION 3 (1984 -~ Marcix 1.985)

During keagar’s first three years in office US-Scoviet
relations had becen characterised by rmutual hostility with
regard to most lssusg  enhanced by the controntational
stance adnered to by the new U.S8., adwministration towards
Mogcow. In view c¢f this, and thce deteriorating climate of
Soviet-American relations at the end of 1983, Reagan’sg
final year of his first term in office began in sharp
contrast to his previous three. In his annuai stace of the
Urion address, tiae Pregident appeared Lo aave remarkably
softened his tone towards the USSR,?? In the part of the
speech addressed to the Soviet Union ne spoke of the danger

of a nuclear war and stress2¢ that the onus wags on both

superpowers to aveid such a conflict, and urged the nead
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for bkoth countries to come together "to build a safer and
far betrter weor.d with peace being his central theme. The
dagree of moderation detected in this Reagan address was a
welcoma roliet frow the problems which had dogged Soviet-
American relations gince the beaginning of the 1980s, and it
came just two weeks after Andropov restated Moscow's ferms
For resuming arms talks‘loo Thais hozh leaders appezared to
indicate at the start of 1984 a willingness to regumne some
sort of dialogue which locked to have been shattered by the
decigion to proceed with the depleoyment of the new American
nigsiles in Europe. The Soviet Union’s willingnsss to
regume talks with the United States however was conditiconal
on the NATC countries displayving a readiness "to return to
the gituvation that existed befeors the deployment of ifhe
American medium range misgsilgs in Europa began RN B
Later Andropov once again re:iterated calls for dialogue
with the United Stateg bubk only on the bagis o©of whatr he
called '"an equal Ceoting, and not Lrom a position of
strength as R, Reagan provoges",

After Andropov’s death on February 2 1984 the new
Soviet leader {ongtantin Chernenko continued his
predecessor’'s policy of c¢pen dialogue with the U.S.
Chernenko’s accession to vpower provided the impetus for
fresh hopes of a possible return to detente since he was
seen as a past advocate of i, 102

This euphoria over a possible turn for the better in
Soviet-American relations was not sustained chielly because

of bthe lack of any substantive progregs on  Lhe most

irportant determinants of the superpower relalionship.
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Soviet poelicy towards the U.S5. began to settle down into
its familiar pabttern of combining pesace overtures with
criticisms of T.$S. foreign policy. Answering guestions
[rom Lhe 8oviezr press in April, Chernerko expressed his
concern atb the deteriovating international situation which
he seaid was the resuit of the dangerocus policy pursued by
the U.3. administrabtion which relied on military force. =03
He held the wview that thers had been "o rcal changes in
7.8, policy" and any peace-loving rheteric heard from
Washington was never backed up by "practical deedg".

In May 1984 ths USSR decided to boyecott the Los
Angeles Olympics.lo4 This was probably in retaliation for
America’s boycott of Lho Moscow Olympics in 1980, and
represented a random aciLion uncenditional on the state of
Soviet-smerican relations at the time. The explanation
offered by the Soviet Union through its Olympic Comrittee
wag that parLiclpation in the games wag 1mpossible on the
grounds of lax security, and fezr for the gatety of its
atitletes.

Az zhe U.3. presidential elections approached, Moscow
was in no meod to assist Reagan in his bhid to win a second
torm. Most Reagan statements on relations wilh the Soviet
Union wcre closely scrutinized to establish whether they
were "purely taccical woves in  the intervest of the
election canpaign” and intexnded Lo mask the still
relatively belligerent Aumerican policy towards Moscow.
This was indeed how the USSR wviewed the remarks by Reagan
cn a possible Soviet-U.S. summit in June. Pravds labelled

the American presgsident’s talk of a sumnlit meeting as
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‘Frivolous’ and intenaed o) bolster s re-clection

chanaaes . L05
A major iwpediment in Soviet-Americar relations had
encerged during 1984. This was the guestion of an arms race

in space or the militarvisation of gpace, a product of
Reagan’s ‘Star Wars spesch’ of March 1983. Mcoscow, which
could 1l1ll afford an escalation of the arms race into space
quite apart from the serious strategic-military implication
that space - Dbased weapons would entail, pusihed the
guesltion O space weapens near the top of its arms
nagotiating agenda. 1o the USSR Reagan’s plan for outer
gpace was vebt another example of his administration’s
desire to contirnuce the arms race and thwart any chance of
garious ncgotiations.lOG

The upgrading of Lhe U.S5.- USSR hotline indicated a
minor lull in the growing differcnces boetween  Washington
and Mogcow, Senlior Scviel academician Georgi  Arbatov
arttacked Reagan‘s pclicy as still blatantly anti-Soviel,
with dits ceuntral goal being military superiority over the
USSR allowing it Lo "wage any type of nuclear war and win
it".107

The first weeting in a long time between Gromyko and
U.S. Secretary of State Shultz took place 1in late
BeptemberlOB cn the occasion of the 39th Session of the UN
General Assembly. In his meeting with Shultz, Gromyko
blamed the U.S8 fox "scured relaktions", and at the address
to the Assemb1y109 repeated this hard line on the United

States that he had conscvantly deployed throughout 1984,

accusing Washington of blocking arms stock and calling for



action against the militarisation cl space. Grouyko also
mat. Reagan on Septembear 28, and like his previocus meeting

witth Shultz, this produced ratier weagre results with

Grouylka  envisaging no pogitive changes 11 Mmerican
120

policy.

Py Cctober it was becoming increasingliy obvious that
Reagan was going to be re-elected, and with Lhis in mind
Moscow was keen to improve relations with Washington
knowing that it would ke better ro work with Reagan on a
nmoze conciiiakbory basis rathar that risk renawad
confrontation which would jecpardise the chance of an armg
control ayreesuwent badly needed by Moscow. Thig cause was

helped by the Zact that in Recagan’s re-slection campaign
"confrontational and anti-Sovici rhecoric was far less
comron than in his early years in officer 121

A positive restructuring of Soviet-American relations
hegan to take shape in the last few months of the vyear.
For a start, Secretary of State Shultz, speaking in late
Cateher, appeared to indicate 1if not an end but a
sabstantial phasing down of the policy of J_in}«:au_.qre?"12 80
abhecrred by Moscow, and which had been a part of U.S

negetiating strategy with regard to the Soviet Union at

different times and under various American Presidents

including Reagan. In a sgpeech in Los Angeles Shultz was
gquoted as saying that "on the whole ...... linkage as a

rolicy  has its limitations®.113

Shultz’'s  apparent
remunciation of linkage could only help to improve the

climate cof bhilateral relations.
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Furthermore the Soviel 1leader Charnenke aunswering
guestiong Lfrom the NBC Televisicn Companyll4 was reported
as saying that betrer U.S-USSRE relations were possible if
Lie gplril ol cdelLente rzlurned in Washingion. Clearly by
the end oI the year Chernenko was offering the U.S an olive
branch in Lthe hope cf engaging Washingtbon in <onstructive
dialogue. Cn Novenber 23 1t was amnounced in the Soviet
presallS that "the Soviet Umicn and the United States of
America have agreed to enter into new talks with a view to
reaching mutually acceptable accords on the entire vange of
questions relating to nualear and svace arms” witlh Gromyko
and Shultz to meeL on January /-8 1985 in Ceuneva to set a
precise agenda for the talks. In this way U.S. - Soviet
relations ended on & high note and prospecls for the now
vear appeared vary muchn brighter.

On  January, Gromyko and Shultz met as planned and
ammouncadt® that the two countries would at the proposad
resumption of talks on March 12 negotiate ahout three
weapons: strategic nuclear weapona/bombers, intermediate
range nuclear forces (INF) in Burope, and space weaponry.
In a prass conforcnce held on Janouary 9, Reagan pladged his
commi tmont. to a positive dialogue with Moscow by stating
that he would bs "flexible, patient and determinad" in
order to keep that dialogue alive. Nevertieless the U.S-
Soviel armug talksg o be held were in danger of being
destroyad by the issue of gpace arms. In the weeks leading
up to the talks statemeats from Moscow attacked the
ell?

American ‘Star Wars’ prograum and Resagan’s determined

and defiant commitment to it was seen as cauging a shadow
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ovar the Impending Geneva talks. 118 Just two davs before
opening the talks the Soviet leader Chernenko died. e was
replaced by Mikhail Gorbachev under whose leadership the
Soviet Union embarked on the path Lo arguably i1ts warmest

relations with Washington since the heyday of detente.

CONCLUSTOWS

Tt can be concluded that Soviet-American relations
wera 1n a state of adversity for the most part of 1980
through to March 1985, Even though there were momentary
hopes of an upturn thesge were often unrealized. The lack
of weasurakle progress 1s particularly evident from the
fact that Dbetween 1280 and 1984 only five Lkilataeral
documents were gigned by tlha USSR with the USA, with none
ab all in 1980 and 1983, 1-9 This was a low Tigure in
comparigon to  the previous fFive year period when 17
bilateral documents were sgigned. The low figure for 1980
to 1984 is not unugual v wiew of the deterioration in
superpower  relations which occurred at this time. The
depressicn in relationg ovegan in late December 1979 with
the Scviet invasion of Afgrhanistan, which provoked a
regponse of outrage Lrom Washington. This Ied Carter to
adopt a wmers confrontational policy towards Moscow which
contrasted charply with his previous three years in office
and was an  approach dictatec by Sovieb international
behaviour, putting the USSE largely on the delensiwve.

In the waks cf & wave of anti-Soviel sentiment Ronald
Reagan, a hardline proponent of anti-communism, wasg

elected. Reagan’s foreign policy was based on an attempt
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to compensate for, and to a large extenl, rectify the loss
of U.8 power and wrestige which has occurred during Lhe

1970s. Reagan’s presidency injected a rew intensily in i1Cs

confrontational posture towards Moscow. It became rapidly
apparent tnat Reagan and Lie Soviet Union were

incompatible. In concrast to CarLer, Reagan’s approach Lo
Moscow was dictated not primarily by world events ox Soviet
jntemational  behaviour as such bkbut wag part of a
delikerate strategy to put into practice his anti communist
craedentials. The Reagan adwinisctration decided to
challenge what it gaw ag the Soviet threat to American
interests, a view paroetuated by alieged Soviet military
superiority.

Soviet policy towards the U.S was a combination of
callg for a return to detente and outright criticism of the
tough militaristic course undertaken by Washington. To
Moscow, Reagan was quesgstioning ags well as threatening the
legitimacy of the Sovieb Uniot as a superpower. Reagan’s
swift renunciation of detente implied immediately that he
was not about to embark on a policy of rapprochement with
the Soviet Urion, not at least until he had restored U.S

pride and preastige.




With regard to most bilateral issues Washington and

Mogcow wera betwesn 1980 and 1884 on a collision course.

i

The .S fostered a poiicy of containment concerning
regional conflicts  in order to deter or check the

increasing Soviet influence in the third world. Reagan’g
agsured support for any government or guerilla movement
that could prove itgel? anti-communist often left him open
to the charge from Moscow that America was aiding
auchoricarian and corrupt regimes Kkrcwn for Lhesir human
rights abuses, for example ths right wing government in EL
Salvador, and also supporting right wing gueriila groups
ragponsible for the indiscriminate killing of civilians.
The superpcwers intervenad indirectly around the globe in
various regional Iflashpeoints through economic, military and
humanitavian assigtance to governments and rebel wmovementsg
of their respective inclinations.

There was no progress on arms countrol and disarmament
despite numerous proposals and counterproposals, largely
bacauge of what appeared to be on the surface intractable
obstacles such as the NATO decision o deploy new U.S.
misgiles 1in Eurcope, Reagan’s plans for an Anti-Ballistic
Miggils svegtem (ABM) in gpace, and the general Amevican
policy of accelerated rsarmament.

1984 provad to be a mors posgitive year, and although
such hopes were dented during zhe middle of the year, they
were revived towdards the end with Moscow and Washington
building some gorl of  rapprochemen: which was latexr

substantially enhanced with Gorbachev and Reagan.
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CHARPTER 2

SOVIET - AMERICAN RELATIONS: REAGAN, GORBACHEY
AND SUMMIT DIPLOMACY - AN OVERVIEW

LNTRODUCT O

Soviet-American relations had bpeganr to show signs of
improvement during the thirteenth nonth or so leadership
ol Konstantin Chernenkoe but this was vet to he tranglaled
into practical results. When 'Mikhail Goxrbachev aggumed
the leadership of the Soviet Union upon Chernenko’s death
on March 10, 1985, he inhervited a rmumber of problews
which were impeding the attainment of practical goalg in
arzas of the Scviet-American relakbionship. The arms
negotiations at Geneva were i1  deadlock and their
resumpticn on Macch 12 gave little cause for opkimism.
The latest stalz=mate at the armsg talks was primarily due
te the inabkility cf both sides tce resolve the issue of
anti migsile defence gystems 1in  gpace. Regional
conflicts in the »horn of Africa, Centtral America, and
Afghanistan were fuclling much discord betwesen Mogcow and
Washington. Soviet internal policies particulariy on the
issue of human rights were attracting Western criticism,
and at the sawe time had led to Lhe USSR’'s near ostracism

from participation in the international economy.

The new Soviel leader Lowever sparkad Iresh cause
for optimism. Gorvbachev like his predecessor was in
fFavour of relaxing East-West Lension.t He gchowed =&

willingness to go wuch further by revealing a desire fo



baclk up increased dialogue with Washington with deedg,
and during the course of 1985-1268 made some gstartling
proposas in the field of arms control and disarmament .
Cn tow  of thig, Dresident Reagan’'s wmoere conciliatory
posture towards Moscow during his secend term allowed the
two countries to embark upon aa unprecedented road to
high Level diplonacy c¢harscterised by a wave of high
level meetings between American and Soviet leaders .2

What probably contributed in a major way to the
improvement in American-Scviet relations was the changing
Soviet approach to Interrational relations which became
knownn as the ‘mew politiical thinking3. Gorbachev
cuzlined this ‘new thinking’ in pronouncements he made
even before he agsumed <he lcadership, and then
throuchout the years that followed including in his book:
Eggggg;g;&@4. The ‘riew Lhinking’ was lirked to
Gorbachev’s agenda for domesglLic restructuring., Gorbachev
saw & radical reappraisal of the Soviet appzZoach Lo
foreign relations as one answer to the Soviel Undicn’s
social and econcmic illsg,

The evolution of the ‘new Chinking’ wag perhaps most
clearly set out in Gorbachev’s address to the Unitecd
Nations General RAssembly on 7 December 19885, and saw the
abandonmen: of some of the traditional premisges of Soviet
foreign wolicy. The ‘new thinking’ envisaged a TCuture
based on cooperation cf all countries, even thoss on
opposing sides. The =gsential fealures of thig ‘rew
thinking’ in international relations were®. the United

Nations should play a wider global role, particularly
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wirth regard to ecological and envizonmental issues, and
in aiding Third World desvelovment; the attainmenL of
comprehensive security through nuclear disarmament and
political decigions rather tran »Hy wilitary means
emphagiging that a nuclear war could not be won, and that
the arms build up had put ke survival o©f mankind in
danger; that there was a growing interdependence hetween
the nations of the world; and the principle of reasonable
sufficiency for defence.

The implications of the new thinking for US-Soviet
ralations were that 1t played a large part in the
improvement of superpower relationg, as seen during the
year 1985-88, Dby helping Lo put cooperation and dialoguc,
ingtead of confrontation, at the top of Lhe agenda, with
results on issues such as arms control and regional
conflicets  (e.g. The INF Trceaty, peace settlement in
Afchanistan, and the »Ancola Peace Accords), that had
embittered relations i1 the past.

This chapter will anaiyse the state of Soviet-
American relations boginning from March 1985 to thae end
of Ronald Reagan’s presidency.T It will show a slow but
steady 1mprovement 1n superpower relations in 1985 and
1886 which gathered pace in 1987 and 1988, and was marked
by substantial progress, the high point coming with the

signing c¢f the INF Lreaty at the Wasiington Summit.
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SECTION ONit: Soviet-American Relations Under Gorbachev
and Reacgan: 'fhe First 'Two ¥Years (1985 and 1986)

Cn March 11 1985 & meeling of the Communist parity of
the Soviet Union (CESU)  Central Committee appointed
Mikhail Gorbachev as its new Geueral Secretary following
the death of Kongiauatin Chernenko. Gorbachev’ s
appoelntment as Soviet leader did not atbtract any
immediate optimistic commtentary in the United States.
Pregident Reagan for one zdmitted® that he did not
believe from the start that Gorkachev was going to be
different Lxom pravious Soviet leaders whom hs had never
held in particularly high recard, and the American
ambassador to the Sovie: tnion, Art Hartmann confirmed
Reagan’s belief that Gorbachev would be as tough as any
previousg Soviet leaders® .

Nevertheless the initizl communication betweern
Gorbachev and Reagan was positive. Reagan had sent in
the hands of vice-president Ceorge Busil an invitatiorn to
Gorbachev for a Summit meetzing during the vigce-
prasident’s visit to Moscow to attend the fuucral of
Chernenko, and at ths same time enphasised his commicment
to working with the new Soviet leadar ".... and the rest
of the Scviel leadership in sericus negotiatiOns”.lO
Gorbacheav’s replyll was equally eaencouraging, indicating
hig own inclination towards the idea of a Summit,

Despize the initial oositive exchanges bLetween
Gorbachav and Reagan, Soviei-Anerican relations uncer Lhe
new Soviet Lleader got off to a rather shaky start. On
March 18 1985 Reagan delivered a tough anti-Soviet speech

in Lhe Canadian province of Quebec where he criticisad
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the Sovist record on compliance willhh Janternational

agreements and attacked the foreign policy of the Soviet

Union.*# The speach came under considerabdle criticism in
the Soviet press. One leading Soviet newspaper, Pravda,

depicted it ag "blind anti-communism, " aimed at dampening

hopes L fair  a normalization of Soviet-American
relaciongn . 13 To add to this, din late March 1985 an
Awerican army officer based in East Germaay - Major

Arthur Nicholson Jr. was shot and killed by a Soviet
border guard. In a letter ¢ Gorbachav, Reagan protegted
aboul the killirg of Major Nicholson. 11

Putting aside :these negative developments at the
start of Gorbachev’g leadership, the Soviet leader mads
it abundantly clear that he wish=ad to build on ths
improvement in superpower relations which had begun to

. [
emerge under Chernenko . 1°

In an interview published in
the Soviet press Gorbachev agked for bLoetter US-Soviet
relations and '"honest dialogue" Lo casce tensicon and
expraassed what he saw as the urgent "need to end the arms

16 He backed his words with deeds and znrounced

race’™.,
that the Soviet Union was intrvoducing a wunilateral
freeze, until November 1985, on the deplcyment of
Furomissiles, arxd at the sgsame time stated that he wag
ready CO meec Reagan.17

Later in April 198% Mcscow expressed ils regret at
what 1t saw asg the hagty dismissal by Washingccn of
Gorbachev’s decigion Lo impose & woratcrium on  the
Geployment of its medium range migsiles in Lurope, and

the West’s unwillingness Lo racdiprocalte by ceaging




deployment of Persghing IT and cruise missiles in Western

18

Europe. The United States had dismissced Gocrbachev’s

miggile moratorium as a "prepaganda gesture"_l9

20n May 8 1985 Presgident Reagan delivered an address
to the Burgpean Parliament in Strasobourg, France, on Lhe
cccasion of ths 40th anniversary of the end of World Waxr

11.40

puring zhis speech Reagan mads mixed references to
the Soviet Unicn, citing on one hand Soviet aggression
and adventurism in the third world, and on the other,
enbracing dialogus and "frultful cooperation with the
Soviet Unicn" backed up with a whoie-hearted commibment
to the process of arms control. This Reagan address was
now becoming typical of nhis remarks towards the USSR
which tended to combine the usual criticism of Moscow
with proposals to ease Fast-Wesf tension.

The armg talls in Geneva, which had resumed in March
1985, were vyielding few results with the neow familiar
uncompromising stances of both sides Jeading ta a
deadlock situabion once again.Zl Tho Soviet Union blamed
Washington for the latest failure of the rtalks, accusing
the United States of pergisting iu plans for what it
called an T"unlawful" space-based migsile defence, a
reference to Reagan’'s strategic defence initiative or by
critics as "Star Wars".2Z The Soviel newspaper Pravda
saild that the American position at Geneva "was devoid of
any elements of constructiveness ..... and ran counter to
the meaning of the January accord on the opdjectives and

subject ot the talksw, 23
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T was becoming increasingly apparent tLhal while the
Soviet Union and the United Statces had both showa a
ganuizne desirs to substantially improve thelr
relationship, this was not being realised in terms of
concrete results. Differences between the two sides on a
whole host of issues meant that the generally developing
dialogue which  had bsen steadlly emerging since
Gorbachev’'s arrival on Lthe scene would not be easily
translated into majoxr accords.

Also in May 1985 the SALT 11 treaty re-emerged as a
poLential obgtacle Lo an improvement 1in Soviet-American
relations. The treaty had become @ wvictim of the Soviet
invasion  af .Afghanistan24 in late December 1979,
proventing its ratification by the U.S. Senate.
Nevertheless the two countriss had been voluntarily
adhering to the treaty which was due to expire in
Dacembar 1985. Reagan had always been wary of the
ureaty25 and his central reservation against the treaty
now wag whether the United States ghould continue to
abide by the SALT treaty’s limits awidst growing concern
over Sovist violations of armg control agreements, The
SALT 11 issue was made mwore contentious by thae fach that
the United States was to launch ils [Lirst new trident
missile Ciring gubmarine later in 1985, and if Washingtoen
was tu remain within the limits of ths treaty it would
have ©o scrdp the older Pose:don submarines. The Soviet
press immediately attackec the United SLatss saying that
"the sgdltualion is such that cnly ore trident submarine

aeparates Lhe United States from an open pointed
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violation” of the SALT 11 treaty.2®

Lt accused Aumcrica
of a delibsrate bid tc sgabotage agreements oz arms

limitation and reduclion.

At che same time memhers of the Reagan
administration, most noticeably Casper Weinberger,

encouraged the President to ¢o ahead with the deployment
of tke trident submarines but npot remove the older
Pogeidon Submarineg., Thelr argument was Lhat it made no
genge to continue obgerving the treaty limitg in Lhe face
of clear Soviet cheating, and "that dencuncing the treaty
would highlight alleged Soviet violations ..... ",
Reagan wmade 21ls cecision on the guestion of SALT 11 on
Juns 6 1$85, two days after a xeeting with his National
Security Council.?® He decided Yon a policy of guarded
and cautious restraint" indicating that "restraint will
kesp us genervally within the framework of the SALT 11 but
only commensurate with the Soviel obgervance of the SALT
11l westraints and for only as lcong as fhe Soviets abide
by SALT 11 restraints® 22

On June 10 1985 Reagan announced his decision in a
formal statement. 0 During Lhis statement he sevarely
criticelsed the Soviet Union for failing to comply with
several provisions of the EALT 11 treaty and expressed
"seriouws coucerns roegarding their compliance with the
provigion of other accords". At the gsame time he
reiterated the decision of the Unitcd States to continue
abiding by the SALT limitations. But there was one
important qualificstion in the U.S. decision to continue

obhservance of the trzaty: this was that the United States




reserved Lthe right to <¢hangs 1its mind 1if it became
further convincad of Soviet violations. For their part,
the Soviets voiced ancer over Reagan’s remarks concerning
the treaty. Corbachav sent a tcugh lelter LO Resgan
attacking U.S. criticism of what he c¢alled "imaginary
Soviet wviolaticns of the SALDL agreement I His
letter was reminiscent of the many sharp exchanges which
took place between fhe two countrieg, particularly in the
early 1920s.

On July 3 1928% the United States and the Soviet
Unicn formally announced that Reagan and CGorbachev would

meet Iin Ceneva, Switzerland, on November 19 and 20

1

al

§5.72 Thus, the long awaited date for a summit meeting
had now bheen set. At a press conference in the White
House, US Secretary of Siate Shultz  rewmarked that
President Eeagan saw Lhe planned meeting with Goroachev
"ag an opportunily Lo expand the dialoguzs betwes: the US
and the USSR and Lo lay the foundation for practical
steps Lo improve Soviet-American relations".?3 It was
becoming clear from the commencs emerging £L£rom  both
counttries that the summit would be nothing more than a
trial run, a kind of getting to know each other meeting
for the two leaders that would vastcly advance the cause
of bilatecral relations. Indeed U.S. officials said that
they did not expect any important agreements to be
reached at the November event.

Shortly afterwards, a new Soviet C(oreign minister
34

Eduard Shevardnadze was appolnbed replacing Andrei

Gromyko who was promoted tc Lhe purely ceremcnial
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position of kead of State of the USSR having held che
pogition of foreign winister £for twenty eight vyears.
Shevardnadze’s appcintment appsared to breathe new life
into Soviet forcign policy. Tagt Soviet pclicy under
Gromyko had becen largely characterised by hostilicty and
inflexibility particularly reganrding relationsg with Lhe
United States. Tndeed Shevarduadze madce a Favourable
impression immediately upon Shultz who had flown to
Finland to meeft the new foreign minister, and make
arrangements Zor tihre forthcomirg summit.35

Towards the end of July 1285, the Sovietb Union
announced a unilateral moratorium on  all nuclear
explosiong to take effect from Augusc 6 1935 and to he
valld until the end of the yeaﬁ:.36 Gorbachav said later
that this was an example of the USSR paving the way "by
crealbing a morve favourable climate® in preparation for

the summifg, 37

The Soviet mecratorium on nuclear testing
wasg Jjust one of a nuuwber of amis initiatives announced by
Moscow in the months preceding the Geneva sumnit in what
was widely seen as an attempt to attain the propaganda
high ground. On September 30 1885 the Soviets made what
appeared on the surface a spectacular new arms
negotiating offer: a fifty per cent cut 1in strategic
niclear weapons.38 A month later Lthe United States put

forward a courter offer which includéed as one of its

elements Gorbachev’'s idea of a fifty per cent reduction
9

(%]

in nucliear weapons.
However what appeared to be a convergence of the

American and Soviet pogition on armg reductions actually
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magked the deeo rift between the Ltwo countries over the
Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI). Tn the run up to the
summit in Geneva, the Soviet Union altacked tChe Reagan
administration’'as reiZusal to negosiate on "Star Wars" and
limit research on the 8Dl programme, and by doing so
increased .its propaganda offensive againg. SDT prior to
the sumnit.*Y It had become evident that the pre-sumnit

arms proposals made by the Soviel Union were actually

conditional on deep restrictions on the American €DI

progranms, a trade-off that Roagan unequivoceally
raejected. SDI, which had been a wajor idrritant in

Soviet-American relations gince 1983, was proving just
that once again. In a westing preparatory to the summit
Shultz met Gocbachev in Moscow?l in early Novembeir 1985
to go over the isgsues <that wers to be considered at
Geneva. It turned oul to he a rather fruitless oxercise,
and Shultz iater commented that theze was not going to be
much hope of progress at Geneva since "Gorbachev is
adamant we must cave in on SDIV.%%2

Since September 1985 botli superpowers had been
engaged 1in  a  substantial pre-summit  jockeying for
posicions simed at gaining some political advantage. The
Soviets had wmade various arms proposals and had escalated
their propaganda war agains:t SU0I hoping to show the wovid
that the U.8. space programue was the only major cobstacle
Lo far-reaching arms accords at Geneva. The Americans
for their part had made it clear that their agenda for

the summit would be a kread one touching on a range of

subjects such as the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan
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and human righte in the USSR, thus hoping o put Moscow
on the defensive.*?
The first Soviet-Amorican Summit in six years got
underway on Nevewber 19 1985 in Geneva, Apart from the
two lcaders both sides had brought an experienced team of
cfificials, indicating the importancs of tChe meeting and
the wide range cof topics to be digcussed. On arrival at
the airport Gorbachev sald he and Reagan wculd see what
they could do "te halt the unprecedented arms race
Lo stop it trow spreading tc new spheres, to avert the
threat of ruclear war..... and Lo eangure peace and

continued ftruitiul cooperation among peoples".44

He went
further and affirmed trat both leaders would be seeking a
pogitive outcome from the meeting. Therefore the Soviet
leader had get an optimistic Lone for the summit .

The opening sessicn of the sumuil began with a short
private meeting between Gorbachev and Rcagan at  which
cnily their interprelers were prescnc. They then ijoined
Lheir respeclLive officials®® for a two hour sesaion at
which each gave hig own view of the curreat state of U.S8-
Soviet relaticnsg and the problems that divided their
countries. The key sgession of the summit dealing with
armg control and disarmament was to take place in the
afternoon. Ameirican officials had earlier emphasgised that
the Presicent was not prepared to bargain away hig
Strategic Defence Initiative in exchange fcr cuts in
Soviet offensive weapons. Gorbachev for his paxt was
expected to repeat his insistence that there could be no

progress on__reducling strategic weapons until the TUS



7

abandoned "Star Wars". As the two countries’ arms
control experts were given the f£floor for the afternoon
session Reagan suggested to Corbachev that —hey go for a
walk, an offar che Soviet leader accepted witlioul
hesitation. Both then walked down to the boat house
where they had a fireside chat beside a glowing hearth.
A unigue sight it was indeed, not te mention unimacinable
not so long ago for the leadsrs of the Lwo countries to
ba din such a position,

The second day of day of talks legan on November 20
with Cfirstly a private congervaticn between the two
leaders and then a continuation of Lhe session, with the
participation of both delegations during which some
strong words were exchanged on SDT.

At the concluding session both leaders summed up the
results of theilr meeting in Geneva over the two days to
be made known in the form of a joinl Soviel-American
statement relszaged later, The two sides had discussed
regional coxnflicts, human  rights, armg  control and
bilateral issgues.

Cn  Novemberx 23  both delegazions left for tre
International. Press Centre tc attend the c¢losing ccromony
hosted by the Fresident cf Switzerland Furgler. At the
ceremony both Gorbachev and Reagan made speeches. The
Soviet leader spoke first and said that while the talks
had Dbeen useful 1t had not proved posgikble *to find
gsolutions Lo thie most important issues connected witih the
task of halting the armg race and streagthening peace,

and there remain wmajor disagreements on fundamental
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igsues beftween us'". But he wvowed that the USSR would
continue working together with the United States to find

solutions to these problems.46

Reagan’gs ullLerance wag
not much different. He Loo expressed the usefulness of
the Summit talks sayiug that they had irjected a certcain
amount of momertum "into our work on the isgucs beiween
ug - a momentum we can continue” at future meetings, and
viewing the Summit as a "fresh start" he acked CGorbachewv
Lo join him in the hard work which lay ahead.?”

The full axtent of the agrecments
reached at CGeneva became apparent with the release of the
joint Soviet -American Surmit statemont . 49 This
communigue peintad out that "scrious differences remain
on a number of critical igsues® but thab the two leaders
had agreed "about the nead to improve US-Soviet relations
and the internaticnal situvation ag a whole", Among the
most important areas of agreement reached were the
following: that "nuclear war cannot be won and twust never
be fought", emphasising "the iwmportance of preventing any
war Dbetween the two countries whelther nuclear or
convencional'; early progress on Lthe principle of a 50

per cent reduction n nudlear weapons "an well as the

Ll

idea cf an interim agreement on wmedium rangs missiles in
Furope"; Lhe two countries reaffirmed their commizment to
the nuclear no-proliferation treaty (NPT); emphasised the
importance of the Vienna nsgotialions on Lhe reduction c¢f
armed forces in Central EBurope, and on accelerating a new
round of armg talks; and " on the need to placse on a

regular bagils and intengify dialogue at wvarious levelg"



including most importantly an agreement to hold ftollow-up
Summits in 1986 and 1987. The Summit alsoe yieided a
rumber of accords on less controversial issues guch as
cultural, educational and sciontific - technical
cxehangas

Al a post-summit press conference Gorbachev gtated
that he was hopeful about the start of & US-Soviet
c¢ialogue but blamed Reagan’s intransigences on "Star Wars"
fovr Lhe lack of progress on arus reduction.?*? After the
Sunmit both leadexs Dbriefed their regpective allies in
Burope. Reagan addressed NATO winigters 1in Brussels,
while Gorbachev reported to Warsaw Pact leaders who
approved hig verformance expressing their "full support
for the constructive position set fortn" by Gorbachev at

50 Back in their own

the Lalks with President Reagan.
courtries the two leaders also addressed their domestic
audiences. On November 21 1285, Reagan deliveredc his
remarks on the Summit to a joint scssion of Congress,51
describing hig meeting with Gorbachev as "constructive.®
He praissed the Soviet lLeader for being "an cloquent
speaker and a good listener" and said that the best part
¢f the Summit Zor him was what ho called the "fireside
Summit” during whici he spent hours in private
conversation with Gorbachev. In lig renort to tha fourth
segsion of the 11th USSR Supreme Soviet, sorbachev

indicated that the results o©f the Summit had been

positive and that thera was now a growing basis for trust

1]

between tiae two countries. 3ttt @8 before he ocnce again



slammed US dinflexibkility on 8DI, arguing that thiz had
: , . 52
prevented accoras on nuclear and spaca arma, >~
A closger analysis cf the Summit makes clear thait Lhs
Lwo  superpowers were sitdll profoundly divided cover the
Americar  Space delence programme, and that it had
produced litlle concretbe progress on other important
igsueg such ag regional [lashpoints and the question of

the migsile balance in Europe. If one were o evaluate

the Summit in terms of winners and losers tThen Reagan
probably  came out ahead on points. He made no

concessicns on SDI and regsisted intense Soviet pressure
to do so. Gorbachev wmay be regarded ag having come out
second best on the grounds that he failed to achieve any
substantial progress on the igssue of major Iimportance to
Moscow - anus concrol.

However suchk an evalvation would be misleading on
the grounds that i1t was the first Summit, both sides were
always likely to be cautious and rasistant to compromise.

Despite the gencral lack of vrogress both leaderg
wore relatively satisfied with the outcome, and in
particular with tha knowledge that there would be wore
opportunities. Also the oplimism cxpressad by Gorbachev
and Reagen stemmed from the fact that both lsaders got on
really well togethar, and indeed this was probably the
most talked about aspect oI the Summit. A wvivid
indication of how well the lead=srs had got on was
representac by the Ffact that they gpent more than two
hours in private conversatiorn on the first day, eight

times longer than planned - in a move clearly intended to
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inject a pcrsonal dimension into the superpower

reitationghip. Their taiks had been more cordial and
constructive than expected. American officials polnted

out that there would probably not even have been a joint
statement but for the rapport built up between the twe
leaders, Thias relationship which they developeds3 was
seen as the most pogltive achievement of the Geneva
Summit . The Scviet newspaper Pravda claimad that the
Reagan-Gorbachev private sessions had created a '“new
psychological climate®,”%

The Summit also attracted considerable Favourakle
commenzary from both tho Soviet and Western preogs,
despite the lack of majcr agreements. PRPart of the reason
was Lhat no one really expccted major breakthroughs, and
prooll thal this was the casc was provided by a comrentary
in the Soviet newspaper Izvestia which said that only
thoge who expsacled a miracle could be disappointed in
"modest” rosulls.?

Indeed what the Summit certainly did was to lay the
foundaticn for a fresh dialogue, and a basis for trust
between the two sides which wag to bode well for the
future. Evidence that Geneva had bocosted Soviel-Axnerican
relations towards the end of 1985 was exemplified by the
fact that the superpowers agreed on an unprecedented
exchange of new year’s greelbings. It was ammounced that
Reagan would speak to the people of the Soviel Union via
radio and television, and Lthat Gorbachev would deliver z
gimilar message to the American people. &As a rvesult 1986

got off to a hopeful start from the viewpoint of Soviet-



American relations. further cause for optimism was
provided by the announcement on 15 January 1986 by the
Soviet Union of & far-reaching Nuclear Disarmament
programme,56 which Gorkachev later gaid provided a
"unicue opportunity tce  fundamentally dimprove Soviet-
MAperican relationg'. The Soviet propesals involved a
plan to eliminate &l nuclear weapons ky the yecar 2000; a
plan Lo eliminate all U.5. and Sovier intermediate
nuclear forces (INF) in Europe over a five [0 geven vear
period, in offect accepting Reagan‘s 1982 zero option
proposal »but publicising it as a Scviet idea; and an
extension for  another three months of the USSR’s
unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing, calling on the
United States to follow suit. What was mcre, Moscow
appeared tc have dropped its long time insistence that
hoth British and French nuclear systems be counted in the
ovaerall Western tally of forces. But there was one major
gticking point which meant that any euphoris which the
propasals might have created was short lived: Gorbachev
sald that the TUnited States must renounce "the
develcopment, hLesting and deployment of sgpace - strike
weapons", a reference to SDI.57 Ag a regult the USSR'g
disarmament programme was dismissed by the United States
as a propaganda move, even though Reagan agreod with the
goals outlinad by Gorbachev. Reagan also emphasisad the
arormous problems which would have to be overcome before
any agreement c¢ould be reached such zg the issue of

effective wverification, Warsaw  Pact  superiorizy in
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conventZonal forces, aund the threat posed to Xurope by
the presence of Soviet miggiles i Asia.

On February 4 1986 Reagan delivered his annual state
of the Union address rto CongreSs.58 Comuenting o
relations with the Soviet Union he stressed the Averican
degire for a wore peaceiul world, and ea arms control
agreement if the Soviet government truly wanted onc. He
couldn’t help but have an indirect jibe at the Soviet
Union accusing the communist system of exporting its
ideology by force, and of commanding people’s lives.

Algo in February 1986 Gorbachev received US Senator
bdward Kennedy at the Kremlin .2~ During hisg conversation
with the Senator, Lhe Soviet lecader pointed out that the
next US -Soviet Summit would bhe pointless  without

practical rosuits. He argued thalt although the Geneva

Summit had created "the prervequisites for an improvement

in  relarcions between our fwo councries ...mere lip
gervice ... 1s et enough®. He pointed out that the

Soviet Union had already paved the way for achieving
practical results at a new Summit with its anncuncement
on January 15 1886 of a Disarmament Programme.GO It
appears as though the urgency expressed by Gorbachev
regarding an agreement oun  arwms rveductiong indicated
Mogcow’ s degperation, ¢given the further deterioration of
the Soviet economy. An arms control agreement with the
United States would remove tuture overwhelming strains on
Soviern resources, and allow regources to be deploved for

clvilian needs.
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On March 13 1986 Gorbachoev once again extended the

61 Much to

Soviet Union’s morvatorium on nuclear Lesting,
Mogcow’s dismay the iUmited States did not follow the
SevielL examplea with Roagan actually ordering a
continuationr of nuclcar testing. this prompted charges
from Moscow Lhal Washington wag not committed to peace.
in a letter to Reagan in early April, Gorbachev conveyed
hig disillusionment with the American policy o©il nuclear
testing and proposed that the two should meet in REurope
to discuss specifically this igsue.®?  Also in Apzil 1986
the USSR cancelled a meeting which was to take place
between Shevardnadzz and Shulzz to disgcuss a posgssible
date for a future sumwit, Lo protcst a: the American
bhombing of Libya. This was tollcecwed a Ffew weeks later by
the Chernobyl disaster, regarded by many as the worst
public relations setback Ffor Moscow since the Korean
airliner incident in 1983 .93
What was Dby now Dbecoming a sgore pcint in Soviet-
American velations ever since Afghanigtan was rekindled
towarcds The end of May 1986. This was the SALT IL 'lreaty
orn which Hoth sides traded bitter words in 198%, The
nited Statoes had constantly accused Moscow of violating
the provisions of the treaty, while the SovielL Union
genged a conspiracy in Washington Lo sabotags and then
gerap Lhe Creaty altogether. On May 27 1986 Reagan made
a slLacement during which he anncunced that Lhe United
Statzs would no longex observe the terms of the SALT II

4
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Treaty. Thig declsicon ended a zix year policy o=

informal cowpliance with the agreecwment. Reagan said that



he was taking this step "because the Soviets had
repeatedly violated thke termg of the treaty".65 In the
statement Reagan reiterated Lhat the United States had
"Fully keplr ils part of the bargain® while the Soviets
had not, moting that a country "cannct be sgerious about
effective armg centrol unless it is equaily serious about
compliance™. He outlined the Sovietr pattern of non-
compliance with both the SALT and 2BM agreements. The
Reagan statement came only days alfter Soviet officials
reiterated support for the SALT II Treaty claiming that
it remained "an eifective document that embodied the
results of many vears of cooperation khelLween the USSR and
the U.S. during the—1970s to halt the nuclear wigsile
arms race and strengthen strateglc stability”.66 Clearly
Reagan was not convinced and hig decigion cast doubt on
any future arms control agreement with the Soviet Union,
fer the time being zt Zeast. The fear now wasg that it
might trigger off a new arms race with both gides less

inhikited by a ftreaty, and would alsce weaken their desir

(]

Lo conclude a new troaly. L Scviet government statement
abtaclked Reagan’s arnouncement with the now familiar
crharge that the United States was pursuing a militaristic
2foreign poli:y.6? Moscow viewed Reagan’s abandonment of
SALT II as anr athempt to free the U.3. of restraints that
the Lreaty impoged oxn Washington’s bid to implement its
couprehengive gtrategic nuclear programme, and therefore
came to Chem as no surprise.

Rezgan’s May 27 announcement: alttracted considerable

c¢rigicism firom Congrass as well. Arme control advocates
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in Congress were highly critical of the Pregident while
other critics warned that "abrogation of the treaty
limits will allow Moscow to expand its nuclear [orce fan
more rapidly than the United statesn. 8

Towards the end of July 19586, Reagan proved that he
was shill serious about arms control when in a letter to
Garbachev he made sweeping new ATe reduction

69 yhis rew armg initiative called for both

proposals.
sides Lo scrap all ballistic wissiles while rssgsarch on
miggile defence sgysiems (SD1) would continue. In the
evant that such & defence proved feasible it would be
shared with all nations. However, Gorbachev appecared less
than convincad abhout tihig latest U.S. offer and in his
reply Lo Reagan showed littlc interest. 0

What didn’t helo the chances of a pogitive Soviet
response to the Reagan arms offer was that, in bhetween, a
Moscow correspondent Nicholas Daniloff, was avrested by
Soviet officials and accused of spying for the United
States on Acgust 30 1986. The zrrest of Daniioff, an
Pmerican Jjournalist of Rusgian origin, came just days
after KGR agents were arrested in the United States on
espionage charges. The whole affailr trzreatened to
undermine U.S.-5oviet relations and destroy the progress
made in superpower  ralations between  Reagan  and
Gorbachev. The dincidenL highlighted yet again the great
gsengitivity Lo which American-Soviet relations were prone
when confronted by adverse developments. There was total
fury at  the arvrest of Dapiloff Erom Washingtcen. 'The

seriousness of the situation became quickly apparent
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when the U.S. adwinistration "izmsisted that there could
ey o progress  toward the INF reducbion agreement nor
towards scheduling the  Suwnmmit until DanilofE Was
9y

Creed” . the Soviet Unior insisted that Daniloeoff was a

72 After intensa

spy, and detailed charges against him.
negotiations including a nuomber of meetings Dbetween
Shultz and Shevardnadze, and a Reagan-Shevardnadze
meakting  on Septomber 19 the two sides agreed to a
settlement on Sephember 29 whereky the charges against
Naniloff were dropped and a prominent Soviel emplioyesz of
tha United Nations, Gennadi Zakharov - who had been
arrested a week before Daniloff - was sentenced to five
yvears probaticn providing that he left the country and
never returned.’- The whole fiasco was prevented from
inflicting serious damage to U.S.-Soviet relations by the
politically skilful manceuvring of both superpowers. The
result was that on September 20 1886 Reagan announcead
that he would meet Gorbachev in Tceland on the following
Octceber 11 and 12,

Soviet.-American relations expericnecad a rough ride
in the months leading up to the Reykjavik Summit, with
the Daniloff affzir casting a shadow at one stage over a
futurs gunmit, and with Gorbachev’s insistence that a
gunmmit must lead to results. Added to tals, there had
been little progress at the arms negotiations in
Geneva ',

Neverthelezg, the sunmit went ahead ag planned. on
October L0 1986 Gerbachev arrived in Reykijavik for his

meeting with Reagan. On arrival at the airport Gorbachev




mwade a short sgtatement for the presg during which he
atressed that the dominant topic at the summit meetings
should be nuclear disarmament75. On Ockeober 11, the two
leaders he2ld their first conversactions during which they
digscussed the sgtate of che international situaition,
Soviet-American relations, and problems of encing the
armg race. As expected Gorbachev was keen to limit
discussions to arms conkrol. But in accordance with
American plans Reagan broadened the aganda to 1include
regioral conflicts - in particular the Soviel cccupation
of Afghanistan, and human rig:tg, during which he
emphasised the question of emigreation sayving that "Soviet
human rights pcolicies were impeding the improvement of
our relationship".?s After these early exchanges on a
number of issues the rest of the day, indeed the
remainder of the summit talks concentrated golely cn arms
contrcl.

Tha remaining one and half daye saw the Lwo
countri=zs make considerable progress on arug reduclLlons,
along the following linessg: Gorbachev  accepted in
principle Reagan’s zero-zero proposal for the elimination
cf intervediare nuclear forces in Eurcope {(INI'} including
the proposals made by the U.S. President 1in July 1986,
calling for the elimination of all ballistic missiles
over & 10 vyear period. He alsc agreed to scrap 50% c¢f
the USSR’s arsenal of nuclear weapons on a reciprocal
bagis, in the course of five vyears; and the Soviet Undion
agreed 1in principle to the U.S. verification approach

wicth Gorbachev pledging his commitment to strong and
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nutually acceptakble vrocedures. The two sides also agrsed
to freeze ghorter range missileg; in addition Gorbachev
accepted a 10 instead of 15 year period flor observance of
Lhe ARM treaty. The two countries in fack ignored their
noon deadline on October 12 and continued working until
the evening. The superpowers appearad toe have "negotiated
the most rassive weapong reductions in history"77. So it
gseemed at the time, than Gorbachev dropped & bombshell.
He gtated tzat the agreemants negotiated were conditiomal
on giringen: limits to the strategic defence initiative.
To put it precisely, the Soviet Lleader demanded that 8DI
be limited to laboratory research during the 10 years
observance of Lhe ABM treaty. At this point Reagan could
not nide his anger and the talks broke down iwmnediately
with the U.S5. President mak.ing it plain tcthat his SDI was
not negoetiable.

The pest-summit comauents summed up the mood in both
CAMPS . Shultz sald that the United States was "deeply
disappointed" at the outecome . /8 At a press conference,
Gorbachev for his part blamed Reagan’s insistencs on SDI
for thwarting accords on eliminating strategic znuclear
arma and EBuromissiles saying that an *historic chance®
had been missed.’?

Baclk in thea United Stateg Reagan addressed the
nation on October 13 on the lceland Summit®9. During
this speech he gave details of his various mcetings with
Gorbachev insisting that he placed on the agenda issues
which America Dbelieved were at the heart of the

differences between the United Stares and the Soviet




87

Union, mnamely human rights and regional flashpoints
including Scviel milicary actions around the world. Then

he wenlL o2 Lo explain the importance of $£DI and why the

Tirzed States refused to bargain it away. He argued that
SDI was  Awerica’s ingurarce peiicy and "security

guarantee” against Scviet cheating and believed that it
was the "keoy Lo a world without nuclear weapong'.

Like Rezgan, Gorbachev also addreéesgssed hig nation on
talevision on two occasions. Hig first televiged speechgl
to the Soviet people on October 14, 1986 was similar to
hig past sunmit press conference doring which he was
highly critical of Awmerican 1nstransigence on  SDIT
testing, and arguec that this had prevented Lhe taking of
higtoric steps 1in the field of armg control and
digarmament. He also gave a brief rundowrl on developments
ag they bhad unfolded in Revkijavik, outlining a whole
package of wmeasuregs which he sald the Soviet Union had
put on the negotiating table while arguing that "the
Americans had cone o Reykjavik with nothing at allw
{this clearly contradicted Reagan’s comment on American
television that the United States "proposed Lhe most
sweepling and generous arms control propcsal in history") .

In the second gpesch on Soviet celevision on October
22, 198687 corbachev accused the United Slates of
digtorting Lhs true outcome of the Reykjavik sgummit and
claimed that the American administration had misled the
Zimerican public by telling it that Moscow blocked

potential accords by

setting a trap on YStar Wars" and

went. on to insilst that the strategic defence initiative



was the "....c¢hief obsCacle on tho path to a nuclear
weapon free world".

From an overall perspective the summit ended in
deadlock after Reagan refused Lo accept any limitaticon on
his SDhI research progranns, The twoe leaderg had
communicaced gquite well together ags thsvy had done in
Geneva. In fact they spent far longer together arguing
over the details o©f arms control then either had
expected.

However, despite their rigourcug negotiaticns, and
what appeared for a moment substancial agreements
everyrhing more or less fell apart over gDI. Both
leaders were disappointed, and this was plain to sece at
the end of the gummit. The two sides departed with a
rather bitter taste in their mouths and at that poinc the
outlook for a future summit seemed bleak to say the
least. The general opinion then was that the summit had
been a failurce. This wview was echoed by both the 1T.S.
and the USSR who blamed each other for the negative
outcome. The United States arguned that Gorbachev did not
understand the importance of "Star Wars" as a defensive
shield against devastating ballistic missiles, while the
Soviet leader launched scabthing attacks against SDI,
explaining that he did not =see the nesed for it when both
sides had agresd that their goal would be the ultimate
eradicezion of nuclear weapons.

Since the Reykjavik gummit was initially billed as
"pre-summit" tallks preparatory to a formal gsummit to be

held in the United States, the supcrpowers did not regard
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the outcome as a tota. disaster but merely as a sstback,
and bkelieved as they had dene in the aftermath of the
Geneva gummit that fhey could build in the future on
areas where they shared common ground.

The summit at Reykjavik did nothirng positive for the
g2tate of Soviez-American relations, and developments in
the final two moxnthg oI 1986 did not augur well for the
superpower relatlonsghip. First there was the Iran/Countra
affalr wikich arcse 1in Novamber 1986, and concerned
revelations that the United States lad beon secretly
selling armg tc Irvan eand diverting the funds to the
Contra rebzls in Nigcaragua. After iInitially denying
reportg aboul Lhe arms sales Reagan eventually
ackxnowledged that he had allowed transfers to Tran of
what he labelled as "defensive" weapons.83 Not only did
it undermins Reagan’'s credibility, the Iran-Contra affalr
threatencd Lo endanger any chances of progress oa arms
control and disarmament Dbecause it weakenad Reagan’s
position at home and made it guestionakle whether a "lame
¢uck" Pregident could get the Senate to ralily any treatcy
weached with the Sovicts. Secondly, in Novenber 1986 the
CGeoneva arms talks were dogged once again by the question
of arms in spaca. A statement by Karpov, the head of the
USSR delegation to the Soviet-American talks, criticised
the American plan for svace which he said would send arms
into gpace and sald that it was the chief obstacle in the
way of nuclear disarmament. He further attacked the

overall gtance of the Awmerican delegation at the talks,
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which he said was aimed at blocking work that would lead
to mutually acceptanlsa agreements.84

In Dacember 1936 Moscow condemned the United States
for exceeding the limits sot by the SALT TT treaty by
adding arother bomber to its strategic arsenal. A& Soviet
government statement denounced Washington’'s repudiation
off the treaty and gaid that the Soviet Union would
continue to observe the treaty "for the time being".85
Since the Soviets already knew that the United States had
expressed its rejection of SALT II earlier in the year,
this latest criticism from Moscow was nothing mers than
an attempt to score a public relations victory by drawing
world allenllon to the fact that Washingten was actually
putting its earlier rejection of Lhe SALT I1 treaty into
practice.

On December 17 1985 the Soviets hardened their
position on a moratorium on nuclear testing by announcing
that its unilateral halt to Lests would continue in 1987

only if the U.5. refrained from further tests. 86

SECTION TWO: Soviet-american Relations Under Reagan and
Gorbachev - The Lagt Two Years

1987 bhegan in a wrather gloomy fashion from the
viewpoint of Scviet-American relations. On January 27
Reaganr delivered a tough state of the uaion address®’
which was reminigcent of somz of his earlier ones. He
attacked Sovier expansionism, and at the same time, the
colossal Soviel military budgets since Lhe 1970s. The
bPregident also staunchly defeonded SDI calling it "the

nost positive and promising defence programme we have



undertaken". Reagan pointed out that while the United
States remainced open to "meore constructive relationg with
the Soviet Union' this depended largely upon more
raegponsible Soviet conduct arcund the world and proegress
in oLher arcas such as human rights. lt was c¢lear that
the Reykjavik Summit had led Lo a certain amount of
mutual bircerness between tlhe USSR and the United StLates,
and to an extent this was reflected in Reagan's address
Lo Congress when he remarked that "In fceland last
October, we had one woment of opportunity tizat the
Soviets dashed Dbecause they sougkt to cripple our
strategic defence initiative".

A statement by Gorkachev on February 28 1987
encouraged hopes that an agresenent on the elimination of
medium range missiles in Burope wouid be forthcoming very
shortly.88 This new Soviet offer saw Gorbachev propose
the formula adopted at Reykiavik wiereby both sides had
sgreed on eliminating all their medium range missileg
within five years, except this tim= the USSR appeared to
have removed a major obstacle by dropping its ingistence
Lhat any such agrsement: he linked to settlement of the
anti-missile defence idgsue whick had provoked much
squabbling at Reykjavik. Thig paved the way for the
gigning o¢f a treaty eliminating intermediate nuclear
forces (INF) possibly at the next summit.

In mid-Zpril 1987 Lhe superpowsars resumed their high
level dialogue when Shuliz Lravelled to Mogcow for three
days of neetings with Sowviet leaders, seen as the most

important EBast-West Lalks since the Reykjavik Summit.
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The aim of the talks was largeiy Lo achieve progress
toward an acreement on abolishing ITntermediatbte Nuclear
Forces (INF) in Europe, and to discuss progpects for a
Reagan-Gorbachev suwmit  1in Washington. During =he

conversation bertween Gorhachev and Shultzgg it became

@]

lear that althougr: ©Doth countries expressed their
readiness to ccenclude an agreement on the question cf
medium range missiles (or INF) in Furope, there was one
major sticking peoint: this was the question of how to
address  Soviet supericority din short range nuclear
migsiles waich could circumvent any benefit of an INF
agreement . Desplite Gorbachev’s proposal to abolish all
Soviet shorter range missiles 1in Europe if the West
agreed not to buiid its own, Shultz rolayed the 2merican
poesition which was that the United Stalss had the right
te  build such weapons and deploy them in  amounts
approximately equal to those that the USSR would have
remained after it eliminated its shorter range misglileg
in Eurcpe. This American posilLion was criticiged by the
Soviets, who also altacked what they gaw ag a departure
by Uhe United Stalteg fLrom the posgitions which the two
countries had adcoled az Reykjavik accusing Washington of
adding "cther pretexts"™ to complicate matters.9C
Nevertheless, according to the Soviei press "a
greater understanding of cach other’s positicn showed up
in the course of a thorough ewchange of Opinions”.gl A
Soviet spokesman characterised the atmosphexe as
favourablie. Gorbachev algo gitated that he way ready to

meet Reagan.



It was becoming evident by the wmiddie of 1987 that
Soviet-Amarican relaticns were gradually warning up aftexr
being slightly cool fcollowing the Reykjavilk summit. This
wag picked up by varioug Scviet newgpapers. In late May
1987, lTavegtia claimed that the "winds of change for the
better in Scviet-American relations sre galning strength
in the United Stateg". it also went on to say that a
growlng numker of Amevicans were answering the question
"can the Russians be trusted"? with the answer yeg, with
a growing number of them ghewing greater interest in
establishing normal Soviet-American relations than ever
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before. A Tags statement dissuad in early July 1987

claimed that an "historic opportunity" existed for better
Us-Soviel relalicns and that the two countries ghould
take advantage of Lhig chance. It went further and
declared that Che "uaecessary prerequisites now axisted
fox carvying out the understandings reached in
Reykjavik", particularly an agreement to climinate INF in
Burope the conclusion of which would "help bring aboutbt &
substantial improvement in Sovieb-American and
international relationsm®.?3

In  mid-September 1987, Soviet foreign wminigter
Shevardnadze arrived 1in Wasghington ccentinulng the now
familiar regular high level American - Soviet meetings,
for more discussions on removing Lthe obstacles to a
positive INF treaty. When Reagan wmet Shevardnadze he

9 4’ rl'|he

reiterated that he was not going to cave in on SDI.
meetings ware generally described as making a favourable

contribution to Soviet-American relakions and Reagan

93
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commented that "they were good meetings, free of the
hogtility we used to sce even 1f we were disagreeing on

some tthgS”.9“

Shultz and Shevardnadze also signed an
agreemnent establishing crisis centres in each counlLry,
the aim of which was Lo reduce the threat of an
accidental war between the suparpowers.96 Before leaving,
Shevardnadrze gave a upbeat press conference in Wasaington
on  thne complekbion of tie Soviet-American talks.?? He
anncounced that Lhe two countries were coupletely
confident that an INF treaty would be signed bhefore the
end of the year. Just two weeks later a final problem
pivotal to reaching agreement on the INF treaty was
resolved. This wag the question of West CGermany’s older
Persghing wmissiles. Undexr a compromise reached these
missiles were excluded from the U.S.-Soviet agreement,
but the Garmans agread Lo remove thew once the agreesment
took effcecl,

In late Octoker 1987, it wasg the turn of U.S.
Sceretary of State shultz te travel to Moscow where he
met Soviet leaders.>® Welcoming Shultz al Lhe Kremlin
Corbachav pointed out “the positive significance of kthe
..... contacts and talks between the repregsentatives of
the governments" which were now regularly taking placo.99
Ilowever commenting on a possible summit meceting GCorbachev
sounded rather cautious and stated that the possible
signing of an INF treaty itself would not be enough to
justify coming to Washington, and that some work still

had to be done over the unext montn or o before a Firm

date could »he get for a sumnit with Reagan.



Lesg =than a weelk later, 1in early MNocvember 1987,
Shevardnadze was back in Waszington for more meetings on
INF and plans Zfor the summiz. He brought with him a
letter from Corbachev 1n which the Soviet leader stated
he wanted ko discuss the SDI at the nexit gsummit but
drcopped his insistence that limits on SDI development be
accepted by the Americans as a prerequisite to signing
the INF treaty. In their talks in Washington,
Shevardnadre and Reagan managed to set a date £for the
gummit - to be held in Washington on December 7 1987. So
after Zinitial doubts about the next meeting between
Corbachev and Reagan, sumnit diplomacy was back on tirack.

From December 8-10 1987 Reagan and Gorbachev held
their third summit meeting, this time in Washington. On
arrival at Andrews air force base near Washingltcn on
December 7 Gorbachev was greeted by Shultz. The Soviet
leocader madae a bricf gtatement in which he said that the
purpose of his wvisit was te sign a treaty eliminating
intermediate and short range missiles, He added Lhat at
the reart of his digousgions with Reagan would be
quest:ions concerning strategic armg reductions which he
described as ":mhe pivetal problem of Scviet-American

relationg®,h 100 Oon

Decenber 8, after the customary
welcoming ceremony ocn Gorbachev’s arrival at the White
House, the Soviet leader and President Reagan held a
2meeting where they exchangaed differences of opinion on
numan rights and on their regpective systems - Capitalism

anc  Communisnt. It was more of an informal debate and

chat than anything elssa. Then dt wasg UtLime Lor tLhe



serious business of the day, and botih Gorbachev and
Reagan made briel remarks before they signed the historic
Intermediate Nuclecar Forces (INF} treaty. Thig tCreaty
provided for the elimination of all missliles witi ranges
Letween 50C and 5000 wmiles together with their launching
and support facilities. The final stumbling block was
eliminated whea the two gides agreed to unprecedented
verification procedures under which each would be able to
gend ingpection teams to the other’s missile gites.

After signing the treaty both leaders delivered
speeches to the Soviet and American peoples. In his
address, . Reagan said that the countries had made history
becaugse they had signed “"the first agrecment over to
eliminate an entire c¢lass of U.S. and Sovicet nuclear
weapons . " He added that discussions would continue at
the summit on further arms reductions and other ilssues,
and stregsed that as with the INF treaty "it will Ctake
time and patience to reach agreements."lOl In his speech,
the Soviet 1leader also viewed the signing of the INF
lTreaty as an historic step, but stresgsed that 1t was only
a Firslt gtep toward nuclear disarmament arnd "moving aheacd
will require further ixntengive intellectual endsavour and
honest effort....".1%2

On December 9, the summit continued with both sides
now concentrating largely on their next aim: to achieve &
fifty per cent reduction in the strategic missilz stocks
of both sides. Indesed the remainder of the sunmit

centrad mainly on discussions on this issue.
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At the end of the summit a joint Soviet-American
gsunmit statsment on  the outcome of the swmit wag

issued.103 The docunent revealed that the leaders of the

two countries had held ‘tcouprehengive and detailled
digcusgsicns" on & broad range of ilssues. These were

primarily arms reductions, human yights, gettlement of
regional conflicts and bhilaterar relations. Both sides
agreed that "official contacts at a’l levels ghould »e
further expanded and intensifiec...". The joint statement
also revealed the matters on which Cthers wag mutuzl
understanding and also those on which big differences
still remained, emphasising that the talks which had been:
"candid and coastructive" had led to an understanding
that areas of differences would not be Dbarriers to
agreement on areas of mutual interest.

The post - summit reaction of both leaders was
extromely positive. In a television speech to the Soviet
people on December 14 1987, Gorbachev tcld them that
relaticng with the United States were now better, and the
gigning of the INF treaty represented "a victory for new
pclitical thinking' and was only the prelude "toward the
actual destruction of the nuclear arsenalw 104 Reagan’s
address tc the nation, at the conclugicon of the summit on
Dacember 10, was gimilar in Zone to Gorbachev’s. He said
that the TNF treaty respresented a landmark in postwar
history asg it abclisghed an "entire class of U.S. and
Soviet nuclear missileg", and called thz summit a "clear
successg", gaying that there was reason [or "both hope and

optimism“.loS
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Overall the Washington summnit had been a rescunding
success and arguably Lhe mosL productive American-Soviet
sunmit to this date. Most progress wag made on avus
control, altzaough the two countries were unables Lo make
any headway on other contentious igsusg such as human
rights and regional conflicks. Both kReagan and Gorbachev
were clearly in buoyvant nmood after their talks, aad the
personal rapport which the two had developed since the
Geneva surmit in 198> had contributed greatly to the
positive mcvements in the  superpower relationship.
Reagan aummed up this fact when e sald that "Mr.
Gorbachev and T continued ©o build a foundation for
better re_aticns betweernn our governments and  our
};>eopl<—35".lc6

Fresh from the success of the Washington summil,
Reagan delivered an upbeat staze of the union address on
January 25 1988, 07 Remarking on arms reduction he hailed
the historic INT agreement and urged the Senate to ralbily
it. Ile expressed optimism on the possibility of an even
maore sgsignificant agreement which would reduce U.S. and
Sceviet long rangs (strategic) missiles by 50%, but yet
again stressed whalt he gaw asg the iwmportance of his
Strategic Defence Initiative as a programme which
"supports the same goals of arms reduction ... and
reduces the risk of war".

On the same day &s Reagan’s annual state of the
upion addreass, the Senate began its hearings on the INF
108

treaty. Reagan lhad campaigned vigorcusly f£or its

approval by the Senate, and the general view was that the
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treaty would not enccunter any serious difficuluies since
it appeared to have widespread suppert across the country
and acrogs the political specirum, with large numbers of
Iboth Democrats and Reopublicans expressing their
unresasarved support for it.

Nevertheless, as with any agreement involving the
Soviet Union, the treaty did have its c¢ritics -  mainly
conservatives. As a result the debate on the INP Treaty
whiclh started on January 25 pitted thesge critics against
the wvast number who supported the treaty, incluading the
adminigtration 7hich  emphasised the treakty  as a
"substantive and tactical triumph". The danger was that
L the cpponents of the treaty succeeded in fatally
wounding it, the implications of that could be sgerious
for BSoviet - American relations given the widesgvread
euphoria that this historic agreemeonri had attracted at
the laslL superpower summit. The arguments put forward by
cpponents of the treaty were essentially that the treaty
could not be verified ané that the Soviets could not be
trusted. According to Senator Helwms the USSR had already
begun cheating by concealing hundreds of misgiles that

should have been scrapped.109

They also argued that the
agreement undermined an important part of the nuclear
argenal "upon which the NATO alliance relied to ofifset
the numerically superior conventional forces o¢f the

110 other critice were less

Soviet-led Warsaw pactt,
hardline in their opposition to the treaty. They were
merely looking for loopholes which would allow them to

argue for modifications or amendments to the INT pact
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"without wmaklng Lae kind of sweeping changes Lhal would
send LU bhack to the drawing boardr, +H1

Proponentg of the Lreaty including thoge in the
adminigtration concended Lthav "it gerved tre U.S.
interesgt gince it required the Soviets to remove from
gervice substantially more nuclear firepower than the

United States".ll2

The INF (reaty was very important to
Reagan as it gave him a wmajor arms accord in the final
vear of his Presidency, and ailowed him to argue thaz his
policy of peace through strength had paid dividends.

Cne area of Scviet-American relationg on which there
had Deen scant pregress was the i1ssue of regional
conflicts. Botl superpowers had been either directly or
indirectly involved in various regions of the world
providing eccounomic, mwmilitary, and humaniltarian aid to
guerilla wmovements and goverments of their respective
political persuasion. On February 2 1988 Rcagan
delivered a speech on television to lobby for new aid for
the Contra rebels fighting the Moscow-backad left wing
Sandinista government ir Nicaragua.113 The address
highlighted the intensity of the differences which
existed between Moscow and Weshington on  regional
flashpoints, Concentrating on Central America, Rsagan
claimed thaz the Sandinista regime was a <threat to
democracy in the region and to the security of cther
gtates 1n the area. He accused the government of
Nicaragua c¢f flouting its promises to enbrace demccracy,
regpect human vights, and adopt a non-aligned foreign

policy. Despite the recent upward trend i Soviet-
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American relationg, Reagan did not hagitace te criticise
the Soviet backing for the Sandinistas, and guestioned
the logic behind the substantial milizary and economic
aid the Sovieb Union was providing its ally. Reagan made
a determined appeal foxr aid to the Contras, even
overvlayving the extent of thoe Soviet backed Communigt
chreat in crder to make a stronger Case. In reallity
however, Congress was not really convinced by Reagan’s at
times impassioned arguments, and on the following day,
the House of Represgentatives rvejected the Pregident’s
roguesi: for $36.75 million in combined humanitarian and
military aid. Nevertheless Reagan had proved with Lhis
speech that degpite the recsnh rapprochement with Moscow
ne was more than willing teoc speak out in defence of niis
political keliefu.

The spring of 1988 saw a number of top level
meetings belween American and Soviet leaders the contents
of which included preparations for the imponding sumnit
in Moscow, a review of the state of Soviet-American
relations, and intensive efforts by both sides to
conclude a draft treaty on a 50% reduciion of strategic
offensive weapons which could then be gigned at the next
gsumnlil . It was obvious that the superpowers were keen to
complcete a START treaty but much work remained to be done
since negotiations were wmore complicated, Iin particular
there were teclinical problems especially on verification
with regard to sea-launched nuclear cruize migsiles -
thege, as Eeagan put it, "wers the hardest to count and
114

verify", and even from gpace it was  virtually
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impoggihle with the aid of satellites tc tell whether
such nmigsiles could fire nuclear or convantional
warheads.

The final set of maeetings between the two countries
pricr to the Moscow summit toclk place in late April 1938
when Shultz revisited Moscow where he held talks with
Soviet leaders including Gorpachev. T15 During their
discusgsion Gorbachev complained to the U.8. Secrcatary of
State aboul recent Reagan gpecches which he said cast
Soviet foreigr policy din  a mnegative light, and he
ridiculed Reagan for implying that the achisvemsnts being
made 1in Soviel-American welations were the wregult of
America’s pressure, which had influenced Soviet
behaviour. RBut Gorbachsv and Shu.tz did agree o a draft
agenda for the upcoming summit and expressed optimism
that concrete and major results would ne achieved.

The long-awaited breakthirough on regional
flasiipoints came when o1 Apiril 14 1988 a United Nations -
brokered agreement providing for the withdrawal of Soviet
troops from Afghanistan wag reached in Geneva . 10 A
Soviet government statement issued 1in Moscow on April 26
announced that the withdrawal of Soviet troops would
begin on May 15 and be compleled not later than February
15 188¢9. At the same time the statement hailed the
GCeneva accords "as aun event of exceptional importance

creating the external conditions required to settle
Lthe Afghanistan problam".

However, the Geneva agreement did not lead to a

rogolution of the Afghan problem and the war continusd.
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Tha problem was that both Moscow and Wasaington disputed
the detalls of how Lhe agreement reached would be carried
cut. Waghington complained that Mogcow was continuing to
arm the government of Afghanistan, and gaid 1t too would
~continue to aid the Mujahideen vrebels fighting the
Moscow-backed Kabul reglmes. The Soviets Efor their part
accuged cutside forceg - Ly inference Pakistan and the
United States - of wviclating the Geneva agreement by
sending supplies to the rebels. Indeed on Wovember 4
1988 the Soviet Union announced a delay to further
withdrawals because of concern Lhat the anti-Soviet
guerillas were Dbeinrg supplied with more Western wmilitary
aid. Furthermore the Afghan guerillas had no formal role

in the Geneva accords and said that Lhey would ignore it

and Light on. The Geneva agreement provoked indignation
in the UniLed States, Sore Conscervatives charged that

"the adminigtratior was overly eager to get the agreement
prior to the summit" and accused it of a
nsellourt . -7 They arvgued that the USSR would continue
fo aid the Xabul 1regime while Pakistan would face
international pressure to shuit down the wajor armg routes
to the renels.
By agreeing to leave Afghanistan the Soviets made
clear they were serious &bout concentrating on internal
reforms, and the decision to witheraw wou_d "reduce a

118 Tt would

significant drain on thelr sagging economy".
also help to facilitate an improvement inrn Sovist-American
relations since it illustrated that the two superpowers

were capable of meaningful cooperation on issues other
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thar arms control, and coming nct long before the Moscow
sunmit, it was seen as a major boost Lo the prospects for
an agregment.,

A further boost to the forthcowing summit came when
on May 27 the U.&. Senate overwhelmingly ratified the INF
treaty by a 92-5 vote. 119 This paved the way Lor the
treaty to be formally ratified by Reagan and Gorbachev at
the next summit.

This summit was to be the [ourth in less than four
years. It began on May 29 1588. The first two days of
the summic, May 29 and May 30, were dominated largely Ly
Reagan’s outsposen criticism of Lhe Soviet record on
human rights,in particular on the issue of emigration.
On May 30 Reagan caused a stir when he held a wmeeting
with a number cf well known "refuscnike" and "dissidenta®
who wanted to emigrate from the Soviet Union. 'They asked
the President to keep up pressure on the USSR o improve
its behaviour cn human rights. The mweeting was quickly
slamred by the Soviet press as a propagands stunt, and
after Gorbachev appearad Lo expresgs annoyance and
irritation, Reagan tcned downr his criticism during the
remainder of his wvisit and accused the Soviet burecaucracy
rather than the leadevg of the USSR as being responsible
for humen rights abuses.

On June 1 came the high point of tie gummit when the
two lLeaders exchancged the ratification documents aof the

120

INT LCreaty. Durizg the cerenony Gorbachev made a

gpeech in which he said that the exchange of the

‘nstroments of reaztification meant that "the era of
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nuclear dizarvamnent has begu_n_".J‘Z1

In his speech Reagan
argued that the treaty had made possible "a new dimengion
of cooperation between ug" but that much remained to ke
acconplished and that the two couuntries must not stop at
this po_‘fnt.122

In  their final meeting, Reagann and Gorbachew
concluded their discussicn of what was a broad agenda
encompassing disarmament, regional conflicts, bilateral
relationg, and humanitarian Lissues. The regults of the
summit were summad wn in oa joint U.S.-Soviel summit

122
stalement  +#3

The two sides signed twe wminor arms
control agreements. One reguired each side to give the
other 24 hours notice of a ballisgtic nissile test,
whether over land or sea, aud the olther get up procedures
for Joint experimenis Lo fest technigues to measure
naclear explosions. The two gides also signed seven
other bilateral agreements ranging from an expangion of
cultural exchanges to cooperation on atomic energy and
space rescarch. An agreement 1in principle emerged in
discussions on regional issues, specifically with respect
—o the withdrawal of Cubar troopns from Angola, that in
the long term proved o be wvery significant. Among  the
major achievements was the exchangs of TINF rvatification
instrunents. At a press contference, Gorbachev argued
that tunere now existed a new realism din U.S-USSR
relations, although he regrettad the "migged
oppcrtunities" in the summit and expresgssed dismay with

Reagan’ s periormance on human rights.134
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ALL Zn alX the summit was a sudcess in its promotion
wf a belier undersltanding betwsaen the U.S. and the USSR
even although the practlicel achievemantis were modest.
i'he oxpeczations on both sidesz were limited and so were
the results. Most disappointingly there was ne real
progress on the goal of concluding a treaty which would
reduce the strategic nuclear arsenalg of the superpowers
by half. Ag with previous summits the two l=zaders
communicated remarkably wel:, ccnsidering saome of the
—ough exchanges which had taken place on the issue of
human rights. On the third day of the summit Gorbachev
and Reagan took an historic 20 minute stroll through Red
Square bringing the American President c¢lose to the
Soviec people thrcuglh television. Afterwards, Reagan
said it was wonderful and agreed that he and Gorbachev
had become old friends after so wmany meetings. One
Soviet political commentateor said that the Moscow summit
marked a new "normalcy, stability, and constructiveness?
in Soviet-American relations, and saw this improvement In
relationg as the direct fruit of the USSR’s domestic and
foreign policy restructuriﬁg.125

The period [Lrom May Lo August 1888 saw a critical
review of pas:t Soviet foreign policy, in the Soviet
Tion. In an article publisghed in the Soviet press a
gcholar olamed Rrezhnev for initiating a new arms race
which Thad proved very costly for the TUSSE, by hig
decigion to involve the Soviet Union in Afcghanistan. He
addad that "errorg and the incompetent approach of the

Brezlnev leadership to the accomplishment of foreign
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policy tfalks" had created a c¢risis characteriged by an
exacerbation of tension in the USSR’s relations with the
Weslt . He went. on Lo rveamark thac the realities of the
niclaar age and advancements 1in sclence and techonology
made 1L dmwperative that "a new thinking and new
approacheg" tc the attainment of foreigi policy tasks ke
developed.126

Addregsing a foreign ministry conference which
opened on July 25 1888, the Soviet foreign mninister
Shevardnadze tcok the debaLe a sgtep further when he
oukblined Scoviel [Loreign policy’s new look. 127 During the
conference Shervardnadce discussed the possibility of
involving elected bodieg and the public in the decision
making process of foreign policy. He also pointed out
chat the world was no longer characterised by a clash or
struggle botween the two opposing systems of Communism
and Capitalism, In his weport the Soviet foreign
winister severely criticised the old stylo of
confrontation and inflexibility which had been & hallmark
of Soviet foreign policy under his predecessor Andreil
Gromyko. He also blamed problems 1in dowmestic policy or
wrong turns 1in domestic policy as lraving ‘Yexerted a
serious negative impact on Soviet diplomacy" and remarked
that positive changes had occurred in Soviet foredign
policy over the past three years through considerable
restruc-uring. This restructuring had already began to
pray dividends, particularly with regard to relations with
the United States, an example of how the new thinking was

making headway . The vyears since Gorkacliev became Soviet
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leader had seen growing progress in relations belwesen
America and the Soviet Umion and a movement away from Lihe
confrontational cold war thirnking which had been Lie
pradoninant feature of East-West relations since 1945,

ia late Sepltember 1988 Shevardnadze  visited
Washington for yet another round of Soviet-American
italks. But. by =zow it wag becoming increasingly obvious
that despite extensive work on the START treaty there
were sLill a cumber of problems which were not going to
be resolved Lbefore Reagan left office .28  The two major
hurdies were how to verify cut-backs in sea launch and
other migsiles, and the continuing refusal of the Soviet
Union to destroy the huge radar gtation it wasg
constructing ak Krasnoyarsk, which according to
Washington was in violation of the ABM treaty.

In what was seen by many as an attempt to inﬁluence
the incoming President George Bush to sustain the
momentous  progress  made  in Soviet-American  relations
during Reagan’s second term of coffice, CGorbachev came to
New York to make a gpeech on December 7 to the United
Nations where he amnnounced a major package of proposals
which included substantial unilateral cuts in  the
conventional forces of ths Warsaw Pact.-2? According to
Gorbachev’s plan, in the two feollowing years the number
of troops would be decreasad by 500,000 men. Thecre would
alsc be a substantial reduction in conventional weapons;
the withdrawals of six tank divisions from the GDR,
Czechoslovakia and Hungary by 1991 and their disbandment;

a reduction in Soviet trocps in These countries by 50,000
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men and a cut Ln armamencs of K000 tankg; and a wmajor
reorganigation of the remainirg Soviet divisions din
Fagtern Burope, assligning Liaem a new "strictly defengive®
role. Although Gorbachev glrated "thage veductions will
e conducted unilaterally with no ccnnection t£o the falks
an  the wandatsz of the Vienna meeting"l30 he stressed
however that he hoped the West would "also take sowme
steps".

Turther evidence that Gorbachev was attempting to
create a favourable atwmosphere in preparation for dealing
with the new US Zresident was provided by his proposals
on the dissue of =Zuman vrights which wenl some way Lo
addressing American concerns at Lhe diswmal Sovielt record

o uman rights.lBl

Gorbachev pledged that no pergons
would be refused emigration or persecuted in Lhe USSR
because o¢f thelxr political or religious bellefs.
Furthermore he accepted Lhe rulingg of Lhe world court
regarding international agreements on human rights.

The Western reaction to Gorbachev's unilatersl armg
cutpbacks was generally full of praise.132 However,
reservations were expressed: Chairman of the joint chiefs
of staff, Acmiral W.J.Crowe, argued that Gorbachev’s plan
"fallas far short of redressing the conventional balance"
between the Warsaw Pzct and NATO.133 NATO responded on
December 8, 1988 with its own provosals for sweeping arms
cutbacks which would limit both the Warsaw Pact and NATO
te no more than 20,000 tanks with the fuxrther stipulaticn
that no cnz country could deploy more than 30 per cent ©

the tanks in its alliance.t3?
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cuts sunounced at the UN,

alihough largely supported by the Soviet miliLary,lBS did

attract an elemnen: of dissension from some in  the
military. A senior Sovier militavy officer, Marshal
Akhroweyev, who had argued against arlty  unilateral
reduction, unexpactedly recirved  just hours before
Gorbachev’'s UN address, fuslling spcculation rthat the
milicary would cppose the arms cutbacks. Also a Sovier
Lieutenant Colonel complained that the Ctrocp cuts were

hard Lo coms

many officers

to Lerms

who were concearned at

with, and c¢ited the grievances of

the loss of housing

since many militacy compounds housed the familiegs of many

officers, and
tife, 130
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confrontation
realistic
and

dialogus..."

said had talken

credit , 27

CONCLUS TONS

Overzll thon

in the period

Lhe

during hisz

that differences

relationship

candic

personally

probiems in adjusting to c¢ivilian
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is mnow characterised by dialogue -
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vraised Gorbachev, who, he

"'some daring steps® and doserved

the gtory of Soviet-American relations

1985-1988 revolves largely  around
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Gorbachev, Reagan and summit ciolomacy. The leadsrs ol
two supoerpowers developed a noticeable rapport  which
allowed the Sovictb-American relationship to Elourisir with
diplomatic dialogue reniacing the wrangling of the early
1980s. T™hia was most evident in & series of summit
meetings botwoeon the twe leaderse hela from 2985 Lo 1988.
During tihese summits Reagan and Gorbachev digplaved their
ability to have a frank or candid dialocue allowing them
Lo absorb more easily any c¢riticism whicl each threw at
the olher, At thege gsumnit wmeetings there were detailed
discussions on a variety of major issues which had a
bearing on ithe guperpower relationship. More dialogue
meant more opportunities for resolving differences.

As a regult the years firom 1985 through to 1988 gaw
a remarkanle improvamenl in Soviet-American relations.
In comparison Lo the period 1981-1984 (when only 5

138 19 bilateral

bilateral docunents were signed)
docunents were signed in the perioed Efrom 1985 to 198§,
tha most in any four year period since 1973 76. Alac in
1988, 12 documents were signed, the most in any single
year silnce 1972.°27 The two countrias were more willing
to sign accords after having done much urder Gorbachev
and Reagan to remove the climate of suspicion and fear.
1385 and 1986 witnessed slow bur continuous progress.
There were shaky or difficuit moments such as  the
Daniloff incident which trreatened to undermine
relations, and the abrupt break-up of the Reykijavik
Summit There was also the Strategic Defence Initiative

(DT which remained a bone of contentior in relations
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betweocn the two countries, and which was responsible foxr
jeopardizing progress in 1985 and 1986.

Howevey Sovielt insigtence that SDT be linked to
progress ol arms control issuas had heen dropped by 1987
allowing the superpowers to make historic headway on arms
control and disarmament cu_minating in the INF treaty.
Furthermore in 1988 the centflict in Afghanistan which had
been responsible for sparking off the "new cold war" in
1980 moved a step nearer resoluZion with the signing of
the Geneva psace agreement on April 14, nroughout the
19808 Afghanistan had long highlighted the intense
differences whkich existed bketween Moscow and Washington
on the guestion of regional conflicig. As a wesult 1987
and 1988 saw ths upward trend in Soviet-American
relations gather increasing momentunm.

While both Reagar and GCorbachev were quite rightly
accorded wmuch credit for pursuing the path Lo ccoperal ion
it ig important to keep in mind that the USSR’sg internal
problems, especially the dire state of the economy, mada
Moscow conscious of the fact that competition and
confrontakion with Washington was no: profitable. This
was especially so since Reagan had denonstrated between
1981-85 that he would deal very strictly with the USSR
and threatened to engage Moscow in a new arms race which
it could 111 afford. A Loo Soviel priority was Go
achieve substantial azws reductlion agreements with
Washington that would releage much-needed rescurces for
civilian purposes. Gorbachev’s '"new thinking" iz line

with his programmes of Perestroika and Glasgnost invelved
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a congiderakle restructuring cof Mescow’s foreign policy
and contributed a sharp reduction in East-west tension.
Gorbachev’s  finternal refoyms  gaw him take gteps  to
improve human rights particularly on emigraticon, and on
the international scerne he ghowed a wiliingness to
diccngage Moscow f£rom tihird world "adventurism'". ALL wlhiis
helped to enhance his stature in the West and meant that
previous objections to Soviet behaviour wvoiced by Lhe
West were no longer wholly applicable.

If there wasgs a scene which gymbolised wvore Lhan
anything else tre new level of understanding which had
been establishec between the U.S and the USSR, it was
when Gorkachev and Reagan, at the Mosgcow sgswmmit, put
their armg around eacih other’s waist almest as 1f posing
for a photocraph. When Reagan departeod from office he
and Gorbachav had reached agreement in principle on a
number of issue areas which was to bode well for the

Future,
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CHAPTER 3

THE _IMPACT OF AMERYCAN TRADE PRESSURE ON THE SOVIET
UNTON: 1 - THE QUESTION OF NOM-STRATEGIC TRADE

INTRODUCTTON

There has always besa a strong interrelaticaship
between Soviet-American polikical and ecoromic relations
{(with trade forming the key component of economic
relationg) . Tt ig clear that guperpower economic
relationg have »neen governed by a differsnt set of rules
and principles, dictated more by political consicderations
thar the economic benefitg that either side might have
derived.- This is particularly true of the United Stales,
which has sought to use its powerful economic position in
relaticn to the Soviet Unlon to sxert a degree of trade
pressure2 on the USSR for the aktairment of political
objectives.3

The instruments of trade pressure used by_the United
States have ranged from ccmprehsngive economic sanctions
and embargoes of particular goods to the denial of most
favoured nations status, credit and export controls.
These ave been used at various timesg, though not alwayg
simultanecusly. The various volitical goalsg have
included: to punish Soviet International behaviour; to
impose ecoromic leverage or influence in the hope oF
altering particular Soviet policies - domestic and

foreign; and to maintain BAmerican wmilitary superiority



through the denial of Western technology and knowliow to
I‘flosc:ow./L

Ihe debate over how Lo conduc: trade with the Scoviet
Union, the aggregate level and composition of which has
heen the subject of much scrutiany and controversy in
Aamerica, heigqhtened with the ongset of the ‘new cold waxr’
att the Dbeginning of 1980, and trade pressure became a
central plank of America‘s trade policy towards Moscow
when Reagan was elected tc the Presidency.S The political
‘Cold War’ was thus gupplemented by an economic *Cold
War’ .

Tt is true that the United States also used trade as
a political weapon during the 1970s but in a wmore
positive sense. In other words increased trade and
economic Lies were used in oraer Lo bolster detLente and
provide an incentive for the Soviets tc improve their
international behavicur and some areas of domestic
nolicy. Trade was offered as more of a ‘carrot’ rather
than as a ‘stick’ for the most opart of the 19708.°

However with the renowal of celd war rivalry and
‘ncreasad tension at the start of the 1980s, the Carter
and then the Reagan administracion adopted a policy of
comprehengive trade presgure against the Soviet Union
which it put into practice thvroughout the 1980s. Tzade
wag now being used as a ‘gtick’ wather than as a
‘carrot’

The aim of this chapter is basically twofold. One
is to provide an analysis of the impact of US trade

pressure on the total level of Sovist-Arerican trade.

£
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The second, and periaps more iwmportant task is Lo look at
the economic dmpact of trade pressure on the target
country - the USSR - and assess the extent to whiclk it
wag punished., The chapter is divided into two sgectiong,
Section one will analyze the limpact of American
trade pressure on the aggregate level of trade [lows, and
on the direction of trade between the Lwe supcrpowers.
The second section will look more gpecifically at the
economic impact on  the USSR of selective commodity
sanctions, denial or limits on w»articular goods to the
USSR (excluding teckhnology and other zstrategic items

which are the subject of the next chapter), and bkoycotts

of wvarious Soviet exports. In this section the following
guestions will nsed to bhe addressed: were American

ganciions and restrictions on varticular exports to the
Soviat Unien succassful or was Moscow able to circumvent
the U.S. measures by finding alternative suppliers? and
what abouft Soviet exports? How wuch did American limits,
and boycott of Scviet expcrts harm the USSR’s hard
currency earnings, or did Moscow find alternative buyers
for its goods? The answers to thesc questions will allow
us to determine the extent to which the USSR was punianed
and if indeed the U.S. meagureg had the Intended negative

economic impact.
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SECTION ONE: IMPACT OF U.S. TRADE PRESSURE ON THIE
AGGREGATE LEVEL OF U.5. - USI3R TRADE AND
ON THE PATTERN OF "WRAD

1.1 The Scale of Americzn - Sovieb Economic Activity

A lock at any Soviet-American trade £figures since
1945 will reveal that bilatexal Lrade amouniaed Lo a very
insignificant proportiocx of the overall trade conducted
by sach side, and hence the level of cconomic activity
hag been very small, This can be explained by a number
ol tactors.

The autarkic nature oif the communist bloc led Ly the
Soviet. Union meant that trade with the weorld was ninute,
let alore with the principal adversary, the United States
of Awm=rica. Only the need for the mogt essential
commodities saw the Soviet bloc break out ¢f 1ts shell.
BEven though the scale of Soviet trade wikbh the capitalist
countries did increase gince the 19%460¢ mosgst of the upward
trend was confined ©o Wesbern FBurops rather tiran the
United States.

Other problemg associated with communist countries
suckh ag the non-ceonvertibility of Chelr currencies, and
thz production of often low guality and shoddy goods
coupled with a lack of wvariety did not makse Lhege
countries an appealizg proposition for Lhe non-communist
world.

Hot least, (Ceold war rivalry also playsd a major part
in tho gsmall scele cconomic activity generated between
the two superpowers. As Lwo superpowars confronting each
other on a global scale their nmutual mistrust spilled

over into the economic sphere. In the early days of the



Cold War eccnomic Lies were almost unthinkable. Trade
fies hegan to emergs on a measurable scale by the 1960s,
and benefited greatly from detente during the 1970s. The
renewed period of conflict in the eariy 1980%g
characterised by major world events, and the election of
Ronald Reagan, a fervent anti-communist, proved a
digaster for Soviet - American economic relations. Ag
part of Reagan’s overall stracegy toward Mogcow, the
President made clear his desgire to deny the USSE advanced
Western technology and punish it economicaily through the
ugse of American trade and economic cogrcion. That
Reagan’s peclicy was indeed to punigh Mosceow economically
wag picked up by Soviet TForcign Trade Minister Nikolai
Patolichev who noted what he saw as US attempts to try
*to climinate trade and economic relations wikbh the
Soviet Union ...." by the use of discriwinatory econcmic
measuras. |

Appondix  Table 3.1 ({a) and (b) illustrates hcw
little bilateral trade amounts to as a proportion of the
overall foreign trade conducted by both countries. In
the ¢ase of Che United¢d States, the USSR has never
accounted For more than 1% of overall American £oreign
trade with the exception of 1979 (in the pariod 1979-88).
Throughout the 1980s trade with Moscow consistently
amounted to less than 1% of the total wvalue of American
foreign tvrade (see Appendix Takle 2.1 (b)).

It we look at the proportion of Sovielb Lrade
conclucted with the United BStates the [lgure 18 only

glightly higher (see Appendix Takle 3.1a). BAmerica
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accounted for over 3% cf Soviet foreign trade in 197% but
thig figure fell dramatically Lo Zess thanz 2% and never
roge above 2% again during the 1980s. In 1987 it even

dropped to less than 1% {0.9%).

1.2 THE THPACY OF AMERICAN TRADE PRESSURE ON THE

(a) Aggregate Voluwme of Soviet-American Trade (1979-88)
The evidence cf any subpstantial impact of American
trade pressure on the tcetal wvolume of superpower trade
curing the course of the period 1979-88 is not easily
ceterminable by simple observaticn of the total volume of
superpower trade. As  Appendix Table 3.2 revealg the
volume of superpower trade fell by a massive amount (47%)
in 1980, the result largely of the comprehensive package
of economic sanctions dimposed Dby Presidant Carter
following the Soviet invasion of Afghanjstang (s
Chapter two). Thareafter, during the remainder of CLhe
period 1981-88 the wvolume of trade betwsen the two
countries followad a Fluctuvating path, with trade
turnover increasing in 1981, 1982 and 1984 bulr falling in
1983, 1885, 1986 2nc 1987, American trade measures
designed to punish tze USSR had unc uniform viesibkle impact
on the aggregate volume of Sovieo-American trade, with
the exception of 1980. Caution wmusgt be taken when
abtemopting to explain the depression in varicus vearss of
Soviet -American trade since the downward trend may be the

regult ot economic factors and cannol: be attributed
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golely to American trads pressure applied for political
purposes .

b Pattern of Soviet-Awmarigan Trade

Tha story is much the same when we analyze the
volume of Soviet imports from the United States, and the
volume of Soviet exports to the United States during the
period 1979%-1988. The year 1980 stands out once again as
the exception to the rule largely because American trade
pressure was Largeted cn the comnodities which made up
the bulk of Soviet-American trade (see section 2). This
ig repregented by a decrease of 46% in goods imported
from the Tnited States, and a fall of 56% in Soviet
experts to the United States. Despile Zurther Amarican
sacciions in lalke 1981 and in 1982, Soviet ilmports from
the U.5. actuallily roge in both thesce vears. A&s with the
total wvolume of Soviet-American trade, Soviel exports and
imports to and from the United States followed no obvious
patitorn, Appendix  Figurcs 3.1 and 3.2 illustrate the

fluctuacing path followed by Scviet imports and expores.

RESULT

OF U.S.

1979-88

2,1 The Structure of Soviet-American Trade

{a)y Structure of Sowviet Tmports from the United States

A look at the commodity compositicn of Soviet
imports from the Unitced States (Appendix Table 2.3) will
show that they can be civided 1into two categories:

sclected agricultural rroducts and selected non-



agricuvltural produclLs. Cf the firvst category the most
ftmportant of those imported were grain, wheat, maize and
soyabeans; while macninery aguipment and means of
transport, chemical products  and  supcrphosphoric acid
repregented the most important zon-agricultural imports,
in terms of volume.

b Soviet Twmports of Agioicultural Products
and American Trade Pregsure

After 1950 North America emerged as the undisputed
bread-baskel of the worlcd {the USA and Canada »eing the
largest net exporters of grain}, with the USSR and
Eastern Burope emerging as the leading importers afiex
Africa, For Lhe Soviet Unicn, the United States becamne a
particularly important source [or agricultural oproducts
due largzly to poor Soviet grain harvests and generally
noor agricultural perforuwance which yielded less output
in the late 19708 and early 1980s. In 1979, grain, maize
and wheat were by far the largest Soviet imports from the
United States. In fact America Look well over half the
Soviet market £for these products in 1979. This sesmingly
apparent dependence of the Soviet Union on America for
major agricultural commodibies came Lo the £forefront in
1980 when in response Lo the events 13 Afghanistan

President Carter announced a wide ranging package of

T
o

aconownic sanctiouns” which 1included an embargo on lulbure
grain exports,io leading to a cancellation of an offer of
1/ million wxetric tonnes of wheat and corn. This had a

dramvatic domestic effect on Lhe volume of these goods

lmporied Iy the Soviel Union {(as can bhe geen in Appendix
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Table 3.3) . Imports of each of the four main agricultural
products from the United States plummeted by massive

2
T

amount.s ., Grain fell by %1.8%, maive by 46.4%, wheat
imports plunged 59.3%, while coya beans were drastically
reduced by 80%.

What about the economic efiect on the Soviset Uniocon
ov the econcomic impact of the denial. of all or a
gsubstantial guantity of such ilwportant food productg from
ann  inporkant source? Clear_y the aim of the United
States government was tce impecse fhe maximum 2conomic cost
(punishment) on the Soviet Union by drasctically cutting
back on its exports of agricultural goods.

However the American move backfired. Such an
approach could only be etfective il iL were backed up by
2ll leading exporters of the same comnodities, who were
willing to bhesar the substantial economic cost themselwves
by undergoing a simultaneous reduction or LolLal esbargo
of rthese coods to the USSR for an unlimited period.ll
Dut the other leading exporkersg were not willing to
follow the U.S, In other words the USSR hiad available
alternative supplier countries who were more than willing
to meet the Soviet demand for agricultural produutﬂ.lz
As a result, the United States share of agricultural
exports to the USSR fell while cokther countries, most
notably Argentina, Australia and Canada increased their
share (see Appendixz Tabla 3.4) . In 1$%81, despite the
lifting of the grain and agricultural ewmbargo by
President Reagan, Argentina and Canada sucpassed che

United States ag the leading exporters of grain to the
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Sovier Union. Likewise, Argentina which ou July 10 1980
had signed an agrecwment to provide the Sovietb Union with
22.5 wmwrt of soyabeans, corn {(maize) and sorghum during
the five vears beginning January L, 1981, became the top
gxporter of maize moving ahead of hmerica, while Canada
bacame the leading sasxporter of wheat. It appeared as
though despite assurances later in 1982 from Reacan that
agriculcural exports would wnever again be gubject to
restrictive trade measures for political reasons, the
Sovisl government saw America as a unreliable source for
impeortzant products and opted For more pclitically risk
Eree countries sguch as Argentina and Canada. The Saviet
Union was in fact zhle fLo increzse itg imports of grain,
wheat and soyabeans in 1980 and 1981.13 The Onited States
did gradually recover bhetween 1882 and 1$87 thwe ground it
had lost to other countries by re-establiching ity sharc
of the Soviel warkelb particularly in regard to maize and
graili.  But L was nct until 1988 Lhat America regained
the posgition of leading expovzer of  agricultural
commodities to the Soviet Union (see Appendix Table 3.4) .
The fall in the U.S. share of agriculitural exports
te the USSR during the 19808 was the regult of a gelf
inflicted policy started in 1980 which put political
goals hefore economic gain. This couplied with increasing
competition from other nations meant that for thie most
pari of the 1%80s America was no longer the dominant
gupplier fo the USSR. The analysis has siacwn that
American trade pressure on the Soviet Union with regard

to agricultural products was unsuccessful on the whole,
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and the USSR encountered no dilliculty in diversilying
Lhe source of its imports. Alternative supvnliers were
available and Moscow was able to ilmpeort as much during
the 198Cs as 1t did Dbefore 1980, desplte U.3. trade
nra S8Ure .

< Sovielr Imporits of Hon-agriculitural Products end
an Trade Press

Soviet imports from the TUnited States of non-
agricultural goocs consisted largely of industrial items
(see Appendix Table 3.3) such ag machinery equipment,
chemical products, and superphosphoric acid. Cther items
imported but on a wmuch swaller scale included eaergy
eguipment, agriculture equipment and metal working

machines . 1%

These non-agricultural ilems wera alsc
agubject o American trade pressure. Appendix Table 3.3
will show that imports of machinery egquipmeanl and
transnort means feil in each year from 1979 to 1988 with
the excepticon of 1986, This category nc:i surprisingly
came under close scrutiny during the 1980s because many
of the ditems in this category constituted whal were
terwed as dual uss2 items. These were Civilian items with
potential military applications whose transfer to thea
Soviet Union America was kesn to preveni, particularly at
a time of helghtexzed political tensicns (see the next
chapter for a wore detailed study o<f U.S. and Western
contrel of wedern and sophisticated technology to tle
TSSBR) . As a result such items became a major part of

American trade controls and embargoes.
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“he Wesl lhad bocomo an inportanc source for modarn
cechnology Lor Lhe Soviet Undon which wag lagging behind
che West iln industrial development dues to ths very nature
of the comand economy systzm. Problewms such as outdated
technoogy and lack of incenzives Zor imovation meant
that the USSR would be to some degres dependsnt on
Western imports of machinery and technology in order to
modernize and rcnovate its industrial base.

The United States’ use of trade pregsure in this
area was more guccessful in dits goal ¢f attempting Lo
punish the Sowviet Union. The USSR was unable to
compensate for the fall in American imports of wachinery
egquipment by turning to other major Western nations.
Imports of machinery eguipment from Britain, France and
W.Germany saw a largely downward trend in the period
1979-88.7°  The consequences of this were seriots for the
already alling Soviet cconomy. The improvement in Soviet-
American relations which began Lo take shape in 1985 (sse
Chapter 3} did not rectify the Soviet position, and
machinery imports from the West c¢ontinued to fall. The
soviebt Union was able to increase its overall volume of
imports of this category but had to settle for Eastern

Europe as the source.lG

Mogcow’s East Buropean allies,
most nctably Hungary, Poland, Bulgaria, GDR and
Czecheoslovakia, were already the largest suppliers of
machinery to the SovielL Unior. In other words the USSR
was unable =o find other countries which were alternative

and acceptable gources of supply.
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Soviet imperts of chem. cal products anc
guparphospacric acld were heavily hit by U.8. crade

pressure in 1980. Cn February 25, 19380 the Unitad States
erbargoed exporcs cocf phosphoric acid and phosphzace
ferzilizers to the USSR.L? This followed an effective
suspension in early Febhruary 19801% when the Commerce
3Department regquired wvalidated licences, and suspended
issuance of such licences, However restrictions on the
export of thesc products were greatly eaged, and 3oviet
imports of these products from the United States actualiy

roge [or the most part of the 19805 (=zee Appendix Table

It is wvery important to consider the availabllity of
a’ternative supplier countries Lo the Soviet Union Ffor
any major commodity it is denied or the suoply of which
ig gevercly curtalled by America.t? as s@en, American
atkempts to punish Lhe USSR economically by restricging

or denying varicus agricultural products were generally a

failure. ‘“his was becauss substitute countries - namely
Argentina, Canada, and Augtralia - were avallable tc meet

the amount cf the producig demanded oy the USSR,
Therafore the intended negative economic iwmpact on the
target country - the USSR - did not wmwaterialize to the
desired externt. In this case American trade pressure
ended up being nothing more than a gesture having nce more
than a symbelic effect;, rather than aizy intended economic
effect. In somza ways the United States contributad to
Lls own fellure in dnstituting effective agricultural

trradc preozsure on the USSR, Fcr a start ths American
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agricultural embargo of 1980 was bosch wilh problems. It
failed to take into account the availability of other
exporbers Lo thae USSR and undercstimated their ability to
meet. the level of Soviet demand. To add to this, the
embargo was short lived with Reagan lifting it in April
“981.. To have any chance of sucgcess the smbargo had to
be sustained over a longer pericd of time. The United
Stateg ended up guffering congiderable economic costs . 40
There was considerable deomestic opposition from farm
lobky grcups whose members’ incomes were gignificantly
raduced, ard the loss of a major Soviet market,

The key problem, however, for ths United Stales was

the lack of market powsr it had over the trade in

agricultural commedities. A market structure known as
perfect compecition nravailed in internaticnal

agricultural trade, with a larce rumber of gsuppliers such
that no one szupplier country was able to exarcigo
exclusive control over the market for agricultural goods.
Only in 2 situation wlhers a country exercises
congiderable monopoly power (cases where it i1s tho sole
producer and suppller of a commodity) can unilateral
trade measures such as smbargoes or sanctionsg be expected
to woxrk. Bven then the targer country may overcome ha
problem 1if the commodities denied to it have a close
substicute which can ke attained elsewhere. In the
abgence oI such monopcly vower the Iformation of an
international cartel Dy the leading suppliers of the

commodity in guestion can sometimes be offective.21
Y d
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U.S. attewpts to deny or curtall other exports Lo
tha Soviet TUnion, particularly machinery equipment and
means of transpork, met with wmore success. This was
becauge the Sovielb Union had no other sourcesgs available
from which to obtain Western cechnology since America’s
allies in EBurcope also tightened their exports of this
item Lo Tre ERast bhecaugs of 1its possible strategic and
military anplications. In short there wag no subgtitute
for Western technology and its particular gualities. The
USSR was forced to turn inward to Eastern Europe o meet
ite demand for machinery equipment not attainable from
The West.

2.2 (a) Soviet Bxports tco the United States

Soviet-American bilatcral trade amounted to a wvery
insigniticant proportion of the overall trade conducced
by each azide, and trade was dominated mostly by Soviet
imports Ffrom Amcrica. WNevertheless the Scviet Union did
export a number of goods te the United States, the most

important of whicly are illustrated in Appendix Tabkle 3.5,

L U.5., Twade Pressure on Sovieb Hxports

Buerican dmporvis ftrom fthe USSR comprigsed such as
small amcunt that they appeared tc be no more than a
symbolic gesture on part of the United States that trade
gshould be conducted on a mutual basig. Therefore it was
1ol surprisging why many political analysts awxgue thatl
American-Soviet trade wag a ‘one-way street’ with trade
flowing princgipally frow the United Stales Lo Lhe Soviet

Union. Americda was not dependent on ths Soviel Union for



its most important  iwports. It was either self-
sufficient 1n these or could attain them frowm other
countries. The United States had always been anxious Lo
avoid purchaging large voluwes of goods from the Soviet
Union which could contribute gigniaflcantly Ebto the
Soviet’s stock of hard currency earnings. This anxiety
was demonstrared by Defence Secretary Cagper Weinberger
when commenting on America’s dispute with its Western
Furopean allies over what was the mcest degirable level cf
trade with the Soviet Union. In & statewment the Defence
Secretary spoke of Soviet earnings from gas sales as
providing the hard currency to obtain militarily uselul
technology from the West thus threatening one of Lhe
principal objectives of the Reagan adminigtrative to
check and contain Soviet military power.

A looikk at Appendix Figuve 3.2, which shows the
percentage change from 1979 to 1980 in selected Awmerlican
imports from the Soviet Union, will reveal evidence that
the United States took measures Lo restrict purchases of
certain Sovietbt exporitg, Sut of the six major Soviet
exports to rhe United Stazes, four suffered from the
fdmerican policy of trade pressure. Imports of oil and
0il products fell by a huge 9%91.7% in 19%80. Imports of
machirery eguipment went down by 56.2%, wvodka by 12.3%
while consumer gcoods were reduced by 45.4%. In contrastL
there were increases of 96% ancd 105% respectively in
Soviaet axports of ammonia and chemical products to the
United States. Even by the end of 5988 Soviet axports of

nachinery equipment, oil and oil products and consumer

€5,

€}
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goods were significantly down on their 1979 level (see
Appendix Tablc 3.5), whilz c¢hemical products and ammonia
exports only increassd slightly i 1988 in comparison Lo
their 1979 level. 1979 was the last vear before the
deterioration iz Soviet-American relationsg wag 0 begin
and which was to be accompanied with U.S5. trade pressure
which was to hit guperpower trade very hard duoring the
course of the 19%80s. The improvement in Sovist-American
relations in the post-19%85 period failed to increase
crade ties by any significant level and in many years
during the 1980 Sovie: exports continued Lo suller from
a regtrictive U.S5. trading policy.

What about Lhe economic impact on ths Soviet Union
of the American policy cf curtailing puxchases of Soviet
goods or Dboycotiting Sovief axports? IL i1s doubtful
whelher Lhe Soviet Unicn sulfered very badly gince Soviet
exports Lo the United States formed a very small
proportion of overall Soviet exports of these products to
all countries. The United 8States never accounted for
more  than 1% of Soviet exports of consurer goods
throughout the entire period 1980-88. The same can be
said of machinery eguipment, and o0il and oil products {(up
unto 1986). Oanly ia caemical productg, ammonia and vodka
did the United States account for more than 5% of Soviet
exports during the period 1980-%8, and coincidentally
these were Lhe wvery producits which sufiered least firom
U.5. trades pressure.

In addition the USSR’s leading exports - energy and

arve - were nol exported Lo the United Stateg, meaning
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that ibks wmost important or leading export sectorsg back
home were fairly secure.

As far as Lhe effect on the USSR’s hard currency
export earnings is concerned it 1s not likely Lo have
been pariicularly disastrous. While a reducticn or
boycoll by the United States of various Soviet exports
would certainly have depleted Soviet hard currency
earnines, Moscow was able to compensata for this by
increasing its volume or maintaining the same volume of
lls overall exporig of the goods in question to the rest
of Lhe world.”” Bz a result the Soviet Union nanaged to
ofZget any negative 1mpact resulting from the U.S.
meagures by either finding alternative expor: markets or
by increasing its exports Lo existing markets, thus
preventing any sSerious erosion of dts hard currency
earnings, OL course Lnere would be gome depletion of
hard currency earnings, since increased sales to thes rast
of the world aimed at offsetting reducsd sales generated
from the United States need not mean increased exports to
hard currency countriss, This 18 because not all
countries have convertible curreicisg and are 1ot
therefore able to m=el payment in hard currency, as in
the case of many developine countries. A substantial fall
in hard currescy earnincgs can be more gerioug as it
reduces the abilicy tc purchase hard currency imporits and
a country may have o do without important imports. For
the Sowviel Unionr the situation was never that serious.
Tre USSR weas believed Lo have a substantial gold stock

that acted as a guarantee that in any particular year the
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Sovial. economy could absorb a fairly sovere blow to its
hard currency earnings (due te e.g. a fall in demand by
the U.S. for certain Soviet gocds) without having to seek
new crcedits with which to pay for hard currency imports.

However it was always questionable wiether in fact
the USSR could enter the gold market with large amounts
of gold without pushing down the price of gold which
would e cf no use to it, and indeed whether the Soviet
Unnion had enough freedom to wanoeuvrye with regard to gold
that would allow 1t Lo abtain hard currancy imports.

with trade plaving a wvery little role in Soviet-
American relations, and with the USSR managing Lo sustain
Lo a large extent its export volume Lo Lhe world - even
though exports of sgome products to America drastically
fell, Cthere was wvery little c¢hance of U.S8. economic
neassures against Soviet exports causing any significant
camage econcmically. Only a large gcaie boycott of
Soviet exports by the United States and 4its Western
allies on a multilakeral basis could seriously be
expected to have damaged the Soviet Union by eroding its
export base and depleting its hard currency earnings.

Fowever 1in a world of diverse political views and
alignments coupled with the availability and opportunity
to find and exploilt new export uarkets there are wavs of
circumventing trade vressure on one's exports. Moreover
such a scenario where Western Burcepe supported a full
scale boycotl of Soviet exports was unlikely in wview of
the expandsdc economic conbacis between the Soviet Union

and Western Durope and the latter’s degree of dependence
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o Lrade wilth Moscow, an issue waich proved to be & major
pointL of comtention between Uaited States and it
Europearn alliesg with the two sides differing on how trade
wilth the USSR shcould be counducted (egpecially in the case
of zrade in technology: gee the next: chapter) .

Another way in which the United States punished the
Soviet Union through the use ol Lrade pressurs was by
denying it wmosl fLavoured nation status (MFN) . As a
rasult the high rate of tariffs onr Soviet goods entering
America meant thiat any prospecl of new products
successfully Dbrezaking into U.S. wmarketg was greatly
diminished. Furthermore existing Soviet exports to the
United States became uncempetitive as the discriminatory
reasures imposed by America in the form of high tariff
rates made it difficult for Soviet goods to compete in
the U.8. market. The only option left to Moscow in crder
to counteract the high tariffs was to lower its export
prices, something which the exporting nation would rathexr

not do.

The effect on the target nation’s employment, I1n
this case, was llkzly to be negligikle. This is because
in the USSR {as in the other gocialist counzries of
Eagktern Europe) employment was cetermined by govarnment
eccnom.c plamming (everyone wasg given a job) and not Doy
externa facltorg 1like international trade performance.
The low levels of uvemnpleoyment achisved by The USSR and

its Rast Ruropean allies after the Second World War was
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something of which they were wvery proud and wag not

immediately prajudiced by external trade ganctions.
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CONCLUSIONS

Tt can be concluded thai American trade pressure on
the Soviet Union during the period 1980-88 had only a
very limited negative sconomic impact on the USSR, Indeed
the United States suffered considerable economic costs
itegelf, and in the case c¢f the grain embargo in 1280-81
it arguably suffered more than Lthe target: country - the
USSk.,

The lack o©of overall succegs of the United States
strategy of Ctrade pregsure adopted against the Soviet
Cnion can be attributed to a number of lfaclLors. For a
start Lhe US v»olicy was nobt universally gupporced, not
even by its staunchest allies. The lack of allied support
wag noted by Soviet PForeign Trade Mindster Patolichev in
an interview he gave 1in 1981. Asked about how Lhe other
Weglern countries had reacLted toe the trade Dboycott
inpesed by the US against thie USSR, the Minister raplied
"... the ILfacvts tell us that our Western partners in
Burope were not infliuenced by this UGS policy directed
againgt the USSR ... .. ", Hoe wont o on ".... the bhusinegs
circlcs n Western EBuropce in particular were keen to
continue to broaden business links with the USSR ....v 23
More Importantly America was unable to form any sort of
cartel with major exporbting mnations in  order  to
effectively curtail supplies of sanctioned comunodities to
the USSR. America was unable to exerclse monopoly power
due to the fact that warkets of the commodities concerned
axhibited a perfectly compsticive structure, so it was

notz able tec wield much market power. Thig mcant Zhat the




Soviet Union was able to circumven:z the denial of certain
fmports to it by a certain amount of trade diversion.
Alternative suppliers weare 1n most cases very easily
found. To safeguard againsgt overdependence on one nalion
For ilks wmost importarnt imports (particularly agricultural
products) cthe Soviet Union gpread itg share of such
imports to a number of countries. In such a case the
Tnited States sanctions proved to ba nothing more than a
zhort term incouvenience quite easlly overcome.

In the case of the boycott of Soviet expcerts and
limits on Soviet goods entering America the results were
mixed. Soviet exports were always on a smail scale to
thie UniLed States, and the denial of most-Lavoured nation
gtatus meant that there was little opportunity Ifox
existing and new Soviet products to make any gignificant
impact in the U.S. market, with Soviet goods being priced
out »y foreign couwpetitors who Dbenefited from the
granting of more vpreferential taeriff rates against thoir
countries.

There was algso zsome limited effect on Sovienr hard
currency  earnings, which  fell during this period.
However even 1n this case the USSR managed o cushion
muchh of the adverse impact by finding alternative buyers
for its goods, thus safeguarding itsg exporl earnings.

There was no particular pattzsrn in the figures for
total Zrade and in the wvolume o0f Soviet exports and
imports to and from the United Staktes o suggest any
major impaclt of U.5. trade pressure on the aggregate flow

cf American-Soviet trade, wili the exception of 1980 when
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crade pressure was most  marked. After 1980 American
crade pressure became wore of a selective »Dolicy with
meagures ralken largely  with regard Lo particular
commodities rather than 2 whole package o©f general
gancltiong ag in 1980. So it is trends in the commodity
composition of superpower trade (particularly trends in
the major commodities tracded) whica previde real evidence
of US trade pressure.

Alge it can ke geen that American trade pressure
during the 1980s, in particular its ferocity izl the vears
1980~84, was 1in line with the overall state of U.S.-
Sovier relations which wers tense during tais period.
dowever as relationsg idmproved after 1985 U.S. trade

pressure d.ic

(&

ase somewhat (with the oxception of the
Lransfer ol straltegic goods).24 Nevertheless this slight
relaxation of trade policy towards the USSR was not
really reflected 1in the figures of the commodity
composition of trade, parzly baecausc the USSR was no
ltongor willing to engage in trads with the United Stateg
Lo the extent it had done prior to 19860, with America now
seen as a unreliable trading pariner and Moscow opting
tor politically sefer markets,

The United States failed to punlsgsh the Soviet Union
economically lLor the reasong mentioned. <> A country of
the size of the USSR was also an unsuitable target for
economic ganctions. The USSR was not very dependent on
trade, had a formidable reservoir o¢f Dbasic energy
regources and raw materials, and was reasonably self

suftficient.
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Appendix Table 2.1 {(a) and 3.1 (b): Trade with the United
States as a proportion of Overall Soviet Foreign Trade
and ‘T'rade with the Soviet Union as a Proportion of
Overall United States Foreign Trade (1.872-1988).

a Trade with the United b Trade with the Sovielt
States ag a proporiion Union az a proportion
of overall Hoviet of overall lmerican
Yaar Foreiga Trade ¥ Foxalign Trada **
1979 2.5% 1.1%
1980 1.6% 0.4%
1981 1.7% 0.5% |
1982 1.9% 0.6% ;
1983 1.5% C.5% .
1984 2.2% C.7%
1985 1.9% C.5% "
1986 1.1% 0.3% L
1987 0.9% 0.2% r
1988 1.6% 0.4% :
= derived Ifrom figures in the following volumeg oFf .
Vnesghnyava Torgovlya SSSR: 1980, 1982, 1984, 1986 and g
1ea8. ‘
** derived from figures in the Statistical Abstract of :
the United Stares for the following years: 1985, 1988,
1989, and 1991
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Appendix Table 3.2: Total Volume of Soviet-American
Trade 1979-88 and % change from
previous year®
{in wmilliocns of woubles

i~

Total Volume % Chauge From
Taar of Trade Pravious Year
1879 2837, +53
1E80 1507,5 47
1981 1845, 4 +23
1982 2225, 4 +21
1983 1900,5 -15
1984 3134,¢9 +6G5
198k 27032, 1 -14
986 1458,5 -4 &
1587 1188,5 -1.8
1988 2104,1 76

e vt wair e v —tn AR b §AA A mAE W e Rer R Wie ek Nas ENS T muw v e At bim M i e MW sve me Sve UiM v Sms s Wl fum g Zem Wt s mw e e e T o D KT IS L0 e hew b b
R A I R N N I N N N T N S T N N N N SN ST NS AMIT SRR T N EE S m o= iR

Source: Vneshnyaya Torgoviva: Volumes for 1980, 1982, 1984,
1986 and 1588

* According to figures in the Vienna Institute publicacion
COMECON _DATA which have also been taken from Vneshnyaya
Torgoviya, the [igures for the total share of Soviet-American
trade represents millions of forsign exchange roubles at
current prices.
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Tachnical Note On Sources®

Soviet foreign trade statistics in this chapter have
been taken from the ocfficial Soviet sgource: Vineghnyava
Torgovlve. Thie is an amnual publication of the Soviet
ministry for [Loreign Lrade, zand since this thesis is the
culmination  of vescarch conducted  at the  Soviet
Ingtitute, it is only appropriate that Soviet sources ars
utilliged wherever possible.

However, because it is widely accepted that Soviet
sTatistics as they are presented can be quite anbiguous
especially as there is no footnote explaining any
technical points which may arise. 4n example of this can

be seen in ¥neshnyaya torggvlyva which gives noe adequate

information as Cto whether Soviet trade figuress are based
cn arrent or  constant  prices. n  view of this
alternative sources have been referred to in order that
onc can make @ compariscn with the Soviet sources and/ or

uge them as a back up to the official Soviet sources.

Furthermore allternative sources such as the Statistical

Yearbook of the United Nationg aleso provide Soviet

foreigr trade figures in their international denomination
i.e. dollavs.

The aim of this chapter ids simply to get an
indication of the wvolume and value of Soviet - American
trade over a period of time in order tc analyse trends
and patterns in supcrpower trade. A3z a result whether
the figures are expressed in roubles or dollars should

nct: make a difference.
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The figures provided by the Vieana Inst’tute in its
publication Comecolr Data are wore or less identlcal to
the tfigures iz this chapter since in  botlh cases

gtatistics have keen derived Erom Voneghnvava Torgovlva.

Butb the publication Comacon Lata provides mere
explanation ag ©o the ceckhnical aspects.

In the case of Soviez imports of agricultural

products one could refer o the International Whoat

Council Grain Market Raports. An adventage of using theso

reports 1 that they provide figures for products in
terms of their weight and not just thelr wvalue in
monetary terms. Thege reports ¢an be uged in conjunction
with Table 2.3 and 3.4 of this chapter.

Some of the sheortcomings cof the data on foreign

Crade ag published in official Scviet gources like

Vauecshnyvava torgovliva is highlignted by B.P.Pockney in his

publication: Soviel Statisticsg Since 1950 (New York: St.

Marting 1991} See Section 5 on Foreign Trade.

The Vienna Institules’ publication, Comecon Data,

provides convergion factors which allow the conversion of
Soviet trade figures in roubles irto dellars. Thig can be
done by multiplying the c¢onversion factor by the

export/impor: figure.

Current: and Consitant Prices

Constant prices are a measure of an economic
variable {in this case exporkts or impcorts) deflated Lo
allow for price changes: thus the imports of a country atb

coustant prices would show imports for a number of vears
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at. the price of one year. In contrast current prices are
a meagurement of an ecconomic variacsle at the prices cof
the pericd at which data were collected, e.g. imports at
current prices would show for years ¥X,Y, and Z the actual
cogt of purchasing such goods at the prices ruling in
yvears 4, ¥V, and 7 respectively.

Meagsuromont. of a country’s Lrade can be provided in
a number of ways. Two of these are the wvolume of trade
and the wvalue of trade. Althcocugh bothh the wvolume of
trade and the wvalue of trade are expressed in monetary
termg, the woiume of trade is a wmore accurate reflection

of rrade since it is an attemp:t al giving figures in real

terms i.e. inflation is taken into account. T 1s
gimilar tc the idea of constant prices where the figures

have also Dbeen deflated and are expresgsed iz constant

nmonatary  units. In comparison the wvalus of trade
actually inrcludes the inflationary element. In other
words the wvalue of trade represents what are in effect

nominal figures, similar to the concept of current prices
whore the figures have been taken as they are. EBEven then
we may see the use of wvalve of trade despite the fact
that volume of trade i1g a better measursmentc. Tais could
be becazuse the Ffigures for the inflation ratée may not be

available.

a Full details of the sources referred to 1in this

technical netne can be found in the kibliography.
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GLOSSARY

The follewing short glossary will delfine sowme ol she
key economic berms used in this chapter, and with which
Fre reader may be unfamiliaxr.

T Beonomic Sanctiong

This is the economic hoycott of a natiorn by another
nation or a group c<f countries (e.g. the United Nations),
as & proiest against the pclicy that country is pursuing

at home or abroad, aind in order to make it change its

policy.
2. Embargo

This i3 a ban on imports of certain goods cowming
from a particular country ané¢ / or a ban on exports to a
particular country of a certain good usually for
pelitical reasons. The embargo way be imposed by either
side and prevents the unloading or loading of certain
JOOCE.

3. Most-Favoured Nation Status (MEN)

The concept of MFN status cembodies the idea of
preferential or non-discriminatcory treatment. Tt implies
the same tariff rates as Lhose extended to the wmost
favcocured nation, i.e. accorded the lowest rates.

4.  fariffs

This 1Is  Lhe wost used Instrument of commareial
policy. IL iavelves Lhe imposition of an indirect tax on
imported goods (although it can also take tha form of
export tariff dmposed on exported goods, but this Za far

less common) .
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5. Market Power / Monopoly Powexr / Perfect Competition/

Cartel

We have seen thal the degree cf market power a
country {(in this case tie Mnited States) has in relation
to a yparticular commedity or in the wmarket for that
commodity can be orucial in determining whether it can
prevent L[he target country (in this casez the USSR) fLfrom
acguiring that commodity. In a situation where a country
applving sanctiong has monopoly power in the world market
because it iz the gole produccer ox supplier of &
commodity then it can use this considerablc market power
to reculate output, and has a charce of preventing the
target from obtaining that commodity.

However, as we have seen (Lor example in the case of
the grain embarsgo) this is very rarely the case as there
are usually more than producer or supplier countries of a
commodity . This weans that the targe: country has
subgtitute countries available from which to purchase the
conmodity denied Dy its owxiginal supplier. In this *
gsituation a country like the U.S. would have littie or no
market. onower, and a gituaction similar to perfect
compctiticn {(where there are a considerable number of
supplier countries such that no one gupplier nation can
alone iniluence the market), or an oligopoly (where there
are a few bhut more than one producers) would exisrt.

Neverthelsss even in guch a sitevacvtion 1t ig still
possible for a nation tce exercise monopoly power through
some form of cooperabive agresment wilhh cther nations or
through the c¢realtion of a carvtel with other major

supplicrgs, allowing Lhewm &s a group to restrict output.




However such cooperation 1in reality ig difficuln  to
achieve especially since the different nations may have
totally diverging political dnteregts which may make
efifective coopsracion impossible. Even 1f they are
political allies econowmic irnterests may make cooperation
unlikely.

It has to be stressed that the analysis here has
celibarately been simplified aad that in reality there
ave much more complex igsues of costg and revenus
involved in the formaticn of a cartel, or in any cconomnic

grouping of countries.
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CHAPTER 4

THE ITMPACT OF AMERICAN TRARE PRESSURE ON THE SOVIET
ONICN: 2 - THE QUESTION OF STRATEGIC TRADE

INTRODUCTION

The previous chapter was concerned with American
trade pregsure on the Sowviet Union involving non-
strategic goceds. This chapter will look at United States
unilateral and multilateral (in conjunction with its NATOQ
alliesg) trade preassurc concerning the export of strategic
itemg, mainly the transfer of Western technrology to the
Soviat blocl, during the period 1980-88.

Different schools of thought emerged over the years
or: the idea of using rtechnolegy denial as a form of trade
pressure by the West against the Soviat Union. There were
those such as Hansonz, who arqued that Western strategic
trade pressure in Lhe form of technology denial was "part
of the necesgsary defensive arrangementg"® and that the
‘strategic emwbargo’ acted as an cbhstacle to the Soviet
Union’s bid to acguire Western technology.

On the other hand, another achool of Zhought
illustrated by Farrotts believed that United States
economic measures against the USSR in  the Lorm of
technology denial had not beea very succesgsful, as could
be said of the generai uge of rtrade pressure by the US
against the Soviet Uadlon. Although they did not dismiss
the idea of using economic ganction as a "tool of

diplomacy", they elieved that the effect of guch a
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policy on the Soviet Union was limited because "the USSR
has achleved an impresgsive measure of success in the
independent developwent of a wide rangs of military
I:.echnologies"4 and that American meagures to greatly
expand Lechnology controlg did nol contribute '...to
attempts to shift the military kalance... 1in ZAmerica’s
Favour® . >

Not surprisingly the issue of technology transfer
(particularly militarily sensitive technology) to the
communist countries was always an  important topic of
discussion for the United States and its NATO allies ever

since the cold war began.6

Indeed COCOM - the
coordinating commiltee on multilateral export controlg -
was created in 1949 to regulate the export of technology
to  commurisk countries. Cn the unilateral front the
United States passed legislation aimed at curbing the
transfer of its own sltrategic exports to Soviet bloo
nations.’ The First American national controls o= exporta
to the USSR and its allies were introduced in 19248, and
formalised in the Export Control act of 1949.8 =n 1969
this act was veplaced by the Export Administration act . ?
To this day, thce United States maintaing a unilateral
commodity coutrel list which is somewhat wider in scope
than the COCOM ccontrol lists. Contrelg on U.S. strategic
exports to the USSR were somewhat relaxed during the
pericd of derente in the 1570s.

However, with the deterioration in the Soviet-
Americar relaticnship following the Scviet invasion of

Afghanistanlo the debate over technology transfer to the
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Soviel Uniecn heightened. Sovietb dinternatioral behaviour
coupled with reports that the USSR was ahead in the arms
racde made technology transfer a sengitive igssue, and a

majcr  national gacurity concern din America.tt

The
formidable growth in Soviel wmilitary power which had
cccurred during the 19708 appeared to have given Moscow
an edge entering the 1980g.

Therefore, 1t was hardly surprising Lhat the Soviet-
American trade relationship once again came under close
review from the United States. The renewed tension 1n
Bast-West relations (particularly in US-Soviet relations)
led America to formilate a radical reappraisal of the
condicions and procedures for the transfer of Western
technology to the SovielL Ualon. Only by denying
important technology and know-how to the USSR could
America and ics Western partners be surce of maintaining
their qgqualitative odge over the Soviets, which would go
some Wey to compengating For Mogcow’ s apparaent.
quantitalive gupremacy.

As in the case of non-strategic trade pressuve, U.S.
restrictions and bans on certain types of technology to
the USSR were imposed chiefly for political reasons. But
there was more to it than just the aim of illustrating
Amarican displeasure at Soviet interrnational actions, and
concern over Soviet internal policies in areas such as
human rights. Reascns of national security and the state
of the HRast-West wiiitary balance also played no small
part in tne hardening of American policy on technology.

Presiden: Reagan, on takinc office in 1981, was very Keen
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te redress the willitary balance in favour of tha United
States, and realised tLhat thie could only be achieved by
adopting a strict policy of technology denial, something
that would have o be carried out with the effective
cooperation of its Wesl Lursopean allies. In other words,
the tough American policy ou teclmology transfer was panrt
ot Lhe overall grand gtrategy of the Reagan
administration when it agssguwred office, and a central
premwise o©f what later Dbecame known as tle Reagan
decLrine.,

As mentioned, the objective of this chapter is
similar to the previous one in that we are Looking at
United States efforts to punish the Soviel Union for
political reasons (in tihis case Ffor naltlional security
reasong ag well) by applying trade pregsure, in this case
strategic crade pressure involving the denial ang
curtailmen: oI advanced technology. The aim was to hurt
Moscow 1in an area where it would be greatly affected.
211 this of course dependad on the continuing assumptlon
that the Soviet Union was still dependent to a degree on

Western technology.12

It was widely believed that this
indeed was the case wilth Western technology being in
great demand in the East, and wany Soviet activities
legal and illegal to acguire Western technology proved
this fact. Tie Soviet intearest in Western toechnology
stemmed from the fact that there existed a gap bhekweaen
Soviet/Bast Eurcopearn and Western standards of technology
and know-how with the former communist c¢ountries of

FEastorn Europe lacging quite a distance bhehind the West.
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The very nature of the Soviet-type system which inhibited
individual iniliative and provided Tfew incentives Lor
innovation meant that the results of practical scientific
reagearch were not able to be incorporated into the
manufacturing process in a variety of differsant ficlds,
leaving the Soviets kehind ths Weslt in the technology
race and in searcin ¢f Western Lechnology in crder to
bridge the gap, and at the game time help the cause of
economic daevelopmen:. For the West, tihe danger was that
Soviet ac¢quisiticn cof Western technology for polential
uge for military and strategic purposes would threaten
their natiornal security. ‘the aim was therefore to
deprive Moscow of advanced Westerun technology through
trade pressure and policies symptomatic ol econowmic
warfare. In some cases even non-military technology was
embargoed with the argument thra:t the Soviets did not
deserve to benafit from Wester:sn advances in technology
until there were irreversible changes in Soviet policies.
The division of this chapter into three sections
will allow an anaiysis of the following areas: Scecrtion
one will give an outline of 17.5. government policy cn the
igsue of technology transfer to the Soviet bloc in
Carter’'s final year 1in office and under the Reagan
presidency, and the domestic political debate this policy
genarated. Having established American policy on the
issue, Section two will look at the wmeasures-unilatera
and nmurtilateral - taken by the U.S. to implement this

policy. The final Section will examine che effectiveness



of these measures 1in preventing the Soviet bloc nalkions

from acguiring Western technalogy and know-how.

SECTION ON

AMERTCAN POLTCY ON TECIHNOLOGY
TRANSFER TO THR SOVINT RLOC

Under Jimwmy Carter’s presidency U.S. policy on
technology transfer to the Soviet Union and its allics
had always Dbeen restrictive. However, by about 1979
amidst growing fears that the reostriction of American
exports was threatening toe harm the balance of paymnents,
and that the export scctor needed a boost, Carter signed
into law the new Export Administration act!3 which was
intendsd to winimise controls and Ffacilitate @ the
licensing of exports. These gigns cf optinism for a
flourishing U.S.-Soviet trade relationship wers shorl
lived because of the rapid detericration in superpower
relations at the start of 1980 which brought Lo the
forefront the ‘f"complicated and politically sensitive
question oI technology transfer to the Soviet Unionn . 1%
Following tae Soviel intervention 1in Afghanistan the
administration of President Carter in its final vear in
offica hardened its policy on techuclcoyy exportsg to the
Soviei Union. As part of his package of ganctions
against Moscow the pProsident suspended licensing for all
high technology and other products requiring validated
export licences pendin review. This was followed
shortly afterwards in March 1920 by & announcement from

the Department of Commerce thalt the governmenc would be
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further tichtening conktrols on American exports of high
technolcoy  oproducts o the USSRI®  thus anding the
adminigtration’s review of axport ccentrol policy that had
been prompred by tae events §in  Afghanistan. In a
statement, Uthe Commerce Departwent saild that the new
guidelines adopted would impose tighter controlg in
various areas such as computers, gsoftware and
nmanutfacturing technology. S0 as Carter left office he
left bhehind him a drastically hardened American attitude
towards strategic trade with the Soviet Union.

When Reagan came Lo office in 1981 his
adminigtration voiced concern over its predecessor’s
policy on Lechniogy Lransfer., The new administration wasg
unhappy that although Carter’s policy was strict enough
in theory it had not been elfective in practice from the
point ol view of preventing the drain of military related
technology Lo the USSR, and had not implemencad
effectively zhe various clauses of the Export
Administration Aclk.

The Reagan acdministration had come to powar in a
context c¢f a steadily deterioratiung East-West climate.
Therefore Lt was hardly surprising that Reagan, a farvent

and conmitted anti-commmist, adopted a tough approach

towards the Soviets on issues such as East-West trade.l®

Reagan’'s policy on technology transfer to the Soviet bloc
was simply that ".... the Scviets musgt not have access to
Western technology with wilitary applications™. Ha made
thig clear at an address on East-Wegt relationg delivered

at EBureka collge in 1982.17 Defence Secretary Caspar
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Weinberger had earlier reiterated thig point ir  his
annual report to Congress when he stated that the major
atm of natLional strategy should be to cut off Western
technology to the Usgr. 8 Ie quickly became evident Lhat
the =xeagan administration was rcady to take steps to puk
into practice this policy winich had begun to evolve in
the administration’s first two vears in office. on
October 1, 1382 the U.S. governmenz was repcrted to be
geeking to toughen Lhe wultilateral system (COCOM) that
America and its allies used Lo control thse flow of
technology, and other strategic oxports to communigt

nationg.*-?

becauze az Undevsecroetary of Defenss for
policy, Department of Defense, Richard Perlie put it "the
US government recognises a critical need to overhaul and
modernize the existing system of controlling militarily
relevant Wegtern technology”.zc

Reagan’s policy oa technology transfer to the Soviet
Unilon was tChe same as his overall approaci: Lo economic
relations wilh Cthe USSR namely that security and foreign
Z2policy concerns should normally take precedence over the
ceonomic interests and economic benefitsg that wmight be
derived.

Many in American political c<ircles recognised and
acknewledged that the Reagan administralion was truly
committed to atemming the flow of Western technology Lo
the Lasgt in a consistent and effective maznner. AL the
1982 GYenate Hearings on  the transfer of Awmerican

techneclogy to the Sovietr Union and Sovielt bloc nations,

James Buckley - urnder secretary of sitale for security
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asgistance, gcience and cechnology at the Deparcument of
Srate said that "rhis administration has placed a very
higr priority on iwproving the effectiveness of the

21 me

executive praanch in enforcing export controlg®
added further that the wvarious initiatives Llaunched by
the Republican administration would be focusad "on those
elements ol advaaced technology ... . which are cf the
most criitical dimportance to the Soviet bloch .2  Otuers
such &g the Compissionsr of the US Cugtoms Service,
William Von Raab, also noted Lhe Reagan adminigtration’s
eftorts Lo Lhwazt "the £low of high technology to tche
Soviet bloc and other unfriendly nations" .7

The United States governewent was naturally keen to
enlist ¢he help of its major allies in Western Europe in
curbing the transfer of technology to the comnunistc

bioo. 2%

The cooperation cof America’s allies would be
imperative in order to ensure success in the excecution
of U.5. policy on the issue. Reportsg that the leakage of
American tecihnology to the USSR had been demaging to U.S,
national s;ecurit:ygf3 gave Washington’s allies in Europe
food £for thought, after all the Soviet Union posed
probably Jjust as gericus a threat to Western FRuropean
Security as 1t arguably did to American national
gecurity.

In ils actempt te sxacute Lts restrictive policy on
rechnoloygy cCransfer, the Reagan adwministration faced
problams similar in nature Lo thoge confronted hy Carter,
which had forced ithe latbter into a certain avount of

libheraligatilon of export: controls by the time the Export




Adminiglraltion Act camc up for renewal in 197%. As well
as facing intra-alliance problems which stemmed from the
fact that mary West Buropean govermnmentg believed that
America wanczed to improve restrictionz on the transfer of
items to the Soviet bhloc which had no relevance Lo the
politico-strategic debate (see section ¢ for a fuller
digcusgion of U.S.-West BEuropean differences), and the
fact that Western Europe had stronger commercias links
with the Scviet Union and Eastarn Europe which they saw
bzing unnecessarily jecpardized in some cases, the Reagan
adminigtration faced domestic pressures over its policy
as well.

These came to the forefront during the debatre over
Lthe renewal of the Rxport Administration Act (EAA) which
wayg set to expire on September 30, 1983.2%  “he renewal
of this act had always bheen a constant source of
controversy in America even during the term of the
previous Democrat administration. The whole affair
turned out to be a highly politicized one, and the act
which was set to expire on September 1383 was extanded
until 2985. The depnate over tae renewal of the act
highlighted the dilemma facing the Rezgan administration
in its attempts Lo reconcile its free market orxientations
with its intention of more sgtrictly curking the transfer
of strategic goods to the Scoviel Union. The continuad
debhates about the issues and Lhe legiglation reguired to
update the act Dbrought te the forefront differences
betwzen those who were worried about the digcriminatory

effect on U.s. cxporters and who favoured relaxation of




controls - the pra-traders, and those who believed in the
centinuing need o prevent the diffusion of strategic
goods and technology and the need to toughen up the act.
They were the g¢ called anti-traders who were keen to
promcte  the resgtrictive policies of the American
goverawent on &ll Lrade with the Soviet Unien and not
jusLt on strategic Lrade. They pointed out that trace
witn Lthe USSR  was threatening to srode America’s
traditicnal technoleogical supericrity, and was therefore
dealince a damaging blow to American aklLempts to check
Soviet military growth, The fact was =hat the whole
issuwe  of  strategic trade with the Soviet Union had
iguited a debate over the overall conduct of U.S.
gconomic policy towards Moscow with both pro-traders and
anti-traders usizg the opportunity te wake  theilr
regpective casas.

In addition, there was also a substantial and
gsarious amournt of dissension  within the  kReagan
adminigtration itself on the issua of strategic trade
witlhh the Soviet Union. In 1982 tkhe directer c¢f the
office of Bast-%West trads, William Root, resigned28 over
technology expcrt policy, saying that any further
attempts Lo LULighten c¢ontrels on Baglk West trade would
lead to a ma’or justified explosion of ailied resentment.
Earlier in June 1982 Secretary of State Alexander Haig
had xesignedzg as a 1result of what wmany political
comuentators saw as being linked to the decigion on June
18 of :chat year to widen the U.S. embargo on Lhe export

of technoleogy and eguipment. Lo khe USSR.



Degpite the dowestic and alliance repercusgions of
che Reagan adwministration’s hardline policy on gtrategic
trade with Lize Soviel bloc, the establisghed policy by and
large remained 1in place for the remainder of the
administration’s ctcrm characterized by strict strategic
expcrt cenkbrels, and aildec by unilateral and multilateral
measures designed to promoto this pelicy. Table 4.1 listg
the kecy Tleglislative neasures, newly passed, renewed or
amended by the Awerican government during the period
1979-88, aiffecting the control of technology transfers to
the Soviet Union.

Table 4,1: Koy United States hegislation Relating to the

Control of Technology Transier to the Soviet
Union 1979-88.

S e Eea Wl Y It R mm pew e e ad pas ks R hed i i b ot ey s b s mm s me e s M e sk M e A e e e e e mm e = e Aas A i bt S et v s
R R e e e e R R e e b e e R L i R T

LEGISLATIVE MEASURE> YEAR PASSED, AMENDLED

Export Adwministration Act*# 1879 (Renewal)

Amandment Lo the AlLowmic

Energy Acbw** 1981 (Amendment)

Execuitlve Order 12356 1982

Defence Authorization Act 1984

Naticnal Sscurity Decision

Directive 145 19841

Naticnal Security Declsion

Direcilve 189 1985

Llavention Secrecy Acbrxxx 1988 (Amendment)

N I D L N L L N T N N I I T o I D T T T T N N A T O N N R S NI SR T N T T IS I DD e e A

* These legislative measurcs are referred to in more
detatl in Section B (1) of this Chapter

Kk The EBxport Administrztion Act was first passed with

this title in 1969. The 1979 version repregented a
renewal of this Act which was subsequently renewed
again throughout ~he course of the 1980s.
*+%  The Atomic Energy Act was oviginally passed in 1954,
and in 1981 an amcrndment to this Act was pasaed,
#*** Tha Invention Secrecy Bet, passed in 1951 was
amcnded by Ceongrcess in 1988.

173



174

SECTEON TWO

A - UNILATERAL AMERYCAN MEASURES TO CONLROL THE TRANSEFER
OF TECHNOLOGY WO THE SOVIET BLOC

During the c¢ource of 1980 82 the United States ook
o number of unilateral messurces to enforce the policy of
controiling the transfer of technology to Soviet bloc
nations.

Foillowing the Sovien invasion of  Afghanistan
President Carter announced a package cf geconomic
ganctions againsgt the USSR which included a review of
American technclogy exporit peolicy ifowards Mogcow during
early 1980.°9  The steps taken included moves to tighten
the wunilateral commodity control iigt. 31 This list
covered industrial items wilch wmight have potential
military application. It is similar to the COCOM list
bu:z nwueh wider in scope with many items appearing on this
ligl which were not on the COCOM list. All Lechnolagies
which appear oz fthig list require a validated export
licence and are "subject to a rigorcus application
process".32 There would also be a revigion of licensing
policy. In a speech on January 4, 1980, Carter announced
that "no high technclogy or other strategic items will be
ticensad forxr sale to the Sovict Union until further

. 2
notice. . ."3”

In addition to the halting cf new licences
the Carter adwdinistration announced ithat it would be
reviewing licences already isgued with tae possibility
that zome may be revoked. In March 1980 the debate over

rhe export of high technology to the Soviet Union, which

had been [uelled by the events in Afghanistan, finally
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ended with an anoouncewment by the U.S. goverrmment that
there would be a substantial tightening of controls on
the transfer of high technclogy to Moscow with the arcas
mest likely to be affec:ted being computers, soitware and
manufacturing tcchnology.34

President Carter departed from ollfice leaving behind
him a tough Amevican policy on exports cof technology to
tme USSR, and his successor Ronsld Reagan adopted a
similar policy and gained the opportunily Lo put into
practice this policy Lowards the end of Decembar 1881
following the imposition of martial law in Poland.
Citing Soviet complicity in the events in Poland, Reagan
announced a list of sanctions acainst Mogcow similar in
nature to those imposed by dCarter 1in January 1980 .23
Reagan effeccively ordered a total ban on exports of high
Lechnology goods. In a speech in Tos Angeles he anrounced
Lhat Lthz United States would be suspending any further
igsuing or rerewal of licences for high tecknology
exports to tne Sovier Union such as electronic equipmentl
and computers.36

Ag  part of its drive to stem the flow of
sophisticated technclogy to the Soviet Dblog, and to
address increasing concerns aboul Lhe illegal transfer of
1.5, technology by American and foreign companles which
were infringing U.S. export laws, Lhe Reagan
administration unveiled in January 1982 ‘Project Exodus’
"a mnational enforcement program" luntegrating ".. the
various operational units of the U.S. customs service" .=’

The customs service which was to be the linchpin of this



aenforcenenl operaltlon was Lo have the task of launching
new initiatives '"aimed at combating the Lralfficking in

1t . L .
28 Its activities would include

illegal exports".
intelligence, investigation and inspecktion 1n both
America and abroad. The objectives of ‘Droject Exodug’
were egssentially threefold??: one was to stop the illegal
Elow of tLechnology to the Soviekb bloc and other
"unfriendly nations". The gecond alm was ©o0 disrupt the
flow of teclhnology to the TSSR. The third was ¢to
"intercap:c  shipmentg® of goods being exported in
wviolationr of other U.S. ganctions and embargoes against
nations like Libya and Cuba. William Von Raab,
commigsioner of the U.S. custome service, emphasised the
importance of distinguishing between ‘eritical
technolecgy’ which representsd "technological advances to
the Soviet bloec", the curtailment of which would be
esgential from the point of view of achieving and
maintaining wmilitary pavity with Lhe Soviet Union, and
‘high technology’ which Moscow c¢ould nanufacture itself
but chose to obtain from the U.S. "in order to reduce

40

cogts and improve quality". Disrupting the flow cof

this type of technoliogy would go some way in adversely
affecting the "Soviet military Complex".41 The objectives
implicit in ‘Operation EBExodus’ served to typify overall
U.S. pclicy on technology tranfer to the Soviet (nion
which was based on increasingly regtrictive criteria.

It WES ecoming evident chat the Reagan

zdminigcraticr. would not hesitate Lo takse unilateral

steps to stop the transfer of rtechnology to tha Soviet
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Union even if it led to disagreements and a conflict of
interests with its West Buropean allies.®* This situation
arose in  June 1982 during the dispute over the
construccion of a gas pipeline from Siberia to Wegtern
Erropa. The sanctions imposed by Reagan over the events
in Poland in December 1981 which included a bhan on U.S.
exports of cquipment Lor the pipeline did in a way set
the scene for the full-blown crisis over the igsue which
culminated in 198243 In June 1982 Reagan antagonised
the allies by extending the pipzline sanctions Lo include
exports of oil and gas equipment Lechnology by foreign
gubgidiaries of U.S. Lirmse or by fereign fizms holding

' 1
U.8. licenceg.l?

The Reagan administration wmade no
secret of the fact that it was dedicated to preventing
construction of the pipeline as Secretary of Commerce
Lawrence Brady pointed out in early 1982.%% American
regervations aboult :the proposed pipeline centred on the
dangerous decrez of dependence on the Soviet union that
it would ental:l CELor Western Turcope, and further when
completed "would provide the Scviet Uanion with huge
amounts c¢f£ hard currency .... which in all likelilhood
will be used .... to acguire and exploitc further Western
technology for Sovict aims* .26

United States legislation in the form of the Export
Administration Act of 1979 was the basis by which the
Americans sosght te control technology exports to Soviern
bloc and other ‘unfriendliy nations' .47  poth U.S.

unilateral and multilateral mreasures involved as their

bagis this Act which was renewed at wvarious cimes



rhroughousz the 1980s amidsz wuch domestic political
debate., The primary aim of Lthe act, which outlined the
fundamental reasoning bhel:ind J.3. exporl policy,

particularly towards the Soviet bloc pations, was to
rescrict the the export of commodities and technology
which make a sigonificant contribution to the willitary
capabilibies of a country or countrieg which would vrove
narmful Lo American naltional sccurity. Variocus sectiong
of the act outlined measures which the President could
take to curtail the export of techunclogy. The Export
Administration act (EA) as it stood din 1979 did not
adegquately reflect the Roagan administration’s policy on
cechnology transfer since it appearad to be inclined more
towards encouraging trade rather than retarding it, much
Lo the councern of the Reagan adminisgtration who felt that
this bias in Ffavour of trade aliowed certain high
technology items w©o be diverted to the communist bloc.
Therefore in order "to improve the ability o©f the United
States to curtail the flow of military relevant
technology to the Soviel Union and her allies"48, Reagan
proposed somewhat conLroversial amendments to the acl
which was set Lo expire on September 30 1983 .47 Reagan’s
proposals for wmajor revisilons to tize Eaact would create
far tighter restrictions on techinology oecxports to the
Soviet bloc. Among the most Iuportant changes oroposed
were: tougher sanctions on individuals and companies thac
violate export 1regulations; controls on foreign based
U.S8. subsidiary compaxies with strict penalties for any

company suspected of violating export controls. On April
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4 1982 as part of his proposed amendments to the EFiAact,
Reagall asked Congress to allow him "to restrict imports
from countries that sell te communist bloc nations in
violation of an Emerican crade sarction®. >0 According to
Agsistant Undersecretary of State Richard Perle, Reagan’s
proposed legislaticn “"would sharpen the distinction
between critical and non-critical items"®l thug making it
eagier to export technology with little ar no military
applicaticnsg, whkile at the same time mwmaking it more
gifficult to sell Lechnology chat had ifmportant military
uses . On September 20 1983, the Senate agreed to a 14
day extengion to the BAact while the debate on proposed
major revisicns to the act went on. On Octobsr 14 Reagan
invoked the Internstional Emergency Economic Powerg Act
in order tvo contirue the authorities of the EAaclL because
Congress was sLilil unable to agree on a new act. The
deadiock ccntinued and the Act was extended once again,
this time =o the end of Pebruary 1984. Finally on July
12, 1285 a naw version of the 1979 Zhact was passed into
law. Some of the most important measures which this new
revigsed version of the act provided for IZIncluded: a
broadening of the range of punishable offences in cases
where controls were breached and the granting of power to
the President to block imparts from the U.S. by any party
which violated Awnerican sccurity contrels., The Devpartment
of Commerce and the U.S. customs service would share the
task of drafting and enforeing quidelines on the export

of sensitive technology. This new version of the RAact

reprezented a victory for Reagan in the sanse that most,
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if not all of Reagan’s major proposals, [ilrsL announced
i 1383, were accepled as part of Lhe new act,

As 1t gtands today the [hact gives the American
rresident the power to control exports f£or two main
purposes: (i} Lo protect national security52 - comaonly
knowz as uational security controig - under this the
President <can curtail the export of any goods and
technelecgy which would contribute o the military
potential OF any country; and (id) to further
gignificantly the forsign policy c¢f the United States®3
conmonly known as foreign policy controls - under which
the Presidant can restrict virtually any exports whether
strategic or non-gtrategic. It was the foreign policy
controls which coften led to disagreements hecween America
and 1itg allies when the formuer attemvted to apply the act
in unison with its allies o» a multilateral basis. The
allies shared concern over technelogy transfer and were
as  a result wore ccooperative aover national security
controls.

The= Reagan administration even izlustrated a
willingness to rtake unilateral wmeasures Lo prevent non-
COCOM, NoN - cCommunN st industrialized countries from
divertinc U.S. teclnology they had acquired to the Saviet
Union. Tre U.S. applied increasing pressure on these
countries after 1982 over the issue of technology
exports. In March 1984, Reagan gave the Department ofF
Defense advigory authority it had been seeking toe stop
"diversion to the Soviet Union o©of US high teclhnology

prodacts axportad to ON - Communist industrialized
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. "W 54
councriaagy 7°

Tn one garious case in 1982, the United
States government chreatened to IZmpose Lrade sganctions
against Austria 1f it did noL stop che transfer of
military sensiltive Lechnology to  the Soviet bloc.?5
enkagon officials claimed Lhat Austria was providing the
base from which many Western companies were shipping
sensitive high technology te Eastern ZIurope.

Overail, the United S&tates concern centred on the
use oF non-cocom, non communist courtries by bhusinesgs and
smuagglers to transport embargoed Western technology to
“he Soviet Union and its allies. This ed, 1in early
1985, to the compilation by the United States of a list
of fifteen countries which were tc be affected by the new
procedures announced by Reagan 1in 1984 giving the
American Defense Department full advisory authoriity to
review all licences for exports of high technology to
chege countries because of fears Lhat they might be re-

oviet bloc. Singapore, one of  the

e

r

exported to the
nations on the 1list, held talks with the United Statces in
Augugl 1285 on wayg to prevent the usge of that country as
4 transit point for diverting =zigh Lechrology to the
Eastern bloc.”® Sweden, another country on tre 1ligt,
tock measures of its own which led te a bhan on the re-
cxport of sensitive technology.

The Americang had always expresscd some ressarvatlions
about the commitment of some of its allies in COCOM in
applying teclmology controls against the Warsgsaw Pact

countries. Throughout the 1980s the Reagan adminigtration

congstantly asked itg West European allies Lo take more
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steps to curb technology exporis to the USSR, Indeed
thig led in early 1984 tc controversial proposals by the

United States to limit certain technological sales t©c

other Western countries including fellow COCOM newmbers,
which were not well T1eceived. The question of

sovereignty oflLen arose, Leacing to a vift between
mnerica and itg allies. Bus Reagan never appeared to
refrain from kKaking conbroversial steps. In the case of
the pipeline crigis of 1982 America applied sanctions
against Western Europsan companies in thielrxr home country
for attempting to adhere to the terms of supply contracts
in respect of the construction of the pipeline. Taisg
angered West Buropean governments, who saw it ags an
attempt to exforce US  law in foreign countries.
Provigions in the US ERact reguiring that Zoreign
companies should seek permigssion £rom cthe American
government before re-exporting U.8. high technology was
another unilateral American measure which provoked much
criticism in Western Europe. Such U.S. efforts to apply
its owil export controls sxtraterritorially wsere seen asg
unwarranted interference in the sovereignty of other
nationsg, and Lhug a vicolation of international law.

Both Presidenls Reagan and Carter, as William Root,
director of the office oI East-West trade (1976-83)
revealed, were dunterested not only in controliing the
transfer of strategic goods to the Soviet bleoac bhut also
"restricting the f£low o©of knowledge" and information as
well. "’ The problem was that Awerica being a free and

open society allowed irformation about the development
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and manufacture cf unew tachnologies to be readily
avialabla. Thig plethora of information forms the basis
from which new discoveries and inventions are mads. Easy
accesgibility to it meant that the Soviet Unicn explolted
it  to learn Wesgtern developments Iin  gcience and
technolooy. Thig gsituation threatened -0 erode Amevica’s
technoleosical superiority. Thus the Rsagan administration
Chroughout the 1980s took measures Lo contrcl the
diggemination ¢f wvital information and technical krnow-
how. These Iincluded amendments to the EAact, o the
Atomic Energy Act, and to the Invention Secrecy Act plusg
various national gecurity directives (see Table 4.1),
2regidenlt Reagan in particolar was concerned about
the transfer of scientific, tecimical and engineering
informatior. In this connectior the Rcagan administration
adopted  thoe National Sccuwrity Decision Directive 189
whiclhh was announced at the White House on September 21,
198598 The directive egtablished American pcelicy "for
controlling tha Flow  of science, technology, and
cngincerine information in federally funded fundamental
rezcarch ab colleges, universities, and 1aboratories".59
Thc directive went on to emphasize the importance of
maintaining what it  said was Admerica’s leadership
position in science and technology. Aocording to many,
thig directive was long overdue. Leading political
ficureg such as Senator William Cohen{Maine) had during
the 1982 hearings on transfer of technolcgy to the Soviet
bloc highlighted the problem of academic exchangess which

although they could s autually beneficial often



centributed to possible damags to American national

50 This was because the Soviets sent studenis

security.
on educatiomal exchanges tCo  study research in  areas
involving technologises in those Iields "that have direcl

military applications and in which the Soviets are

technologically deZiciengr. bl In September 17, 1984 the
White House had issued anobher directive No. 145 - the

aim of which wag to protect unclasgified information seen
ags particulavly seusitive, and to protect information

62 In a bid to control

retrievable through databases.
the digsemination of technical data, 1984 saw tho passing
of the Defense  Authorization  Act which had the
"rauthoricy to withhold freom public disclaosure certaln
technical data" which has military or space application
and was under the possession of Lhe Defense Department
"if guch data may nolt be exported lawfully outside the
United States without an approval, authorization, or
licence under the Export Adminigtration act of 1979 ox

63 p 1982 Hxecutive Oxder

Lhe Armg Lxport Control Act".
12356 was adopted prescribing "a uniforin system for
nlasgifving, declassifying, and safegearding national
security information" . %% While  acknowledyging  the
necessity of the public to be infcrmed of what Lhe
government was doing, the Order stressed Cchat "certain
information concerning mnaticnal defense and foeresign
relations be protaected against unauthorized
disclosure".65 In 1988 dCongress amended the Invention
Secrecy Act ol 1951.56 Under this act tha Patent and

Trademark Cffice may Lake steps to prevent the spread of

184



18

technical information by excercising its authority tc
place patent applicalLions under secrecy orders.

Any 1ove Eto control the conduct and results ol
scholarly research always railses new controversies about

academic Lreadom, ard  the Freedom of the academic

commuIlity Lo conduct regearch without excegsive
government Ilinterfersice. It also attracted criticism

from a wide section of society whoe saw the measures
intended to control information as inhibiting f£uture
rasearch in sclence and cther fields by witholding data
and information required for continuing and advancing
technical and scilentific reasearch. Thus the very base
from which American advances in research are derived -
the academic community ancé academic institutions - would
be retarded by the denial of informaticn of certain sypes
of disgclosure and dissewmination. As tne International
Ingtitute for Strategic Studies put it ".... restricting
che academic and scilentific communitics’ access to
general information .... is as liksly to hinder Western
scientific Dbreaxthrouchs as 1t ig to deny  those

breakthroughs tp potential adversaries of the west .67

B - MULTILATERAL MEASURES TO CONTROL _THE TRANSFER OF
TECENOLBGY TO THE SOVIET BLOC

Uu.s. sgponsored etfforts to control tha transfer of
Western technology to the Soviet kloc centred around the
activities of COCQOM, wembership of which comprissd all
zhe NATQO countries (except Iceland), Japan and mors

recenizly  Australia, which Joined in 19282, Created in



1949, COCOM's primary activity was o have 1tg naticnal
delegaticns agree on a list of technologies and products
they as individual nations would control in their trade
with certailn countries for reasons of national security.
Proscribed destinations included the Warsaw Pact, and
other comrunist countries such as China, North Korea and
Alkbania. COCOM nembers drew up three 1igcs%8. the first
ligt covercd munitions and included all military items.
The second list was composed of atomic energy items,
while the third 1list covered industrial or dual use
ltems. Ttems on the third 1list were civilian items with
potential military applications. These lists werc not
made punlic in the sawme way as the deliberaticns of COCOM
meetinges and decisions resachad were kept confidential.
Initially COCOM neubers reviewed the three control Tists
every three to [our years. However, in 1985 they agreed
to undertake =z rolling review 1.e. each year some parts
off the list would be reviewsd 1in order to keep the
control lists wp to date in view of rapid advances In
technology. During the review of lists nember states put
Forward proposals for additions or deletions Lo  the
various 1listg. Thaese proposals were then sent to the
national delegations in Paris {(where CCCOM was based)
where negotlations wers conducted on each itew. Any
changes to the items on a list regquired the unanimous
congent. of memwber states.

Only thrcugh adoptinc a much widcer forum Lhan COCOM
provided could the Unlted States realistically expect to

excercige effective cortrol over certain tecanologies.
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Ag divector of office of ¥agt-Wast trade William Rool
funtil Lig resignation in 1982) stressed "multilateral
cooperation has become essential to effective security
controls. The United States 1is no  longer a2 unigue
suppiier of mest high technology“.69

There were alsc summit meetings of the Wescern
alliance NATO, which addressed the problems posed by the
transfer of technology, and decided on steps that the
allies would take 1in :helr attempts to c<counteract the
prcblem through thse COCOM mechanism or in coniunction
withy COCOM.

The 1980s was to prove & period of hectic and
intense activity for COCOM, with the Americans not
surprisingly takinrg on Lhe leading role always
encouraging and urging its allies 1n COCOM to do more.
The United States toox it upon itgelf to provide the lead
for a hardening of strategic exports poilcies towards the
USSR,

As carly as 1980 following the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, COCOM adopted a "ne sxceptions” policy on
trade wikth the USSR, which meant in practice thal the2?2
Soviers would be denied exports of highly advanced
Western technolegy even for civilian applications. Under
Llie agreement between COCOM wembers, a country or
countries could seek exemwptions frow particular items on
the COCOM embargoed 1ligst thus zllowing them to export
these items to the Scviet bloc as exceptions.7o In the
late 1970s COCCOM became rather lax in enforcing strategic

controls and many Western countries inciuding the United

-
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States 1itself began to conduct deals with the Soviet
Union on the kasis of exemptions.71

Eowever, the events in Afghanistan and the renewed
concern over tzchnolegy transfer prompled Lhe United
States tc revitalize COCoH, and tighten exporl
72

controls. On March 12, 188C a commerce department.

cfficial said that "the adwminigtration would seek fcw if
any exemptions from COCOM controls in the future".’s
Siwilarly, earlier in January 1980, Deputy Secretary of
State Warren Christopher, gpeaking in Brussels where he
was attending a NATO weeting to discuss a unified
response to the Soviet intervention of Afghanistan,
reported that agreemenlt had »been reached that the COCOM
list "should be made tighter and be more stringently
applied with far fLewer exceptiong than in the recent
period of indulgence".74

Whien Reagan assurned the Presidency in 1981 he was
deternined to make CCCOM the centre of nis efforts to
enforce hig policy on technology transfer to ths Soviet
blec, recalising the importance of allied ccoperation on
the matlber. Az the Ottawa Summit in July 1981 Reagan
appealad to the allies to do more to curb trangferg of

Wegtern technology to the Soviet Union. The result of

thisg was the first top level weeting of COCOM in twenty

five yearS.Vb It took place on Januvary 19-20, 1982 in
Parig. The cextral aim of the weeting was to improve
export controls on high technology. The Americans put

torward a number of proposals guch as strict enforcement

ot the embargo on the sale cf c¢critical technologies



emboedy Lng  advanced computers, fibre opticg, and  some
other items, and abolishing the ‘exceptions’ system which i
allowed menber countrieg to export embargosd goods to the
Soviel Union. In the end the COCOM members agreed on the
need to update the list cf prohibited items o include

1ew t:eclmologies.'(O

On October 4-3, 1982 ancther COCOM
meeting was held at which the body agreed to review the
existing embarge list {(a study whicl was completed by
mid-1984), as il was requirzd to do every three to Ffour
years. The meeting sSaw the Unit=ad States call, veat
again, for tougher restrictions o Lechnology exports to
the Soviet bloc. This was expected Dbecause earlisrx
before the meetinc the United States wag reportcd Lo have
propogsaed more than one hundred changes including many
additioms to the COCOM conkrol list.’’! America also
pregsed for a sorengthening of COCOM through an increase
in  iLs budgcet, and an expansicn of 1ts enforcement
capabilities. However, American attempts to establish a
permanent subcommitiee to assist the working of COCOM was
rejected by leading allies such asg France and West
Cearmany . On December 9-10, 1982 a meeting of NATO

Foreion minigters discusged East-Waest trade.’8

A
communiguae issued after the meeting stated thal trade
with the East would contribute Lo "constructive Last-West
ralations” ag long as technology exports did nol endanger
Westarn Security.79

The third COCOM meeting in ilegs than sixteen months
tocok place on April 28-28, 1983, At this meeting the

member states agreed to about only half of the proposals -
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put forward by America in February, calling Lfocr Light
restrictions on the transfer of oil and gag egquipmeut to
the Soviet bloc. A sgtakewent issued at the end of the
meeting revealed that it had not achieved much by way of
new initiatives exceplk agreemant that the joint system of
checking sensitive technology exports should be effective
as possibe and continually adapted to developments in
technology and equipment.

On December 30 1983 COCOM members agreed to embargo
silicon and silicon making equipment to the Soviet bLoct?
in whalt was seen as a nmajor hkhoost to the coordinated
zllied effort since Mogcew was sald to be dependent on
imports of silicon, and the decision was get to hamper
the USSR's  plan  for military modernization. This
agreement was in addition o an announcement that wmore
funding and new equipmeni wculd be avadilable for COCOM,

At the COCOM wmeeting on July 12 1984 changes were
revealed to the organisation’s liast of restricted items
following the revicow of the list which the committee had
tndertaken at its Cctobsr 1982 meeting,Bl The agreeswment
reached provided for, amongst cther things, sweeping

changes to controls on the export oI computers including
an embargo on the sala of portable microcomputors; and
the first ever controls on goftware.

Feagan’s second cerm of office saw a coentinuation of
COCOM’'s mnow familiar and regular meetings. The
orgenisation met again on  February &-7 1985 and
"expressed general satistaction with Lhe way controls on

exports of sengitive techneloygy Lo Soviet bloc countries
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heve been coordinated" and on the "uodating of the ligtg
of controlled products and technology”.82 The meeting
alsc decided that one third of the ewbargo lList would be
updated each year instead of a full review of the Ilist
every three to four years. Later on Tebruary 26, COCOM
igsued guidelines which zppeared toc be more liberal than

previous arrangemenls.??

In June 1985 COCOM drew up new
rules which represzented Ya mixture of tightening and
relaxalion" of controls.®?® The new guidelines allowed
computers with slow processing speeds Lo be exportad
while more advanced computers which could be used for the
ranufacture of wicrochips wourld be subject te continusd
restrictions. But America and its allieg stressed that
the overall controls of the committee were still heavily
tilted towards restricting the export of aquipment to the
Soviel bloc which had wmilitary uses.

The =next major COCOM meeting took place in
Versailles on 27-28 Jarmuary 1988 at which the member
states agreed to tighten contrcls onm the export of

85

sensitive technology. This was much to the ralief of

the United States which had expressed 1ts anxiety that
"its adilies were becoming lax in monitcering exports" of
high technology to Soviet bloc nations. The macoling
actually reduced the number of high technology items
banned for sale to communist countiries on the basis that
they were widely available (the cconcept of Foreign
availlability}, but tighcened contzrolg on  preducts
remaining on  the list, and agread to strengthen

enforcement procedurss.

(ol
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Quite often COCOM sessiong revealed disagreements
between Lha United Stakes - the most hardline newmber of
the organistazion - and its major West European allies,
particularly France, Wesl Germany and Britain. The
fundamental problem was that America was keen to tighten
controls on the transfer off sensitive goods whereas many
Weskt European nations were concerned about the possible
damage to Ltheir economic relations witll Eastern BREurope,
which in some cases were very substantial. They believed
that at times the U.8. went too tar by wanting to ban
technology 1tems which often had wvery limitad or no
nilitary significance. What they wanzed was a fair
balance betwaen strategic and commercial interests.
Furthermore the Eurcopeans were morsa willing Lo proposz a
relaxation of oxport controls®® as a reward for good
Soviet behavicur and intermal reforms in the Soviet bloc.
Ths United States continued Lo regist this ‘carrot’
approach. In February 1988 U.S. Defensc Secretary Frank
Carlucci rejecled West Buropean appeals that controls on
the export of high technolcgy to the Soviet Union be
locsened in response to Soviet progress on raforms and in
the field of disarmamsnt.

Towards tae end of Februaxry 1988 COCOM issued tough
new controls on the export of advanced technology to the
Soviet Union.®’ Heading the Iist of ewbargoed products
was equipment for building nuclear submarines ftollowed by
a wide range of advanced electronic equipment with
possible military applicatlons. A further wmeeting of

COCOM omn 25-27 October 1288 recommended the speeding up
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of the streamlinring of high technoleogy especially machine
tool exports to the Soviet bloc. 88

Dogpite the fack that COCOM wag a multilateral body
with all countries in theory having an egual say the
general wvicw throughout the 1980 was That the United
States virtually ran the show, using COCOM o impose
stringent controls on technology trade to the Saviet
bloc. Most of the initiatives and proposals pub forward
at meetings came from Washington, the leading player, and
anly +weally enthusiastic member of COCOM.

Tn addition to workiung 1in conjunction with its NATO
allies, the Inited States even devised a system by whicnh
it prevented neutral countries Lrom re-exporting Wester:
es well ags their own technolegy Lo Eastern Europe. ‘this

gaw ths TUnited States working together with various

groups in the countries concerned. An article in the
Times®? reported the existence of a number of diversze

organigations such as Lhe Irish Govermment’s export
control delegaticn, the Swedish industrialists’ group,
the Swiss ministry of defence, and South Korean businegg
groups who attended wmeellings wibth 2Zmerican defence
officials. Officials in the United States claimed that
the American government placed no pregsure on thege
countries hbut  gimply reminded tchem that if they
transferred high technology o the USSR, which wasg on the
7.8, and COCCM list of banned technologiss, they would
not recelve any more American technelogy in future, In
November 1983 it was revealed that America in conjunction

witx the authorities of Sweden, West Germany and South
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africa had fciled a well organised lllegal operation by
Soviet agenzs to ‘Tacgulire key componeunts of a U.S.

- o g > » ’ ' 0
produced VAX corputer gystem used in missile guldanm—}".9‘J

AMERTCAN UNTLATERAL AND MULTILATERAL FFFORTS TO
CONTROL THE TRANSFER OF THCHENOLOGY TQO THE SOVIET
BLOC -~ SUCCESS OR FATLLUREY?

If one considers the guccegs of .S, efforts to stem
Wagtern technelogy flows to the Soviet bloc, it would be
fair to say that the resuits were for ths mosz part
unsatisfactory (from a .S, pearspective) or even dismal.
A number of factors provide proof that U.8. and Western
efforts to thwart the diversion of techrolegy to the
Sceviet bhloc had been for the mogt part a failurs. On the
whole The United States and its allies had been unable to
prevent the Soviet Dbloc freom acquiring a signiicant
amount of technology which had been subject to controls,
and from effectively enforcing the strategic controls
that were alrzady in place.

1o begin with, the United States was unable to Lorge
an effective partnership with its allies. COoCOM, which
had Dbesn e=ztablighed for tlie purpose of overseeing ULhe
ruliilateral control of slrateglc 25poris Lo coumulist
countries, Lturned out 1in many ways to be an iceffective
regime. Probably Lthe mosi basic problem with COCOM was
thal Lhe organisalion had ne Lreakby status, no formal
enforcement wmechanism, and no gystem of imposing

sanctions agalnst wvicolators o¢f 1tg controls. Instead
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nember  governments had the task of administering and
anforcing agrocd upon restrictions through Lhelyxr own laws
and praoceduras. This made CCCOM's Lask very difficult
and the systen of control weak because some member stales
inzerpreted the contreol list more liberally while oLhers
(particularly the Imited States) Zook a mors regbriclLlve
approach, enforcing contrels wmore actively. Tiis
"inconsistent application of COCOM controls by wvarious
member naticng" coupled with the suspicion "that COCOM
controls are applied unfairly88 because Lhe process is
surrounded by excessive secrec:y”91 was at the heart of
Lhe organdigacion’s problems ia che 1980s.

COCoOM  was  further beset by disagreesments and
differences Dbelween primarily ithe United States and its
Western Europsan allies. Arguments centred around
exaclly ‘fust whalt to iuclude on the embarge listcsg. This
situaticn aroge when COCOM decided to review the existing
embargo list din October 1982, In many ways American-
Buropean differences witlhiin COCOM stemmed from their
differing attitude towards the issue of trade with the
Soviet bloc. The United States was ksen to extend the
control lists Lo include itens whose military releavance
could nott be precisely verified, and thus wantsd to
include even civilian technologies whose military use had
not bheen demonstrated. The Huropean allies opposed thig
expansion of COCOM criteria beyond ths currently accepted
standard of wmilitery rsalevance becauge of the adverse
effect on Zast-West trade. Manyy West Duropean countries

had ({(and gtill have) ghrong trade links with Eastern



gurope, and while they were appreciative and aware of
Wwestern security interests theyv also believed that there
was something to be gained from a policy of economic
detente towards the Sovieb hiloao.

Tz hag to ha remembered that <COCOM was revived
largely ai the initiative of te United States, which
often put stringernt and at times unacceptable propogals
on the table. Some Western countries such as Holland and
Belgium were reported not cven to be very enthusiastic
aoout COCOM.%?  These countries ware happy to go along as
nembers on an  informal basig and rejected calls from
Washington to create a formal international organisation,
possibly undexr the NATO umbrzlla. To add to the proklems
tacing the American =fforL (o curk the transter of
critical technology Lo the communist countries, COCOM was
in need of medernization. The organization, as Richard
Perle pointced out, had an operating budget of less than
$S5C0,000, lacked modern offices, adequate staff and "more
gsignificantly COCOM has no systematic way cof evaluating
proposed transfers of technoiogy in the Light of the
strateglc criteria it is supposed Lo apply .93 These
problems meant that the organisation was unable to carcy
out. 1is task effectively and many Lltems on the banned
list found their way to the Soviet Union and other
communist countries.

Evicence that technology on the COCOM controi lists
had indeed reached the Soviet bloc were confirmed by
various veports during cthe 1%80s. On Eeptember 18, 1985,

the U.5. Defongse Department released z report accousing



Moscow of a "massive well crganizod campeaign" to acquire

Westarn tecl’mology.94

It went on 0o say that about 70
per cent of military havdware obtained by Moscow was
export controlled, embargoed, c¢lasgificd or under some
control by Western goveroments.

American efforts to control technology transfer to
the Scvieltt Union were also hanmversd by the fact some of
the strategic items were widely available in mneusral and
non-CONOM nations which were less arffected by security
concerns and thus more likely to take a lax approach to
any diversion of gensitive technology to the Scoviet
Union. Indeed there were reports of countriss guch as
Austria and Swoden providing an outlet for the illegal ox
legal diversion of strategic goods to ths Soviet bloc.
In Lacl Lhere were even rcumourg, which appeared to be
substantiated by much evidence, of wviolations of COCOM

rules by companies Dbassd in COCOM member gtales like

Frarca, Weat  Germany ancd Italy. The U.S. SLtate
UDepartment often accused Wegltern corporalions of
involvement in Saviet attempts to acguirs high
technology. A report published in the_Timeg said that

banned exports had wmade their way into ILast Europcan
countrieg like Poland via the Far Hast.”® At a fair in
Wargaw many Polish firms displayed sophisticated hardware
which it "would not have had access under COCOM‘'s rigid

export control System".96

Thig highlighted the growing
problems Lhe Americans found in their attempts to prevent
non-CCCCM countries [rom re-experting Western technology

and some of their own to the Soviet bloc.

is
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Deliciencies in Lhe USA's cwn unilateral control
system and enforcement mechanism allowed kanned itesms to
find their way into Soviet Dbloc countries. The U.S.
commerce department. came under increasing  criticism
throughout. the 1980s for making "an inadequate commitment
of resources anc moral support to the task of controlling
U.S. technology" because 1t was said to e more
intaerasted 1in premoting trade.?? In a report based on
investigations by the Senate subcommitee, and hearings

into the effectivenegss of the executive branck in

enforcing exoort contrels, it wag noted with wmuch concern

that "advanced American micreoelzsctronics, laser, radar
and precision manufacturing techuologies" have been

obtaired by the Soviets "enabling them to make great
sbrides in wmiliktary strength ....r.98 In 1987 in a
report whick proveoked wuch coalroversy in America, the

U.5. Hational Academy of Sciences vehomently criticised

the Reagan administralion’s attempts to curtalil high
technology exports to the Sovief Unien. The findings

which were compiled by former deZence and intelligence
cfficialis deduced Lhat "the administration’s much
publicized efZorts to crack down on the diversion of
technclesy has largely failed at a cost, of more than
$9billicr a year to the U.S. economy".99 The game panel
of former defence and intelligence pergonnzl had claimed
in a report in 1982 that there had been "a substantial
and serious" trausfer of advanced technology from the USA
and other non-communigt countries to the Soviet bloc.

Many articles claimed that the United States had indeed
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been "... the source of many of the wmost damaging
Lechnological 1eakages".100

Probally the single apparent violation of America’s
policy of restricting tecanclogy to the Soviet bloa
nations came from the numerous reported cases of illegal
shipments of hanned technologies by companies,
individcals and the Soviet KGB, which only gerved to
highlight the flaws and loopholss present in the American
unilateral and multilateral system for controlling and
3coordinating techunology exports.

Iin 1988 the government of Japan and Norway admitted
that companies in their countrieg - Toshiba and Kongsbery
- had oxported hi-teckh computer and manufacturing
equipment which nad ended up in the Scviet Union. 191
More specifically these companiss 2ad  provided the
equipment to manufacture submarine propelliers so that
Russian submarines would run mors quiletly and be hardor
to detect., This would mean that NATO listening devices
on patrol which could previously Zear Russian submarines
at a range of 200 miles wcald now only be abls to hear
them wikhin a range of about 10 mileg.102

In December 1988 a Dutch national was arregted and
charged wZth the illegal export of hich powered computers
to EBast European countries. Y2 He was said to be part of
& operation involving some 12 U.3. and West European
companies and a number of other individuals.

articles in the Awmerican newspaper, Lhe New Yoric
Times in July 1983 tLcaced an upsurge in KGB espionage

activities in Western Furope. One article clalimed that
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the KGB had cnbered a '"phase of aggresgiveness 1in iis
activities..." . 10% & second article published on July 25
said that "every year Western techiaclogy with military
applications worfth millions of dollarg" disappeared
beyond the borders of the Soviet Union and its allies.l193
It went on and stressed that CLhe KGB had intensified its
progranmme for acquiring technclogy with a massive input
cf manpower since the 1L970s. The ERussiansg were sald to
have scored a number of notable sguccess by acquiring
itemg gsuch ag advanced computers, lagers and missile
guldance subsystemns. In 1985 West CGermany announced that
it had acquired a Soviet directory ordering gecret agents
to obtain Western tecinology and information, with top
priority on radar and rocket technology, anti-submarine
systems, and missile guidance systems, 106 A U.S.
cfficial claimed that Soviet agents werking outside the
USSR had acguired Western toechnology for the Soviet
military which had enabled Moscow Lo iwmprove the accuracy
cf its ICBM's (intercontinental balllistic misgsiles).
Although the results were largely mnegative, the
American drive to szop the flow of military technology to
Eastern Europe also scored some notable successes,
According Lo a U.S. Defense Department report relesased on
Septembar 18 1985 Western effortg to gtem the f£low of
military technology had wmade Scoviet acguigitions "more
difficult and cositly Cthan at any time 1in the past".lo7
Not surprisingly it was costing Moscow much more to

acquire Westerm technology through illegal means. In

198¢, the U.S. customs service broke up cne of the
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largest international high technology smuggling
operations involving the illegal export of Ligh powered
computers to the Soviet bloc ccuntries.

Ovaerall, from the evidence befcre U.S. it would bhe
falir to say that the fallures outweighed the successes by

a conziderable margia.

The deterioration in the suverpower relationship at
Lhe starxt of 1980 led teo a rethinking in America on many
aspects of the Soviet-American relaltionship. One of
these was thes guestion of technology transfer to the USSR
and its allies. Throughout the 19705 and particularly
during the heyday of detente liberal American policies on
both strategic and non-strategic =Zrace to the Soviat
Union had allowed a substantial export of military
sensitive technology to ‘the East.. Over enthusiasm to
maintain pesaceful ard friendly nations with Moscow meant
that the West underestimated the later repercussions of
this rather lax approach to trade with the Soviet Union. -
COCOM - thce multilateral body establigshed for controlling
technology exports-had virtually become obsolete (indeed
it was formally disbanded on March 3L, 19%24), and cthe
trend within the crganisation was one Lilted more towards
trade promotion rather than the curtailment of strategic
trade with military applications. This was witnessed by
the fact that ia 1979 zalone it was reported Lhal around

1500 Western deals with the USSR were exempted £rom COCOM
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controls with the United States topping the ilist of COCOM
counkbries that used the axgeptiong procedure.log

Ag detente collapsed and the Soviets rovealed their
true colours at the start cof the 19805, Awmerican policy
drastically havdened on the issue of technology trade
with the Soviet bloc. Carter first set the tone in 1980,
in what hecame a concerted T.8. effort to deprive Moscow
and its satellite states, American and Western
technology. The new administration which took office
under Reagan in 1981 inherited Carter’s stringeat pclicy
on techrclogy transfer, and soon adopted 1t kelieving it
to be a wvital element if Lthe United States was to
challenge the Soviet threa? with any real purpose.

Mary wunillateral steps were taken by Reagaun but the
Presgideat, acknowledging Lhal the uUnited States no lenger
enjoyed monopely status on sophlisticated technclogy with
military relevance, enlisted ihe help of major allies in
Western Europe by reviving the now defunct coordinating
committee on strategic export controls (CQCOM) . Under
American hegemony and pressure COCOM meb frequently and
adopted & restrictive 1role towards the export of
strategic items to communist nations during the 1980sg,

reflecting the central premises of American policy on

However, a combination of factors render=ed TU.S.
nultilateral and unilateral measures wvirtually useless.
Cn the unilateral front departments such as the Comuerce
Department failed to comply with policy regulationg which

had given them responsibility for implementing measures
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to control the trensfer of technology becausce of pro-
trade tendenciesg prevalent in the departuent. Indeed many
prolitical [figures were unhappy at the direction of
administration policy or the issue and in 1983 William
Root Pregident of the Office of BRast-West Trade resigned
criticising American pelicy on trade with thes Soviet bloc
countries.

On the nwltilateral front COCOM proved to be an
ineffective regulatory regime £for the management of
strategic export policy towards the Soviel bloc nations.
Theres proved to be a lack of whole hearted commitment on
the part of many COCOM countries which wers unimpressed
by American nardline tactics to include almost all types
of technologies including those with little military
rolevance on the cmbargoe 1llst, and were more concerned
about the potential damage to their trade witih Eastern
Europe.

To add to the problems facing America in its guest
to provent Moscow and its allies from obtaining Western
technology, the Soviets had deviged a highly intricate
and ccmplex web of clandestine activities through ite KGB
agentg operating in  Wegktern Rurcpe, many under the
sanctuary oI embassgsies and protected by diplowmatic
immunity. What didn’t help was the activities of
individuals and TDousinesses 1in the West and other
countiries which allowed a considerable consignment of
illegal technology to be ghipped East. As Dr. Bryen,

director of tle Uus defense technology security
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administration during the 1%80s, put it qguite gimoly
"technology 18 a zaleable commodity".log

Elthough trere were wany rveported instances of the
gelzure of techknology destined Lor Lhe Soviel bloc, and
the brealk urc of wajor international smuggling neiworks
this was usually after the damage had already been
inflicted, and technologiez had already reached their
destination on the other side of the ‘Iron curtain’. The
success stories were far and few and virtually irrelevant
in the context of the harm already done. The analysis in
this chapter has shown that the sclhool of thcught
illustracted Dby 3ruce ParvollL was correcl. Parrott
concluded that Lrade pressure in the form of technclogy
denial is nobt usually successful, as in the case of
American stratesgic trade pressure on the Soviet Union.
We have seen Lhalt this indeed was largely the cage daring

the years L1980 Lo 1988.
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CHAPTER b

ASSESSING THE POLITICAIL, SUCCESS OF AMERICANW

URADE RPRESSURE 1; SOVIET POLICY ON HUMAN RIGHTS

IWTRODUCTION

We now come to the wider guestion of whather United
States trade pressure on the Soviet Union actually
achieved 1its declared political purpose.l The prime
objective of American trade pressure was Lo impose
economic¢ costs on Mcoscow by denying the Soviets the
benetitg of trade, to such an exteunt thal it would over a
period of time influence thoe Soviet Union to change its
behaviour in areas identified by the Urited States
government, nanely Soviet policy on human rights, and
Moscow’s direct and iIindirect involvement in the Thirxd
World (which will be the subZect of Lhe nexl chapter).

Trade pressurc employved by Carter in his final y=ar,
and then by the Recagan administration, was at its most
stringent during the years 1980-84 (see Chapters 4 and
5). There were already other US measures such as Lhe

Jackaon-Vanik Amendmentz

whichh had been in place since
the 1970s8.

It has tc be remembered tnere is a rime lag belween
when a policy is iwplevented or takes shape, andé its
results or effectliveness, which can only by judged over a
period of vyears. in this casc cne can rvealistically
assess the resuits of US trade pressure at its peak
during the yvears 198084, in the period 1985-88 by which

time the policy had been firmly established and had been



in operation for a number of vyears to see it it nad
indead had any impact on the relevant areas of Soviet
behaviour which were the target of American trade
pressurae, Thercefore, using the period 198588 as a
kenchmark  for judging Soviet counpliance  with U.S.
chlectives ls an ideal base ag it allows as assessment of
Soviet behaviour over a number of yvears rather than just
one or two,

In wview of all thisg, the chapter again wil: be
divided into two sections. Section one will restate the
political objectives of American trade pregsure. In
otiner words what the Americang specilied during the
period 1%8C-84 asg what they were looking for in terms of
changeg in Soviel behaviour, and ian what areas. In crder
Lo know whether US trade pressure achieved its political
purpose it is necessary to define precisely whal LChe
objectives were ag publicly stated. Section two will
concentrate on the guesticn of Soviel performance on
ruman rights. Part a of this section will concentrate on
the igsue of diss=nt. Part b will continue on the theme
of human wrightg but with the focus of attention shifting
Eo  the dissue of emigration, in particuilar Jewlsh

enLgratiorn.
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SECTION 1: US TRADE PRESSURE - RESTATING THE
ROLITICAL OBJECTEVES

Tha usc ci trade pressure f£or political aims was not
a new phenomenon in Awerican - Sovietb relations during
e 1980s. Iadead as was gaen in the previousg chapter,
COCOM was set vp in 1949 to regulate Western exports Lo
zhe communist <countries. Then in 1975 there was the
pagsing of the Jackson-vVanik Amerndment which made the
granting of most Zfavoured natior status conditional on
the liberalisation of emigraticn policies in the Soviet
Union. Throughouts the early 1980s the United Stateg
governmment made clear the areas in which it was looking
for changas with  regard to  Sovich domestic and
tnternational baraviour. These were the very 1ssue areag
which had been contributing te a sgouring of Soviet-
American relations since the turn of 1980.

The first cf thesge issues was the Soviet receord on
hunman rights (the second being Soviset involvement in the
third world, whick will be the subject of the next
chaptcor} . Oon ruamercus occasions and at various
internatioral forums the United States expressed its
dismay at what 1t saw as the abysmal Soviet record on Lhe
issue. Human rights wers2 and has always been an issue

cloge Lo .America3

since the prixciples of frcecodom and
cemocracy form the basis of US sccieby, and on which US
gociety wag founded. It ig hardly sgurprising that given
the contrasting ideologics of communism and capitalism,
which entailed differing coznceptions of human richts, the

igsue was alwavs once of the most contentious 1in  the

A
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superpower velatilonship. For the United States the more
traditicnal concepl of huwan vights covering what are
luown as political richis have generally had precedence
over the more modern concept which includes econcmic and
social rights. Cn the other hand the USSK in line with
Marxist conceptions of democracy placed more emphasis on
gsocial and economic rights believing them to be mors
important than political rigits, which wers severely
restricted.4 A common argument employed by Moscow to
counteract Western cariticiam of its human rights policy
was te in turn censure the West for failing to provide
adequate economic and social rights Zor its own citizens.
However, on Zhe baaig of the adoption of
international standards on  human rights, and through
various international forums invo.ving the participation
of Europcan states including the USSR, the United States
found a pretext to gquestion Soviet policy on human rights
in terms of Moscow not living up to its commitments.
Indeed the central American concern was that the USSR had
not compliesd with the terms of intermational agreements
to which it was a signatory. The Conference on Security
and Ccoperation in Eurcope (CSCE) and the [elginki Final
rot® were a preduct of the pericd of detente in the
19708 during when the ceveloping dialogue between Rasgt
and West allowed the latter, and particularly America, to
ailr its corncern over issues such as humar rights and gave
them an ideal opportunity tc bring such issues to the
forefront. In effect by participating in the Helsinki

process and in the CSCE the Soviets had acknowledged the
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Lorce of Wegtern definitiong of human rights, and had
asgumed responsibility for esgtablishing such rights in
the Soviet Union., The West saw CS5CE ag a Dbroad
multilaiteral negollating procesz aimed ab  nok  only
lessening East-West Lension but gradually encouraging the
posgibility [or developrenlL of [reedom and demccracy {(as
they defined thew) 1in EBastern Eurcope. The United States
waas keen to emphasize to Moscow the impcertance of the
Helginki procezs and the CSCE, in particular basket 111
dealing with “"cocperation 1in humanitarian and other
fields".® Washington stressed to Moscow the latter’sg
cbligation o meet its raguiremenls.

As Under Secretary of state for Security Assistance
Science and Technology, US Department of State, Matthew
Nimetz pointed oulk, the Helsinki Final Act of 1975 drew
"a number of Western principles concerning human rights

into tie tebric of the LBast-West dialogue,
cagtablishing tize performance of signatcerics on  human
rights issues as a legitimate topic for international
discuasion".’ Ze went on to stress that the human rights
situation {in the Soviet Union was giving considerable
cavgn for concern with little movement "to resoive long
standing c¢ases involving human rights spokesmen and
prigoners of conscisnce" .8

In a statement before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee in 1983, on "US-Soviet relations in the context
of US foreign poilicy", Sacretary of state Georgse Shultz

stated that amongst other things the United Statss would
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be geeking an "iwmprovement in Soviet performance on human
rights".g
In an address on East-West relations delivered at

Eureka c<ollege (Illinois) cn May 9 195822, Reagan

crilLlicised the Sovielt Union Lor not relaxing "its hold on
ity own peopls ..." despite being a sgignatory to the

Helsinlkl agreements on human rights.lc He went on to zay
thalt America would ke willing to respond witlh an
expansion of trade with Moscow bui this would depend on
Soviet actions.

Further evidence that the United States under cthe
Reagan administration envisaged a conneclion between the
trade and political aspects of US-Soviet relations could
be seen in former president Richard Nixon‘s statement
that trade and political igsues were incxorably linked.
"For the United States to increase trade ... at a time
when they (the Soviets) ars engaging in political
activities that are opposed to our interests would be
stupid and dangarous”.ll

The questionsg of dissgent and freedom of emigraticn
waere top of the American agenda of human rights concerns.

Dissent or the sexpression of one’s disagreemenl with
the state, operly or publicly for political, religious,
economic, culzural, national, ideological, or any other
reason was sharply curtailed in a cne party state iike
the USSR.-Z Dissidents expressing their views openly
found thewselves in conflict witlh the sgtate, with the
authorities taking measures to punish and bring into line

human rights activists, and dissidents .13
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The treatment of dissidents came under severe
Amarican criticism  befors and during the  Reagan
sdministration’s terms of office. In dts annual report
to Congress on human rights practices in 1979 the
Aamerican Stabte Department noted a continuing mistreatment
of prigoners, harsh conditions in prigon, and the
subjection of pelitical prisoners to intcerrvogation and
psychological pressure, inciuding threats against their

families.14

In itg report for 1980, tre State Department
illustrated what it saw ag lncreadoed repression at home,
with a crack-down on hunan rlights activities seen as nore
gavere than ever before,t® Nc improvemant was seen in
the following year or in 1982 .16 Ingtead the use of
powerfil drugs against political dissgidents who had been
admitted to Soviel psgychiatric hogpitals was noted. The
Statce Dopartment’s survey L[or 1983 concluded that
Mogcow’s performance in the field of human rights had
faller far short of acceptable international standardg . -’

Throughout the 1970g and 1980g wmany prouinent

digesidents were sgsent intc internal e2xile and labour

canps. The plight of well known activists such as Yuri
Crlov, Anatoly Scharansky, and Andrei Sakharov was
highlighted by the West, Many Jews who formed a

congiderable proportion of the most outspoken activists
guffered severe repression on top cf the fact that many
were denied the right to emigrate. Uncfficial groups such
ag the Helsinki Group attempting to monitor Soviet
compliance with the humar rights provisions of the Final

Act were also hit hard by Soviet repression. Marry
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members of such groups were arrestad and than impriscned,
Some were sent into exile and many were even repoerted

missing.

The other ar=za of human rights of most concern to
the United States was the question of Jawigh emigration.
The treatment of Jews in the Scviet Union, in pavticulax
the Soviet authorities denying them the right to
enigrate, was a major topic of concern. B Althougihr there

were other elhnic groups such as Germans and Armenians

who also wished to emigrate, it was the plight of Soviet

Jews which attracted most concern beceuse of the United
States’ historic¢ Criendship with Israel and the pressure
of a large Jewish community in America with significant
financial and political clout. Therefore Anerican
concern on emigration was concentrated largaly on  the
state c¢f Jews, and such concern was oftzr relayed to
Sovizst leaders.

As in the case c¢f polictical dissent the Soviet

authorities had once again failed to live up to taeir

international commidtments. By refusing cmigration to ;

hundreds of thousands of Jews, Moscow had shown an

unwillingnegs Lo lmplement Baskel: 111 of the Helsiuxil
process which included provislons calling for the free
mebility of the populations of Europe and other civil

liberties. The denial of emigration algco entailad failure
e comply with the concluding document o©of the Madrid
meeting {(tihe Madrid Conference which ran from Seotember

1930 to Juiy 1983} which caliled Zor the participatiag

states to deal Ffavourably with applications "relating to




contacts and regular meetiags on the basis of family
ties, reunification of Families. ., . 19

For their part the Soviet avthoritics always denied
that there existed any mass desire for emigration.
Instead they claimed that Jews remaincd an integral paxrt
of Soviet society.zo Tha reality however was vorTy
different. Kot only wag there a mass desire to leave,
the Soviet authorities used various tactics such as:
harasement ofF Lhose applving to leave by KGB agents; a
cumbersomne and tlime consuming application procedure with
applications being NI snagged by bureatcratic

21 Configcation of invitations to leave

technicalities".

through the process of interfering with private mail was

also uged to block potentizl cmigres from acculring exit
22

visas. In addition refuseniks - those refused visas -

were subjected to varioua forms of harassment and 1ill

23

treatwent. The policy of inktimidation againgst Jews

wanting to emigrate was linked te the general upward
trend i:x anti-sewmitism in the USSR in the early 19580s.
Ancropov’ s policy in this regpeachk wasg seen as
particularly hostile towards Jews, evoking memories of
"the Nazi era and of Stalin’s last days”.24 This
culminated ir 1983 in the formation of the anti-Zionist
Committes of the Soviet Pullic which deniad that there

had been any curb or Jewish emigration, and linked

5

zionism to Nazism, 2"
While Jewish ewmigration had peaked in 1979 thare was
a steady decline thersafter with zhe lowest figure since

1¢71 attaln=d 1in 1984.26 The coontinued denial of exit




visas for thousands of Jews wanting to emigrate led to
the presence of wany refusenilks in the USSR. As Senator
D’ Amato of New York put it during the hearing and maricup
hefore the subcommittes on human rights in 1983 v, ...
gotting out remains one of the most difficult tasks for

-
27

Jews 1in the Scviet Union".”® In a stabement by the

Asaistant Secretary of State, Elliot aAbrams, it was noted
that "the US Government: is deeply concerned about the
gsevere downturn in emigration, and che idssue i being
raised with the sSoviets at every appropriate
cpportunity, both in public forums such as the Commission
cn  Security and Cooperation in Burope (CSCE) and in
bilateral talks". 28 He went on and stated that the US
would in the short run try to nelp "as many individuals!
as possible, "limit discriminatcery practiceg, and obtain
freer emigration",29

Curing the period 1980-84 the human rights
organigation Amnesty International Ln its annual reports
noted continued repression o©of Lhose attempting to leave
the USSR, In 1982 Amnesty Intemationar noted the
imprisonment ©f eight Jews who had been campaigning for
the right. to leave.?  The same organigsation noted that
in 1983 the authorities had continued their prosecution
and dmprisonment of citizens "wiac scught to exercige
their right to leave the country",31

This section has pin-pointed trne areas in which the
Unitad States was seeling what it regarded as

improvements from the Soviet Union. The secLion also

gives a brief account of actual Soviel practices in the
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issues concerned in order to illustrate that there was
indeed shortcomings or problems with Mosgcow’s behaviour
in these areas which needed to be rectified and the aim
cf US trade pressure wag to do just that. Iz the case of
Soviet human rights practices, Washington wag looking for
a substantial irmprovement so that Soviet practilces would
fall in lire with internationally accepted standards. 1In
addition Washington wags seeking greater tolerance of
digsent by the Soviet authorities, and an end to the
repression of dissidents, who were engaged in the type of
activities that would vose no problem in the western
world. On top of all this Amerlca wanted Moscow to grant
Soviel Jews the righl Lo emigrate by greatly liberalizing

iLs

g

clicy ol wrestriclLing Lhe freedon of movement.

SECLION 2 - THE EFFECYT OF UNITED STATES TRADE PRESSURE
ON SOVIET HUMAN RIGHYS PRACTICES

This gecticn will now analyze whether the
application of trade pressgsure achieved the first of its
political objectives of inducing a wodification for the
hetter in Soviet behaviour in the arca of human rights as
defined by Washington. Reports from various international
organisations and bodics wonitoring the progress of human

rights worldwide, -2

plus the work of the U.S. government
itself, as wall as official pronouncenents emanating from
Washington, provide a useful vyardstick for assessing any
changes 1in Moscow’s human rights performance over the
period 1985-88. Paxrt one of this section will concentrate

on dissent, the other on the question o¢f Jewish

emigraticn. An important grestion which one must bear in
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mind is whether any changes were real and fundamental or

just cosmetic.

A:  DLSSENT IN THE SOVIEY UNLON 1985-1988

Open criticism of the politicsl, aconomi.c,
ideclogical or moral foundations on which Soviet society
rested had always been severely repressed. The 1970s in
particular saw a risge in dissident activity largely in

regponse toe the increased violation of human rvights by

the Soviet authcrities. The emergence of disgident
movement s - invited a severe crack-down by the

authorities charvacterised by full scale repression of
human riglts activists which continued throughout the
carly 1980s. The limits of permissible dissent were
narrow in the Soviet Unicon at this tims.

What we are interesgsted in now is to see whether in
the periocd 1985-1988 there was any improvemsnt 1in the
conduct: of Sovielt policy on dissent, and whelher the
Soviets were willing to expand Lhe limits of permissible
dissent hy easing restrictions on dissident activities,
and allowing more freedom of expression and criticism of
the Soviet svstem. Also to what s=sxtent did Moscow take
measures to free political prisoners and improve the
treatment of such prisoners being held? Was the scope of
political rights and civil liberties avallable to Soviet
citizens expanded 1n respcocnse to Western pragsure or
other factocors?

It we bagin with the question of the imprisonment of

individuals on political grounds we will find that during
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the vesars 19%85-88 the situation remained the same as that
which prevailed prior to 1985, with many reported cases
af imprisonment. on political charges, While it is true
that the actual number of ocelitical prisoners held in the
Soviet Union decreasged consgiderably during 1985 to 1988,
in comparison with 198¢0-84, this can hardly be regarded

as a significant change in  Sovist policy since the

imprisonment. of any number of such individuals is

unacceptable or the basis of the cenerally accepted E

standards laid down by international law. After all such

prisoners aave not committed a criminal offence (in the
ugual sensa of the term such as murder, burglary, assault i
etc.) but have gimply exercised in a non-violenl manner
their civil and political rights, including their [reedom
of conscience, expression, and spsech.

Under various articles oI Soviet law individuals
were arregted for political reasonsg, Arcicle 70 of the
criminal code dealing with “Tansi-Soviel agitation and
propaganda" was the article under which dissidents were

most fraguently arregted. Tt carvied a maximun penaity

of scven vears imprisonment and up to an additional five
yvears in interral coxilce. There were other articles such
ag article 190-%: '"the dissemination of deliberately
hoztile fabrications defaming the Soviet and gocial
system”, and article 190-3: Ytihe owrganisation of, or
active participation in a group actively wviolating public

ordar”, which 211 carried prison sentences, and which

together Were regponsinle for denying various

internationally recognised human rights such as freedom ;
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of speech, fresdom of expression, Lrzedom of associalion,
and freedom of couscilience.

In 1985 there was a heavy crack-down on religlous

Gismenters. s mamnasty International reported that at
least 132  Soviet citizens wore  Jailed under  laws
curtailing freedom of. religion and expression.
Furthermore, another 65 people were imprisoned for

producing uncensored literature, thus violating the
gbhate’s monopoly of publishing and censoring all printed
material, 3> Many of those Jailed had allegedly
criticised the Soviet government’s treatment of non-
Russians in  the USSR, Tlhus the continuing poor
pcerformance of the Sovier authorities in the realm of
human rights saw them Zfaill to wmset '"even the nmost
elementary of accepted inLernalional standardg" .35

There appeared to be no significant improvemeni in
the treatment of disgidents or any reslaxation of Soviet
policy towards dissent i 19584. As before '“Sgoviet
cloizens were still at rigk 1L they exercliged ULheir
treedom of conscience in ways that did not conform to
37

official wnolicy", and 150 individuals were prosecuted

on such grounds.38

Amnesty confirmed that & total of about 259
political »Hrisoners were released in 1987, the largest
number to be set free in any one year since the 19505.39
Dasgpite this, at least 200 (probably more; gsee Appendix
Table 5.1} prisoners o conscience were still being held

in tine Soviet Union at the end of 198Y7. Indeed, in 1988

there were reports of new arrests on political charges.
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On top of the imprisonment of prisoners on political

grounds, another important isste was the treatment of

‘political prisonersz’ . The period 1985-88 was to witness
the conkinuead migtreatment of ihese prisoners oFf
congcloncae. Such roprossive treatment was characterised
by cases of torture, and the continued use  of
"payechiatric confinement for political purposes".40 This
saw individuals confined indefinitely in mental

hospitals, and some were even beaten up and given
powerful drugs "after they had refused to repudiate their
views" .4t prisoners at corrective labour camps were
forced to do taxing compulsory  labour, with many
guffering from exbtreme hunger, which was prescribed in
Soviel law as a means of punishment. Indeed the US
Department of State reported that 4in 1935 political
prisoners held in psychiatric hogpitcals against their
will were subjected to "cruel and degrading treatment" . 42

In addition, the Soviet authorities continu=asd their
practice of exiling political dissenters. The prominent
dissident Andrei Sakharov remained in exile in the city
of CGorky despite repeated callg from tha West for him to
be released and given adeccuate wmedical attention. n
1985 a total of 46 death =gentences ware passed and 16
executions took place (see dppendix Table §.2). It
appears as thougal the Soviet authorities were gstill
resisting calls from international organisations like
Amnesty International to work towards the eventual
abolition of the death venalty.%? The U.S State

Department’s report on human rights practices for 1985
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reportad the death of a number of individuals in Soviet
custody, who were engaged in veligiocus or political
disgent . They included well known activists Efrom
Fastonia, Armenia and the Ukraine . %%

In 1986, Dr. Andrei Sakharov and his wife, who hLhad
been in internal exile gince 1980, were rvreleased, along
with the garly releage of gome 12 prisoners of conscience
from labour camps. Thege ware, however, only minor
deve lopments  in  a positive direction. Conditions for ;
remaining political prisoners continued to bhe harsh on
the c¢olonies of the corrective labcur system where most
WELe held.45 Poor wedical car=, limita2d rations, and
high work Largets which often involved heavy physical
labour were Lhe order of the day. The case of one
activist, Anatoly Marchenko, who died in December 1986 L

following a hunger strike, highlighted the situation

15 Marchenko

which dissidents 1in prison had to endure.
had constaently complained abous i1ll treatment at  the
hands of colony officials but his complaints were ignored
and inastead he was further punished. Thae abuse of
psychiatry continuad as wall %7 Amnesty International
recperted that 44 prisoncrs of conscience were still being

held in psychiatric institutions and many had been given

48

powerful drugs.

lthe U.S. State Department noted with much concern
that the XGB appeared to have been largely exemptied from
the new ‘glasnost’ (opeuness) being promoted by the
Soviet leadersaip, a disappointing developwent especially

gince the KGB was heavily involved Zin the execution of
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the Soviet government’s hardline policy on dissent, and
the organisalion was well known for engaging in
systematic veallings of human rights activistsg, for spyving
on dissidents, setling up dissidents, and bringing false
charges against critics of the government.

Further evidence that the Soviet government’s
performance on the guestion of dissent had not improved
by much during the period 1285-88 in comparison with the

early 1980s was provided by the Comparative Survey of

Freedon (see appendix Table 5.2 for explanation of the
survey) published annuaily, and which orovided a rating
for political rightsg, civil Liberties and the status of
freedom in Lhe Soviet Union. According to Chis survey
the USSR was ranked amongst the least free nations in the
world. The USSR was designated as ‘not: [free’ in each
year from 1985 Lo 1988, representing no change from the
previcus b years (eee Appendix Table 5.3). A ranking of
7 f[or political wights in the period 1985-88 meant that
the USSR wag ralLed as offering ithe lowest level of
political rights. Thig rating of 7 in fact represented a
further detericration in the level of such rights
prevaleunt in the Soviet Union from some of the earlier
vears, such as 1980 to 1983, when Moscow had heen ranked
G. A rating of 7 for c¢ivil 1libertiess was alsc in
accordance with the low level cf such rights prevalent in
the USSR,

8o far the analysis has vevealsad much evidence that

the gsame o0ld policies and practices were sLCill  in
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oparation during tne period 1985 88, as thoy were prior
to that period.

However, in all fairness thore wers some positive

changes that di¢ ozeur  in the  area of disgent

particularly in 1987 and 1988, which are worth lcoking at

ggpecially since the prospect fox change had bkeen bleak
for so Long.
To start with the limils of permissible dissent were

expanded. The Soviet authorities allowed debates omn

a9

human rights isgues that were previcugly taboo. There

was the Dbroadening of the discugsion of historical,

social, asconomic, and to a lasser extent political issues

in the official media, krought about by the authcrities’ *

decizgion o end the reqguirement that all publications,

film and television sgcripts be subwmitted for censcrship

to  the '"main administration for safeguarding state

5C

gecrals in the media™.- Also n 1987 the Soviet

government grantzed freedom for Soviet: citizens "to
demonstrate againgt government policies and to form
independent discussion c¢lubs Cooum Bl The zbuse of
psychialry was brought to public attentior, raising hepes
that. thisg truly repressive practice would be brought to
an end very soon, Indced, later in March 1988, a new

decree went into effect which pointed towards an end to

che practice of committing healthy persons (most notably

digsidents! to psychiatric institutions.>? Abusa  of
psychiatry was actually made a punishable offence. on

top of this a number of prominent political and religious

prisoners were raleased from psychiatric hospitals.
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The USSR wag alsc invelved in a major review of its
existing criminal law in order that it meel international
glLandards. The review inclucead issues such as
restriccing the death penalty; giving defendants earvlicr
access to a lawyer; and repealing the law which in effe
restricted frecdom of expression, This led to the
publication in 2982 of new dratt principles of criminal
law "which would restrict the scope ¢f the death penalty

and give precadence to international sgtandards over

{2

H 5
domestic law™.

During the course of 1287, Gorbachev made a number
of pronouncements which peinted towards & change for thes

bett

m

in future Soviet human rights practices. In an
article in Pravda in Septomber, Gobachev sguggested that
the United Nations play a leading role in the promotion

L

and protection of human righ algo siressed that

governments had a duty te wmake their laweg conform with

international standardés. 1987 also saw Lhe Soviet Unilon
ratify the UN convertion against torture.®?

1988 was a vear which saw changes take place in tha
Soviet Union which would have been unthinkabkle at one
time, as Soviet leader Gorbachev’s policiegs o©f glasncst
(openness) and perestroika (restructuring) began to take
ghape. Thig culminated in an expangion of the limits of
permissible digsent witnessed in many ways.

On July 28 the USSR Supreme 3Soviet Pregidium issued
a decree on "procedurcs for the crganisabion and conduct

. . B¢ .
of meetings, rallies .... demonatrations ..... Thig

provided a legal basis for demonstrations. Indeed in the
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Baitic Revublics and Arxmcnia massive demonstrations took

place during the year.57 Positive develcpments in the

area of freoedom of asgsoclation saw the formation of large
organisations for political action.?®

At a major speach delivered at the United Nations on
Decambar 7 3988,59 torbachev cutlined his propozals and
plans in a number of areas. In the awrea of human wights
the Soviet leader pledged that "no persons would be
confined or persecuted in the Soviet Union becauge of
60

their political or religious beliefg". de algo argued

that "World Court cdecisions regarding international
agreements on human rights should be binding".6l Barlier
at the Moscow Summit in May/June even Reagan before
leaving cited what The described as a "sizeable
lmprovement" in human rights observance in the Soviel
Union. %2

Nevertheless, despite some significant changes for
the betizr 1 Soviet performance on  muman rights
particularly in the latter part of the period 1$85-83,
the U.S. Department of State reported Chat "tha changes
were mcere than cosmetic and less than fundamental“.63
And ag Duonesty International noted "there was a& yet 10
changes 1in law that would proteci Soviet citizens from
being impriscned for peacefully exerciging their rights,
preventing 11l treatment in places of imprisonment

n 54 The key thing to remember as ithe US State

Department stated was that the improvements which took
place i» 1987 in particular had still to be reinforced by

reform laws,”> Withoult <¢hanges in the law itself the
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reforms taking place would lack substance, and would not
provide gatisfactory evidence Lhat change would not only

develop furthar but would be irreversible. 1588 itgelf

did not gee wmany changzsg in Soviet law 1in areas of

relevance £o dissent bul instead saw mainly hints of
change, and more draft proposals.

On this basis the U.S. State Dapartment 1in  its ;
annual report to Congress on Huwman Rights Practices (for
1988) around the world urged cauticn and stregsed that it
was stiil not possibie to say "that there has been a
fundamental shift in the Soviet Union’s approach to human
66

ightg" . It is clear that the Americans were impressed

witlhh the changes that were indeed taking place, and

varticularly the profcund implicationg Lthey would have.
But as before the United States was keen Lo see changes ﬁ
in Soviel law in a wide range of issues covering human
rights, which  would make the citanges roal and
irreversible.

Tharefore, judging the period 1885 88 as a whole it
Ls reasonable Lo say that trade presgsure appears not Lo
have had the far reaching and desired effect Lhat wag
intended. Soviet policy on dissent continued to give
cauge for comcern, esven under tLhe new lead=asghip of

Mikhail  Gorbachev. While Gorbachev expregsed hig

willingness to open up the Soviet syglLem under hig
programne of ‘glasnost’ aund 'ps2restroika’ the changos did

not go far eacugh from the American polnt of view. The

gsame old policy characterised by the repression of

digsent was still largely in force. More significantly,




Lhe apparent mcvement towards change was not accompanied
by the f[ar reaching changes in Soviet law, which would
have ultimalely made Gorbachev’s new lnitiatives wmore
convinecing., Certainly Gorxbachev appeared te he moving in
the right direction by Lthe end of 1988, and if one wore
te compare the Scviel performance in the period 1985-88
with the vyears of the early 1980s there Zg no doubt that
Moscow had made greal strides forward. Howsever, CGorbachev
had gone tar but not far enough.

Certainly 1f we were judging Soviet performance on a
vear by year basis it would be true to say that major

strides were made by the Soviet cvovernment in the rsalm

of human rights duriang 1988 which can be seen in many
waye as a kind of turning point. Unfortunately it is

improvements 1in the period asg a whole that are more
important rather than one single year, since it is the
period as a whole which is the yacdstick for measurement
here.

Of course no oune can cr c¢ould have realistically
expected all volilLical prisoners to be released within a
couple of vyvears, and although the changes may have
digappointad the U.S. ofticially they could in themselves
be seen as gicnificant, egpecially 1988 which laid the
groundwork or foundation from which real and irreversible

changes would later emanate.

B: HEMICRATION: THE CASE OF THE SOVIETY JEWS

The situation for Soviet Jdews wishing to emigrate

had been steadily deteriorating since the record numbexr
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of deparzures cccurrad in 1979, In the period 19806-84
Jewish  emigration from the USSR declined at an
increasirgly rapid rate reaching its lowest figure for 18
yaars in 1984 - with only 896 cdeparting (see Appendix
Table 5.4} . There wags nevertheless renewed optimism that
the applicaticon of Aamerican Lrade pressure beginning in
1980 would have its effect aflter a number of years, even
Lhough similar prassure applied previously in the form of
the Jackson Vanik Amendment did not appear Lo have
yvielded the desired outcome.

We now come to Lhe guestion of Soviet wv»olicy on
emigration in the period 1985-88 in order Lo assess the
performance of Moscow during these vyearys. What will
matter in thisg analysgig ig not g0 much the Soviet
performance cn emigraticn year by year but ths overall
Soviet performance in the period 19¢85-88 in relation to
thhiig annual analveis.

The vear 1985 gaw the first incrcase in the level of
Jewlsh emigration for 5 vyears {(gee Appendix Tables 5.4} .
Tt saw 244 worc Jews beling allowed to leave than was the
case in 1984, representing an increase of 27%. In terms
of numbers this represented a very small increase 1f one
congidered thab according to Lthe .35, State Department
there remained more than 200,000 Jews who possessed the
letters of invitation (known ag Vyzovs) fcoom Igrael
regquired for all agpiicaticns for emigration but who were
67

still being denied their right Lo leave. The State

Department concluded that Jewish, as well as ewmigration
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of other major etianic groups wishing to emigrate
"remained at severely restricted levels...n5%8

The human rights organisation Amnesty International
in itg annual report covering the vyear 1985 also noted
the difficulties  which Soviet citizens continuved to
endure in their quest to emicrate, with those attempting
to leave illegally rigking the possibility of up to 3
vears 1in jail.69 Amnesty cited the case of eleven Jews
who were inprisoned for appsaling abroad asking Zor help
in ewigrating. According to the Helginki Federation’?
"even those allowed to leave the USSR in 1985 did not for
the most part include wveteran refuseniks who had been

walting for more than ten years".71

Robert Berastein,
chairman of Helsinki Watch huma:n rights organigation,
gatd that Lthe o0ld Lype ol repression was continuing under
Gorbachev’s regime,72

At the Geneva summit 211 Novenber 1985 there was a
unschedulad session between Gorbachev and American

2 " . . N
73 At this sesgion Jackson raised

Senator Jesse Jackson.
the plight of Soviet Jews complaininrg about tlie treatment
cf Jews, especially with rsgard to the question of
freedom to travel. Gorbachev rejected Jackson’s
accusations, instead arguing that there existed no Jewish
problem. Clearly Gorbachesv did =zot share or recognise
international, particularly American concern over the
gquegtion of Jewish emigration.

Tf :98h gaw only a ingignificant increase in  the
level of SovielL-Jewisl: emigralbion, 1986 proved Lo be a

disaster for Soviet Jewry. The downward trend in Jewish



emigration evident gince 1979, and oniy mowmentarily
digrupted in 1985, reappeared in 1986 with a further fall
of  19.8%. Nott a significant £all but a drop
nevertheless, tvaking the number of departurss below the

one thousand mark for the sscond time in 3 years (see

Appendix Table 5.4). Accerding to Jewish sources there
were abcut 283,000 Jdews in the Soviet Union in possegsion
of a wyzov by 1986 (the first step in the emigration
process) whose application had been refected over the
vears, making the figure of 914 departures for the vear
74

gseom cven wmere miniscule by comparigon. Thig point was

also noted by Dr. William Kcorey, public member of the
American delegation to the Berne experts’ wmeeting on

human contacts in 1985.7° Tater A the Helsinki

Commisgion hearing on June 18, 19886, Dr. Korey expressed

shock and disway at what he called ... the almosL Ltotal

non-compliance of Basket 111 provisgious on reunion of
families by the Kremlin with respect to Soviel Jews
geeking emigration to Tsrael...".’®

President  Rzagan raised the igsue of Jewish

emigration with Soviet lesder Gorbachev at the Reykjavik

summit meeting in October 1%86. The Prasident presented

a list. of 1200 Jews who he gaid wanted to leave Lhe
Soviet Union, repeating that  "Soviet  human  rights

policies were impeding the improvemant oE our

77

relationship®. Earlier before the summit, the New YVork

Times reported that the status of Soviet Jews had emergsd

as the central tcpic of the sumnit meeting in advance of ;




nroceedings, saying that the U.8. was set to give a high
nriority to the igsue. '8

1987 saw somawhabt cof a turn-round. DBore thasn eight
thousand Jews werz allowed to emigrate (see Appendlx
Table 5.4), the largest figure gince 1982, Howevel, as
kefore this increase masked the congiderable number
{pogsibly up tc 5C,000) who were denied exit vigas.’?
Neverthaless the 1287 figures did represent movemen: in a
positive direction of a wmore sgubstantial nattre than
before with many well known refuseniks beinyg allowed to
leave as well. Throughout. 1987 Reagan had "publicly
excoriated the Soviets for refusing to allow Jews and
dissidents to emigratE”..SO and the upcoming swnulit in
Washington later in the year wmay llave contributed to the
gsoftening of Soviet emigration policy in 1987,

In February 1987 a number of prominent Jewish
activigsts held an 1illegal press conference 1in Moscow
calling for increased pressurse to be applied on the
Soviet authorities "to adopt a more sympathetlc approach

to their problom”.gl

They expressed concern about new
Soviet laws which were likely to make the process of
emicoration more difficult. The activigts were referring

to mew Soviet regulations which came into forge in

Janvary 1987, which accoxding Lo the U.S. State
Department made ", ..family reunification the only legal
basig for emigration". Thege new regulations as a result

oL codified Moscow’'s long-standing refusal to reccgnise

tre right tc “eave. .n, 52




1988 provided the first signs of real evidence that
the Sovict authoritieg were copening their doors to allow
a more sustained cxodus of Jewgs f{rom the Sovial Union. 83
19,292 Jews were allowed Lo emigrate in 1288, thes largest

number since 198Q {(gee Appendix Table 5,4), repressenting

an increase of 13%6% from the previous year. 1988 was to

begin an lrrevergsible process which was to see emigration
for Jews incrsase to unprecedented levels. Many pclitical
chegervers saw the liberalisation of Soviet policy on
emigration ag not entirely unexpected in view of the
chancing pclitical climate in the USSR which had been
gathering pace ever since Gorbachev launched his reform
programmsa.

Throughout 1988 there was much attention Locusged on

the quesgtion of human rights including the treatment of

Sovisl Jews. AL the Moscow summit -~ the fourth Reagan
and Gorbachev summit - held hetweenn May 29 - June 2,
Reagarn criticiged the Soviet record on human righis as

abysmal, accuaging Moscow ol violating its commitments
mnder the Helsinlki Accords, with most criticism centred

on "the government’s refusal rto aliow Jews ... other

minorities &and dissgident to emigrate...™. In =z move

which irritated the Soviet authorities and Wag é
accordingly denounced by the Soviet press,85 Reagan met

9g Sovietr citizens including sore well known refuseniks i
who had been denied permission to leave.

However, Reagan acknowledeed that Gorbachev had wmade f

great strides in the area of improving human rights, and

blamed the bureaucracy rather than Lhe Soviet lzadership
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for restrictions oun emjgration.8° At the summit, Reagan
rad once again highlighted America’s deep concern on the
igsue of Jewish enmigration, and had shown that 2ZAmerican

support for Soviet Jewry was stronger than ever, and that

Washington always regarded the Jewish question as one ol

the Lop issues in any superpewer negotiations. Reagan’s

confidence in Gorbachev regarding the latter’s commitment

to ilmproving Soviet zZuman rights performance was to be
further boosted later in the year.

On  December 7, at the United Nations, Gorbachev
delivered a speech, where along with an announcement of

major troop cuts tie Soviet leader ocutlined his proposals

in a nunber of other issues including human rights.g/ In
the field of human rights, Gorbachev announced that "the "

ban on emigraltion by persons possessing secret

88

information would expirve after a specitied time limitn".

This represented a significant development wsince one of

the reasons ofitex cited by the Sovict authorities Zor

denying exiz visas tc some individuals wag that they had

had accegsg Lo clasgified military information. i

Total Jewish emigration for the period 1985 38 as a
whole amwounted to 29501, Thig represented a fall of 18%
from the previous period 1980-84 during which 33817 Jews
had been allowed to Leave. Furthermere, the fall from
1980-84 to 1985-88 would have been even greater if there
had not been such a gizeable increase in emigration in
1988.

The evidence before US has shown that American

actempts to improve Sovielt pclicy on Jewish emigration by




the application of trade pressure hed limited success.

The period 1985-88 actually witneuged a £all in the level

of emigration frowm the previoug period 1980-84. 'Ihis isg
hardly surprising giver that there was no indication of
any progress in the years 1983 and 1984, with only a
glight ioncrease in 1985 and & decline in 19386, The first
real. gign of substantial progress was geen in 1987 with a
lavge iancrease in the number of exist visas granted.
This progress was further enhanced in 1988 with an even

larger increase.

However, ag the Institute cof Jewish Affairs pointed

out 1in a 1986 yeport "even during the years of rising

enigratioa the number cf refuseniks was growing",
reflscting ihe Factl T that the number of

applications constantly exceeds the nuber of exit visas
89

granted ...". In other words oue huag to bs careful to

concentrate not anly on the number allowed to emigrate

but also on the number of rejected visas In order to get
a nore accurate picture of ths real changes in Soviet
policy. Alsc, despite the increases in Jewish emigration

in 1987 and 1988 it has to be remembered that there were

no actua. changsgs in Soviel law in these direction of ;
eagsing restrictions on emigration. If anything the new

Soviet laws whicihh c¢ams intce effect on January 1987

regarding eamigration wsre SsSeexn as placing further

ohstacles to the freedom of emigratiocn, Lo add to the

continuirg discrimination faced by Soviet Jews @ in

society.
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Thersfore, an overall view of Soviet emlgratiocn
policy zowarcs the Jews in tae period 1985-88 has to be
that there was still some way to go bsfore Soviet
proegress on the issue ¢ould ke deemed catisfactery. This
wag 1llustrated by the continuing concern conveyed by the
Anmericans to Moscow even by 1988, as at the Mcescow
gurmmit . So if trade presgure was indeed & determinant of
Soviet. policy cni emigration it is failr to say that it had

achieved very limited regultg in the years 1985 bto 1988.

In conclusion it can be said that the use of United

Stateg rtrade pressure to secure political objectives -

T

namely imprcevements in Soviet policy on human rights, in
the arcas of dissent and Jewish emigration had if any
very Jlimited success.

Beginning with the qguegtion of dissent, the Soviet
authorities throughcut 198% to 198§ displayed their
customary harshnessg towards dissidents Lhrough  the
continuned use of imprisonment, internal exilz and
incarceration in psychiatric hospitals, on top of the
goneral wmistreatment of political prisoners invelving
harsh conditiong alb labour c¢amps, forced starvaticn,
torzure and ths use of powerful drugs. Soviet citizens
continued to be denied basic freedoms enjoyed in the
Wegt, and the country was ranked among tihe least free
nations in the world with its citizens having to endure
the lowest level of pelitical rights and civil liberties

as measurad by Frezdcom House 1in Wew York in itg annual
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publicaltion the Comparative Survey of Fresdom (s=e

Lppendix Table 5.3).

The launch of Gorbachev’s programme of perestroika
end glasnost provided some optimism that lasting change
could be on the way in 1987 bul Chis never really
materialised, lacgely kecause Soviet laws remained
bagically unaltersd, thug thers s£i1ll were nce legal or
congtitutional guarantees protecting individuals from
political arrests and safeguarding fundamertal freedoms.

Moving on  tc  the issuse of Jewish emigration,
improvements in the rates of Jewish emigration, in terms
of the nunber of Jews wanting to emigratbe, were largely
not forthecoming with the exception of 1987 and 1988, two
years which saw large increages in Jewish emigration.
But even thege increases failed to gatigly the Awvericans
who cited the growing number of refuseniks in prcportion
to those granted exit visas. To add to this, the number
of Jews who emigrated in the vears 1985-88 fell by 6,216
from the period 1980-84 (zee Appendix Table 5.4).

All in all, United Stales trade pressure had not
achireved its »olitical goals in the arsa of human rights,
gsomelLhing acknowledged =sven by the Americans Chenselves.
In March 1988, Deputy Secratary of State John Whitehead
indicated that Soviet actionsg on human rights, while
vromising, had not gone [ar enouch to Jjustify an easing
of U.S. restrictions on trade.?0 Simiiarly in April 1988
the U.S. Commerce Secretary Verity pointed out that the
United States was unlikely to grant mosl-favoured nation

gtatus to Moscow until it had made wmore progress in human

LNE
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righte such as Jewish emigration.gl

Pregident Resagan at
his summit weelings with Gorbachev was quick to danounce
Sovist huwan rightg practices, s=en guite vividly during
the Moscow summit when both leaders were engaged in a
heated discussgion on the lsgue, providing further
evidence that ke Americans were far from satisfied with
the c¢ranges that had taken place in Soviet human rights
behaviour. Any improvements in Soviet Gomestic behaviour

had been wmore cosmelic than real. The use of trade

®

pregsure Laoroughout the 1980s had not succeeded in
altering Soviet policies Lo the desired extent as
witnessed by the analysis earlier in the Chapter. By the
end of 1988 the Soviet Union under Gorbachev was still
gome way behind in wmeeting its international obligations
or hunan rights, such as satigfving the criteria set out
ir the Zelsinki Final Act, comething which the United

States had stressed all along Moscow had to achieve.

E
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Appendix Table 5.1: Number of Political Prisonerg Held in

the Soviat Union 1982-1888>

1981 -

1982 248
1983 03 :
1984 887 v
1985 837
1986 530
1987 200
2988 140

* The exact number of political prisoners in the USSR
wags nclt ceterminable. The figures are therefore

estimates frcm the work done by crganisatons such asg

Ammesty International and the International Helsink:i
Federation for Human Rights. Also the figureg are

likely to be much lewer than the real ones because

of official censcrghip, restricticns on freedom of

movement, and limitations on the flow of information

which mask the real figures (political priscners as

defined by the Interzational Helsinki Federation

were those who were incarceraled i prison, labour

cawps, psychiatrzic hosgpilals, seant into internal

exile ag punishwment for the non viclent excercige of

their civil and peolitical righos).

Source: figures for 1982-84 from M"Violationg of ths

Halginki Accords: USSR" - & report prepared for
the International Helsinki Federation, pl76.
Figures for 1985-88 from those reported in
Amnesty lunternational Reports for the yearss 1986,
1987, 19388 and 1989,

Appendiyx Table 5.2: Numbexr of Death Seantences Pasged, and
Number of Execublions in the Soviet
Union 1983-88

Yaaxr Mo of Death Sentences No of Executious

1282 24 8

1984 53 16

19865 46w 27%

1986 17 8

1987 25 &

1588 15 7

* Ammesty International believed that the figureg for ;

1985 were probably much highex.

1989.




Appendix Table 5.3: Rating of Political Righis, Civil
Liberties, and the Status of Preesdom
in the Soviel Union 1980-88

I N N T T N I I N N I I S N R ST I S S T T T S T ST ST s S T TSN TS Em s mxZzo s

Yeaxr rolitical Ciwvil Status of
Rights Libecties Freedom
1980 & 7 NFE
1981 ) 7 NF
1982 & K NI
1983 5 7 NF
1984 7 7 NF
1885 7 7 N
1986 7 7 NF
1987 7 7 NT?
1988 - - -

Source: "Comparative Survey of Freedom" which is
published annually in Freedeom in the World.

In tke cage of political rvights and civil liberties
countries are ranked on a scale of 1 to 7, where a rating
of 1 means the country is ranked freest in terms of
political rights and civil liberties, and the lowest
rabing 7 weans the countyy is least free i.e. it offers
the lowest level of political or ciwvil rights. NF
degignates the status of freedom as "nct free".

Appendix Tabkle 5.4: Jewish Emigration £rom the Soviet
Union in the Period 1879-1938

Yeas Emigration
1979 51,320
1980 21,471
1981 9,447
1282 2,688
1383 1,315
1284 896
1585 1,140
1386 914
1987 8,155
1288 19,292

PR g e e et o e e e e e e e - o

Scurce: Figures for years 187%-85 from "Human Cortacts,
Reunion qf Familieg and Soviet Jewry" - Report
prepared by the Institute of Jewish Affairs in
London. Figureg For 1986-88 talken from the
annual report submitted to Congress by the 7.S.
Department of Statae titled Country Reporis on
Human Rights Practices for the years 1986, 1987,
and 1988.
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CHARPTER 6

ASSESSING THE POLITICAY, SUCCESS OF AWERICAKN TRADE
PRESSURE: 2 - SOVIET LNVOLVEMENT TN THE TEIRD

WORLD AND REGIONAL CONFLEICTS 3

ITHTRODUCTTION

The sgacond chapter assessing khe pelilLical success 5

of American trade pressure will lock at what was the
gecond igsue of concern to tie United States - the level

of Soviet invoelvement in the third world and regional

1

flashpoints. The format used 1in the previous chapter

will be applied again.

Section one will restate American concern about the
scale of Soviet intervention in the third world by giving
a brief account of the high level of Scviet ilanvolvement

in the third woerld in the 1970z whichn continued into the

1980s° and which atrzracted retaliatory American measuras
guch as tradce pressure. Seclbion two, the wmain section,
will Jjudge whether U.S. trade pregssurs had the desired
effect of inducing a changse for the beltlLer as the U.S.
saw 1t in the period 1985-88, by making the USSR limit or
gubstantially decrease its military involvement in the
third world.

To co this will require a fairly comprehensive

gstaristical analvsis in order to determine Lhe level of
Soviet invelvement 1 the third world, and to assess
whether Mogcow had increaged or decreased 1ltg commitments
in the region. Congtant comparison of the yearg 1985-88

with the pericd 1979-84 when  the Soviels  ware




particularly active in the third world will be necessary.
Such indicators ag: the value of armg sales; the share of
Soviet arms exports to the regions of the third world;
and the presence of Soviet military persomiel in various
developing countries will nelp to aild the analyslis. The
main  aim  of this chaptsr 1is not to look at Soviet
involvement in zhe global community but instead to focus
attention on the key clisnt states of Moscow in each part
of the third world, egpecially thoge cowntries whoge
close military association with Moscow was of particular
concern to Washington. In view of this the analysis will
be confined largely to: Cuba and Nicaragua in Central

America; Angola, Mozambigue, and Ethiopia in Africa; and

Afghanistan Hin Asia. In addition there will be soms
arnalysis of Soviet military asgistance Lo the third world
countries as a whole, which will e referred to in this
context ag developing couniries, as well as Scoviet arms
transfers, and deliveries »ny regioral breakdown.

SECTION ONE - RESTATING AMERICAN POLITICAL OBJECTIVES AND
CONCERNS OVER SOVIET THIRD WORLD BEHAVIOUR

Like truman rights, Soviet iovolvement in the third
world had attracied congiderable American crilblicvlism and
was a major bone of contention in  Soviet-American

3 Indeed 1= was the direct Soviet involvement

relations.
in Afghaniszan which had triggered the rapid
deterioration in Soviet-American relations, and which had
invited a harsh American response under Carter and then

2l . “ . ‘
Reagan.™ This tougn American response involved the uge

of trade pressure in order to induce more acceptable

%3]
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Soviet behaviour in the dinternational arena (as well as
in dowmestic policy e.g. the issue of human rights - Ses
Chaplter 5). The United States’ wore short term and
immediats response Lo Soviet invelvement in Lhe Lhicd

world saw Presidentc Reagan 1initiate a more offensive

volicy which came to he htermad The ‘Reagan doctrine’ >
and which involved American support for guerillia forces
who were gtruggling te overthrow communist regilmes.

U.S. concern in the 1980s over Soviet activities in
the third world stemmed f£rom the growing, direct and
indirect Sovict involvement in the countries of the third
world, which was posing an  ideologicel, political,
economic and militaxzy challenge te American interests, as
well ag to America’s own third world allies. Cver a
period of six years bcetween 1974-8C, Bthiopia (1974),
South Visgnam (1975), Angola and Mozambigue (1975),
Afghanisgtan (1979} and Nicaragua (1980) fell succaasively
into the hands of ruling groups c<losely aligned with the
USSR. Moscow continued to provido military assistance
and support to these countries well into the 19808 as

shown iu Table 5.1.




Table 6.1: Value of Axns Transfers by the Soviet Union to
Key SBoviet Clients 1974-78 and 1979-83
(in millions of current dollars)

Rocipiaent Country Supp11@1 - Soviet Union
4974 78* 1979-83%%*
Micaragua - 1560
Ancola £10 1500
Mozambique 130 525
Ethiopia 1300 1800
Cuba 675 3100

* Source: Unig ed otates Arms Cun:tol and Disarmament
Agency  (ACDA}, World Militarv Expernditureg
and Armgs Trangfers,. 1.968-1978 (Washington
D.C., U.5. Government Printing Office, 1980).

*»  United States ACDA, World Military Ixpenditures and

Armg Trangferg 1985 (Waghington D.C,, T.5. Government
Printing OtFfice, 1885).

The table shows that the USSR‘'s armg transfers Co
major allies 1in Africa and Latin America increased

congideralbly 4in wvalue Efrowm the period 1974-78 to the

period 1979-83. 1n the case of the major African allies
of Moscow - Angola, Mozambicue, and Ethiopia - the

SovielLs cousolidated their active involvement in  Sub-
Sakaran Africa which had occuorred during the 19708 by
increasing their arms trangfers to these countries by
large amounts. Alsgo, in Latin Amecica after 1979 and up
to 1983 Nicaragua had become the joint sgecond major
recipient c¢f Soviet military suppor:t along with Peru in
terms of 1ts overall share of arms transfars (after Cuba)
in thet region.6 The Sovielts supplied Managua with 36%
of all arms transfers to that country in ths period 1979-
83.7 Thig wag in notable comparison tce the pre-197%
period during which Moscow supplied no arms to Nicaragua,
which wasg ruled by a right wing covernment at that time.®

Inn the case of Cuba, Moscow accountad €or 98% of the

vaiue of armg transfers to that country during 1979837




which was about the same as [or the previous period 1974-
g 10

Not: only did the Soviet Union continue to provide
substantial military assistance to individual key allies
in Lhe third world, its overall value of ams transfers
to the developing world as a whole remained very high.
Thisg can be revealed by the fact that in the period 1674
78, tne USSR’ value of arms transfers to the developing
countries amounted to 20800 million currsnt dollars, and
it was the second largest supplier (after the United
States) of arms to the third world during that period.ll

Fowever by 1979 through Lo 1883 Moscow had =nct only
increased 1ts value of arms transfers to the developing
world by & staggering 147% to %1280 wmillion current
dollars,12 it had alzo taken cver as the leading supplier
to that part of the world, with a clear lead over the
United States. If we look at the picturs in terms of
deliveries of arms by zhe Soviet Union to the developing
countries, the story ig much the game., While between aund
prior to the period 1973-74 the United States was the
leading arms deliversr o the third world,13 the USSR

0, & trend which

overtoolk america for the period 1977-8
continued inko the naxt period - 1981-84 - by which time
the Soviets had delivered a further 38 billion current
dollars worth of arms to the third world.l5

The American Department of Defense estimated that by

1984 tha Sovier Union had around 139000 military

16

personne’l in various third world regions. These Soviet

personnael comprisce of troops engaged in direct combat as

Ul
N




in Afghanistan, and wmilitary and technical advisers who
were present in many tihird world countries. In addition
there were proxy alliessg of the Soviet Union, chiefly the
Cubans fighting on Dehalf of Moscow. Tt was estimated
Lhat by 19284 there were arcund 40,000 Cubans, wmainly
troops present in the client states of the Soviet Union
such as Angcla, EkLhiopia, and Nicaragua.l7

The Sovist-Cuban axigs dominated by massive Soviet
military eand economic¢ support for Cuba was a major
irritant in American - Soviet relations ever since
Castro’s regime cane to power on the island. This was
especially because of Cuba’s close proximity to the
United States, and Washington's suspicions that increased
Soviet military aid to Cuba and then Nicaragua after 1979
stemmed from the fact that “Moscow recognises that
political instability in America’s Dbackyard Iurthers
Soviet intevestg.1®

Since 1260 Lo 1985 the SovielL Union supplied almost
46 billion worth of militcary aid tc Cuba.l? Thisg
wmilitary support comprised of significant weapons systoms
with Moscow undertaking to upgrade Cuban forcsas.

In addition the wvalue of arwmg transferyg Lfrom the
Soviet. Union to Cuka 1in the peviod 1974-78 awmcunted to

20

575 millicon dollars. Since the overall wvalue of arms

rangfers Lo Cuba was also 675 million dollars for that
period, Moscow had accounted for 100% of all arms

21

cransferred to Cuba. In Lhe vperiod 1979-83 the total

vatue of arme transfers to Cuba wag 3140 million dollars

in
(63




of which 3100 mi lion daollars worth came from the USSR, a
share of 99% for Moscow.2?2

Cuba’'s importance to the Soviet Union as an vital
gtrateglc aily in the third world was further hichlighted
by the presence of a Soviet combat brigade in Cuba, and
Lhe presence of Soviet military advisers. In return EFor
Soviel wilitary and =conomic aid, Havana sent its troops
Lo fight in order to promote and protect Soviet interests
in regiomal conflicts, particularly in Africa. As the US
Defense Department notcd "Soviet proxies are particularly
artive in Subk-Saharan Africa", the nmost dimportant of
these being Cuba and Rast Germany.23

Soviet Involvement in the third world was wpart of
the superpower rivalry which was a characteristic of the
Cold War. The inacreased Soviet activity in the third
world in the 1970s saw Mosceow take advantage of the
weakness of the United States in the international arena
at the time. For the Soviet Union the third world offered
".... ripe opportunities for expansgion and lower rlske of

guperpower confrontation 2%

According to  the United
States the USSR took advantzge of the period of deteuto
between the two countries to expand i1:cs power and
influance in the third woxld, and at the =sawmse time
agrablish a political, military and sconomic focthold in
the region.

Furthormere, Washington believed that Moscow
exploited third world nationsg, and in its bid to expand
its influence the USSR vigorously promoted the anzi-

colonial cauge. All this was done at the expense of
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Western interests. The transier of substantial arms to
third world countrieg, many of wiom were encaged in civil
wars, saw Washington accuse Moscow of precipitating
regional instabllity and helping to destroy the chance of
any peaceful rescolutlion cf chird worid disputes. Moscow
wag aleo geen as forcibly imposing Marxist regimcs on
third world countries through the dirsct and iadirect use
of force,

When taking office, Reagan wasg quick to express

gtrong objections, and denounce the Soviet Union’s direct

i}

and indirvect use of force in the third world. The Reagan
administration c¢haracterised the USSR as ths T'key
ingtigator and exploiker of conflict throughout the third
worlé"?® and the root cause of the instabllity affecting
many partsg of Latin America and Southern Africa. Reagan
argued that detente had not gerved the purpose ot
moderatting Soviet hehaviour. Instead, he noted that the
Soviets had taken advantage ¢f the increase in trade
which had occurred during the detente vears without
moderating their behaviour. Rather '"the USSR had
continued ta pursue a fLorelign policy that includss an

d“26 and

aggressive expangion of Soviet influence abroa
"over the past decade, Lhe USSR had becowme increasingly
active in the third world. .. 2’ Reagan stressed that
guch aggresgive Sovietr policies would now meet "a firm
Western re%pon%e”.78

However, he algo emphagised that 1L Lthe Soviet
ieadership was willing to improve "“itg peopie’s lives

rather than expanding ibtes armed conguestg"® this would
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attract a positive Weshtern regponse 1in the form of
"expanded trade anc otzer forms of r_iooperation“.29
During ithis address on Bast-West relationg, Reagan algo
stregsed Lhalb "regicnal stability with peacefuil change"
would be an esgsential element 1in establighizg peace with
tae Soviet Union.20

n a statement to the Senate Foreign Relaticng
Commi btee on June 15, 1882, Secretary of State George
Shultz heavily criticised what he called "the
unconstructive Soviet involvement, direct and indirect in
unstable areas of the third world" which had klocked
peaceful solutions thaera.°L  The Fact was that the Soviel
Tnmion’s extension of its influcnce in the third world ran
counter to American and Western interestsg in general
because it saw Moscow impose the very ideology and system
baged on Soviet style communism and characterised by
repression of human wrights and essentially totalitarian
in nature, which the U.5. and its allies were working Lo
alter in the Soviet Unicn itself.

Therefore on the question of Soviet involvewment in
the thirvd werid, the United States was seeking an end to
Soviet activism in the developing world through the use
of proxy allies and Scviet wmilitary advisers. In
addition it wanted to see an and to the Soviet occupation
of Afghanistan and a diminishing of arms transfers to
third world clients.

In response to the substantial Soviet military

involvement in the third world during the 1970s, the

united States had largely done nothing. However the

Ut
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wnvasion of Afghanistan by Soviet Ltroops saw Moscow

extend its third world "adventurism" to an unprecedented

level, through the direct wuse of force. Thusg, the
Americans in the 1%80g, firgt under Carter, and then most
notably under Reagan, formulated a more active policy in

regpense to "Soviet aggressicn' in the third world than

mere wvorbal condemnation. Trade pressure was to be one
of the instrumcnts of this more active American approach
by which Washington hoped to relay its concern to Moscow,

and hope o influence futbure Soviet conduct. Although

trade pressure did not deter the USSR from continuing its
substankizal involvewent in the third werld in the early
19808, the question is, did trade pressure eventually
gshow gigns of success from 1285 cnwards when Gorbachev
came to power? This 1ig che gquestion which we will

addregs in the following section.

SECTION TWO - THE BEFFRECT OF UNITED STATES TRADE PRESSURE

ON SOVIET INVOLVEMENT INW THE THIRD WORLD
AND REGIONAL CONFLICTS 1985-88

s mentioned befors this final section will analyse
whether the USSR ghowed any willinguess to withdraw Lfrom
the substantial military commitments it 2ad undertaken in
parte of the third world, especially during cthe 1970s,
and which had continued into the 1980s.°%

When Mikhail Goroachev came Lo power in 1985 ithe
Soviet Unicn was still directly and indirectly engaged in
many regional conflicts throughout the world. Thege
included the presence of Soviet troops 1in Afghanistan,

indirect ianvolvement in tha Hora of Africa, with Moscow
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supplying substantial military aid to Marxist regimes
which 1t had helped Lo prop up in countries like Angola,
Echiopia, and Mozambicue, =snd where Cuban Croops were
involved in direct fighting to protect Soviet interests.

In Central America there was Soviet military assistance

¢ the Sendinigtas in Nicaragua and support for lefr wing
cuerillas in EI szlvador . *?

However, Gorbachev’s rise tc power appeared to
herald an imuinent change in Soviet policy towards the
third world, whica would involve a significant de-

3

emphasis on the concept of military aid to Moscow’sg

client states in the developing world . %

The 27ch CPSU  Party Congress which opened in

February 198677

provided optimism that the Soviet Union
was =eeking to extricate itgelf from involvement in the

chird world, where marny ¢l the countries were

characteriged by instability, and the transfier of

military resources to these countries had arguably
damaged the chances of peaceful settlement of civil wars
that were =raging there. At the Party Congress Gorbachewv
emphasised Chat Mcgcow would be looking for ways to shift ;
emphasis from the military to other instruments of policy

such ags peclitical and econcmic. Soviet leaders also

expregged interegt in finding political solutions to

third world conflicts.

At a sgpeech on March 11 1985 to Lhe Central
Committee on his election as General Secretary, Gorbachev

called for sympathy rathex than aid for Cthe third

world, =0 Gorbachav’ s seemingly changing posiLion :




regarding the third world was based on a nunber of
factors such as a negative evaluation of the cost of
Soviat involvement 1in the region over the vyesars, the
priority attached to internal domestic needs, and the
need fcr far reaching dovestic reforms with domestic
policy being more important than foreign policy; and his
interegt in dwmproving Gast-West relationg, realising that
Soviet activities in the third world had harmed relations
with the United States and lLkad attracced Western
political and economic pressure.

Agticns speak louder than woxcés. Were Gorbachev’s
pronouncements in 1985 and 1986 signelling a reduction of
military involvement by Moscow in the developing world,
and a commitment to peaceful settlement of reglonal
conflictsg, hkacked up by Soviet behavioux in the areag?

Figuregs 6.1 (a) and 6.1 (b} dillustrate the value of
arms transferved by the USSR to key third world client
gstates in the twe periods 1979-83 and 19%4-88 (in million

of dollars).
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Figure 6.1 (a)
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Figure 6.1 (b)

B -

Key Soviet Client States

Source: United States ACDA, World Military Expenditures and
Arms Transfers 1989 (Washington DC US Govt. printing office 1990)



Taken together, figures 6.1 (a) and 6.1 (b) reveal a
continually intensified level of Soviet dunvolvement in
the counkries illustrated £rom the period 1§7%-83 to

1984-88. Tar from backing off, Moscow increased arms

transfers to its major allics in the period 1984-88 hy
gubgbantial amounts from the provious poriod 1979-83 Iz

the cazse of &ll ccuntries shown in figure 6.1 (b) Soviet

armg transfers to these nations increased by more than

i

100% from 1979-83 mo 1984-88. Wicaragua saw a staggering

increage of 2000% in arms from the Soviet Union. For
Angola the increase was a massive 306%, while Afghanistan 4
gaw an upward movement oI 261%. The other three nations: g

Cuba, Ethiopiz, and Mozambique all saw substantial
increments of over 100%.

If we lock at the picture in termg of the Soviet

Union’s share of 2rms transfers to the developing
g

counktries concerned each of the countries (except for
Cuba; 1increased the proportion of supplies they received
from Moscow.=’ Tha USSR accounted for 86% cf all arms
transfers received by Angols in 1979-83. The figure rose

to 88% for the period 1984-88. Morzambique received 97%

of all armg from the Soviet Union during 1984-88 up frcm

77% 1in the previous period 1979-83. while Nicaragua, E

which only recaived 35% of its arms supplies from Moscow
during the period 1979-83, increasad this proportion to
92% in the perliod 1984-88.

Table 6.2 shows the % share of arms transfers from
the USSR to developing countries by regional breakdown

during the pericds 297/%-83 and 1984-88.
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Table 6.2: S8hare of Avrmg Supplied by the USSR to Third

World Reg:ons, 1979 83 and 1984-38
ghare of Arms LSupplied
Pariod Third World Regioi by TS8R
Afxica 49%

Lhatin America 30%
197983 Scuth Agia 61%
Hast Asia 34%

AijLa 65%
Lalin America 55%
19684-88+%« South Asia 73%
Fest Asia 4%

*  Source: 17.S. ACDA, World Militarv Expenditureg and
Arms Trapgfers (Washington D.C.US Government Printing
Office (1.985).

**% Source: U.5. ACDA, World Military Fxpanditures and
Arms Transfers (Washington D.C. US Covernment Printing
Office (19%0).

An analysis of Table 6.2 reveals that all thirxd
world regions increased their share of arms imported £rom
the Soviet Union in 1984-88 as compared with the period
1¢73-83. Moreover, Africa, Latin America, and Soubh Asia
all Z‘mported more than 50% of all these arms from the
Soviet Union during the period 1984-88. In other words
Moscew accounted for over half of all armg received by
the developing regions in the pericd 1984-88. Even East
Agcia, althougnr it received less trnan 50% c¢f its arms from
the Soviet Union during 1984-88, had actually Increased
ita supplies from Moscow as compared with the period
197%-85.

Sao we have seen yvet again the importance of Moscow
ags a source of arms for all parts of the developing
world. Thig i1g hardiy surprising considering that the
Sovielt Union had major c¢lient states dispersed throughout

Lthe third world. In Africa there were tha traditiconal




Marxist orientated alliss in the Sub-Saharan region
Bthiopia, Mozambigue, and Angola. In Latbin america there
wag of courgs Cuba but also Nicaragua, which had become
an even wore important recipient o©f Soviet arms in the
mid and late 1980s. Ag the U.S. Defense Deparitment
noted, CGorbaclhev's new thinking had not stopped the
Soviet Union ... from dingreasing wmilitary aid to
Nicaragua frowm $280 miliion in 1985 to well over 3500
million in 198g8..." .38 Furthermorce "Cuba remains the
Sovieot Union’s principal client in the Western Hemisphere
and a huge vccipient of Soviet military aid ..... " which
amounted teo $1.5 billion in 1.988.39 In South Agla Lhere
was the Soviet Dbacked regims 1in  Afghanistan  which
raeceived a constant supply of Soviet military assigtance.
In Bast Asia there was the usual military assistance to
coumunist countries such as Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, and
Ncerth Korea. As we have seen thereaefore, Mogcow continued
under CGorbachev in  the pest 1985 period to be the
dominart supplier cf arms to the third werld nations.

If we look at arms deliverieg by the Soviet Union to
che developing world in terms cf regional breakdowrn, the
story is again fawmiliazr. Africa, Latin 2ZAmerica, South
and East Asia all saw increases in arms deliveries from
the Soviet Union in the pericd 1985..g7,40 There were
falls in arms deiiveries in 1988 in tne case of Africa

and East Agia but these were minor.41

By 1986 <he USSR
was delivering well over 50% of all arws to the diffcrent
regiong of the third world witi: this situation continuing

more or lass unchanged in 1987 and 1988 .42 Therafore,




Cilere is no gurprige when we look at armz deliveries by

the USSR to the developing world as a whole, that there
15 no evidence of a reducticon irn Mosgccow’'g deliveries of
arms  to the third world in the period 1985-88, (gsee
Figure 6.2). Apart from a fall in 1285, arms deliveries
asgumed the pattarn prevalent throughout the pre-1985
period with an increase of 20% +‘n 1986 followed by
another increass in 1987, this time of 15%. The fall in
1988 wag a emall one of oniy 4%, Perhaps more
gignificantly Soviet arms deliveries were worth $20
billion in 1987, the largast figure in the whole of the
period 1980-88. The figure of $192.3 billion for 1938 was
the geccond largest in the whole cf the period.

Even more slgnificantly Ethe Soviet Unicn’s share of
armus delliveries increasgsed in the yvears 1985, 19865, 1987,
and 1988.%% In Fact by 1988 the USSR was supplying over
50% of all armz deliveries received by the developing
world.**  Indeed the USSR’s share of 51% for 1988 was the

5 . B -
45 In other words not since 1980 had

hichest gince 1980.
the USSR delivered over 50% of armg to the developing

countries.
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Figure: 6.2: Arms Transfer Deliveries By
the USSR to the Third World 1880-88
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Source: Us ACDA, WORLD MILITARY EXPENDITURES AND ARMS TRANSFERS 198
- (WASHINGTON DC. Us.GPO, 1990}



A Took at the number of armg supplied by the Soviet
Union by major weapon type will give an indication of
Mogcow's contribution to the weapong arsenal of third
world  countries. The wajor categeries of  weapons
delivered by the Soviet Union to third world nations is
illustrated in Table 6.3

Table 6.3: Wubar of Arms Deliveraed by the USSR o the
Daveloping World by Major Weapon Type

- e s MOS PR B S e 4 MAv YO8 Lol Ve s mme v er mam s s it B/Y AV AN M A At e s e M mmm M pan FA P VWY MM ATA WY T s mav e e s S W U B DR B S MW e PR e
o N S T T N I NN N S T T ST T oI N DM mCT o N T T R mas o

1975-83% 1984-88+*

Waapoil No Weapon No

Type heliverad Type Delivered
1. Land Armaments 23605 Land Armaments 159%40
2. Aircrali 3680 Adrceraft 2538
3, Migsgiles 12280 KMissiles 16480
4. Waval Craft 214 Naval Craft 149
Note: Category 1 Thand Armamnnt include Lau}b ar-illery,

i

and armourad po1aouuel carr

2 Alrcraft include combat aircraft and
helicopters.

* 7.5, ACDA, World Military Dxpenditures and Arms
Trangferg 1985 (Washington D.C. U.S5. Government
Printing Office 1285).

*+  U.85., ACDA, World Military Bxpeonditures and Arms
Trangfersg 1989 (Washingten D.C. U.8. Government

Printing Office, 1990).

We can see from Takle 6.3 that &ithough the actual
number of different weapons supplied by the USSR to
daveloping countrics fell in quantity terms (except £for
migsiies) 1in the period 1984-88 ag compared with the
paeriod 1979-&3, this was due largely to the fact that
there was an overall decline din the import of such
weapons by the developing countries 1= the 1984-88

period.46 Furthermore, despite the fall in the number of




such weapons supplied, the Soviets actually increased the
proportion of such weapons supplied.47 This 18

highlighted Dby the fact that Moscow increased the
proportion of land armaments it was supplying from 37% Lo
16% . The proporction of aircrafit supplied inctreased From
13% to 47%, while the supply of missiles increased from
57% Lo 58% from the period 1979-83 to 1%84-88.

Tne presgence of military perscrnel, whether actual
Lrocos involved 1in  combat or wilitary or tachnical
advigerg iLnvolved in training the local military in
maintenance and tacltics, arnd 1in the construction of
military facilities iz a country, can kelp to provide a
clearer picture o©of the human rather than material
involvewent hy a country in a region. In the case of the
Soviet Union and its proxy ally, the Cubansg, the number
of military personnel present in wvarious third world
regions 1g shown in Tables 6.4 (a) and 6.4 (b}.

Table 6.4 (a): Soviet Military Personnel In the Third

World - 1984, and Cuban Military Perscansl
in Third Woxrld - 1984

Soviet Military Fersounel Cuban Military Personnel
a. Latin dmerica Tatin America 2500-3500
{including Cuba) 7,800
. Sub-8Saharan Sul Sharan
Africa 3,600-4, 000 Africa 35C00-37000
¢. Mideaszt and
N. Alfrica 9,000 Mideast and
W.africa 300
d. Asia (including
Vistnam) 3,5C0
2. Afghanistan 15,000
Total arouncd 139,400 Total arocund 47.,00¢G

Source: United Stales Cepartment of Defense, SO
Military Power 1985 (Washiogton D.C. U.S.

Government Printing Office, L985).
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Table §.4 (b): Soviet Military Personnel In the Third
World - 1988, and Cuban Military Personnel
in Third World -~ 1988°

Soviet Military Personnel Cuban Military Personnel
&. Latin Amnerica Latin America 1000-1500 w
{including Cuba) 7,500 .
b. Sub-Saharan Sub Sharan >
Africa 4,000 Africa 40000-45000 .
<. Mideast and ;
N. Alfvica 6,000-7,000 Mideast and i
: W.Africa 400 ¢
d. Agia (inclucing |
Vietnam) 4,000-4,500 :
e. Afghanistan legss than 200 ;
Taotal around 23,200 Total around 47,000 ﬂ
* Thege figureg are Depariment of Delfense Estimates. j
Source: United Stateg Department of Deflense, Soviet E
Military Powar 19289 (Washington D.C. U.S5. £
Government Printing Office, 1989). :
Tables 6.4 f{a) and 6.4(b) vreveal that by thc end of b

1288 the Sovier Union had ({(exaluding Afghanistan where

soviet troops had already begun withdrawing following the

R
3
¥

signing of a pesce accord sarlier in 1988) approximately
the same number of military personnel in each of the
regions indicated ag it did at the end of 1384 (see Table
5.4 {a})) indicating a coutinuing Soviet military presence
in its by now traditional heartland regioms of Africa,
Azgla and Latin America. ‘‘he game can be said largely for
the nunber of Cuban military personnel in the third
world. 'The Cubang in faclt had lincreased thelr number of
personnal 1in the third world Dy the end of 1988 1in
comparison to the pre-1985 pericd {gee Tables 6.4 & and

6.4 b), while the number of Cuban mililtary perscnnel in

Lazin America in 1988 zad fallen since 1984, Havana

increased itsg military perscnnel in its  traditional




stcronchold - Sub Saharan Africe. In early 1988, the
Cubang admilted they had some 40,000 military personnel
in aAngela, 3000 troops and advisers 4in Ethiopia, and
about 1500 advigers 1n Nicaragua (this can be seen in
table 5.4 ).

Ag a result, even under Gorbachev’g leadership the
Soviet JInion was clearly nch interested in egcaling down
{with the coxception of Afghanigtan 1in  1988) its
commi bment. toe the third world in the form of nmilitary
personnel stationed there.

The analysis has revealed that in terms o¢f the
projection of wmilitary powerx in the third world through
the supply of armg, and the presence of wmilitary

1,48 the level of Soviet involvement in the

personne
Liiird world remained similar to the pre-Gorbachev years,
and which had attracted Awmericen trade pressure. .
obviougs Laat even under Gorbachev, Mogcow had shown
little sign of lessening its military commitment to the
third world despite words to the contrary from the Soviet
leader in 1985. Washington‘s continued criticism that
the Soviet Union’s involvement in the third world,
whethoer through the shipment cof arms or through the use
of proxics, wag contributing to regicnal conflicts was
given saowme credence by Moscow’'s continuaed position of
dominant supplier of arms to the third world. By 1987
there was no sign of resoiution of any of the major
regional conflicts in whicl the BSoviets were directly orxr

indirectly involved. Despite digcussion of regional
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igsues by Reagan and Gorbachev at sucgcessive summil

meetings there hac been little movemsnt on the mattex.
However, the vesar 1288 gcan be regarded as an

exception to some extant. It was a year which provided

gome hope of vprogress and the possibility that U.S.

prassure was beginning to work. In line with peace
accovrds reached at Geneva, Moscow agreed to withdraw its
troops from Afghanistan. Also in line witih an agreement
reached on November 15 1988 botween 2Angocla, the U.S.,

Cuba, and South Africa, Cuban troops agreed to leave

Angolila over a period of 27 monthg. Moreover in 1988 arms :
transfer agreements Dbetweern Lhne Soviet Union and the
deve_.oping world for the supply of Sovisit arms fell for %
the first time since 19832 to 1C.3 billion dollaxs dcwn

From 21 billion dol ars in 1987. Central America, where

a regiocnal peace process acolliapsed, preoeved te bhe a
difficult area ftor resolution of conflict, particularly é
Nicaragua, on which America anc the USSR made no headway .
At the Washington summit in 1987, Gorbachev hinted at the
possibility of the USSR c¢eaging arms supplies to
Nigaragua but later on it was revealed that such a move
waa conditional on the Umited States suspending aid Lo

all other Central American countriass, as well as stopping
49

aid to the Contra rebels.

It 18 c¢lear that while Gorbachev was willing to back
negctiated settloments to third world contilicts, he was
not. willing to curtail o any great extent the Soviet
Union’s involvement in the region. Thisg is ghown by the

Pl

continued Soviat military aild teo third world countries.
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Perhans Moscow was keen tc straengthen the bargaining
pogition of its c¢lient states abt any future round of
pesace talks. The strategy would tiaesrefore appear o have

Leen: Lo continue high levels of military assistance as

long as civil wars raged but at the same time back peace

efforts in the cause  of improving  international

relatcions, particularly relaticne with the United States.

The United States Tepartment of Defense noted a digparity
between Gorhachev’s ‘new Chinking’ and the Soviet Union's
actions in the third world.>Y In a speech marking the
70t anniversary of the Russian revolulLion, a statement
by Gorbachev "confirmed that suppcrt for revolutionary
rovement.s and wars of ‘national liberation’ is consistent
with both the ‘new thinking’ in foreign policy and with

1

ui

the declared Soviet goal of "peacelful coexistence™.
Az early as 1986 the US Defense Departme:nt vredicted

thai "thers is little chance that the General Secretary’s

moves pls; improve the Soviet economy vrorteand a
qmodification of DMoscow’s fundamental goals. The USSR
gtill =zeeks to divide the West and destabilise much of
the third world through its foreign policy and wmilitaxry
52 g

actions". geems as though this prediction came true

if we ‘Zudge Soviet conduct in the third world over the

whole peviod 1985-88 rather than in any one year. Oon

i

thisg basis 1%

ig fair to say that improvements in Soviet
behaviour as stipuiated by Washinglton did not
materialise, and American cvade pressure had little
impact in dissuading coentinued Soviet involvement in the

third world.




CONCLUS LONS

The analysis in this chapter has revealed tha:
Soviet policy onn regional  issues remained largely
uachangad 1if one  loocks at  the level of military
asgistance given by Moscow to the wvarious third worid
Marxist rvegimes during the pericd 1985-88. While
Gorbachev acknowledged Zhalt the USSR’'s ilnvelvement in the
third world had besen costly, and that he wag keen
extricate zhe Soviet Unicn from regional conflictg in
ozder to concentrale resources on domestic restiructuring,
the USSR remained the leading supplier of arms to the
developing werld, while publicly Gorbachev was supporting
peaceful settiement of third world disputes. Ag the USB
Department o©f Defense noted '"Gorbachev’'s ‘new thinking’
primarily reflects a change in style, while This
diplomvatic initiatives emboedy new tactics ... .. W93 1e
went. on and said that "..... by cultivating a less
threatening didternational Image Moscow alms to deflect
attention away from Soviet militarism and adventurigm in
its foreign policy".S4

Zooking at the overall guestion of Soviet actions in
Lhe third world during the 1985-88 period we can s=e that
the couditions which had existed durxing the years 1980 fo
2984 and which had alttracted United States trade pregsure
still exigted at the end ol 1888 (with the exception of
Afghanistan from where the Soviets had began to
withdraw) . Fer a egtart Moscow wags eLill by Lar the

leading exporter of arne to the third world having
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overtaken the United States in Lhis respect in the mid

and late 1970s. ‘This 1s 1llustrated in Table 6.5.

Table §.5: Soviet Union’'s Share of Total Arnsg Bxports bo
the Developing Countries 1980-88

=y

Yeas Share of Total Armsg Gxports (%)

1980 51.8 e
19281 43,0 f
1982 42 .0 ;
1983 13.8 g
1984 39.6 ¢
1985 40.3 ;
1984 49,2 =
1987 45 .4

1988 51.3

Source: U.S. ACDA, World Military Expenditures and Arms
I'ransfers 1989 (Washincton D.C US Government Printing

Office, 1990), pi4.

We can see from Table 6.5 that Lhe USSR actually

enjoyed a greater share of arms exporls to the developling
countries in the years 1286-88 than 1c¢ did during the
years 1981-34. In fact the Soviet Union’s share of

cxports in 1988 matched its share <f 1980 when Moscow

accounted for more than half of all armg received by the

developling werld.

Traditional Soviers c¢lient gtates, many of which

Moscow had helped to bring to power in wvarious third
world regions, were far Lrom abandoned by the USSR under
Gorbachev. Instead shipments of conventional arms
consisting of land armaments, aircratt, missiles and
naval craft continued to pour into third world countries.
Cuba as always remained the most important Soviet ally in

the thiréd wcrld while support for Nicaragua n the form

of wiiitary assistance continued to grow. In the firsL

eight months of 1988 "the Soviets provided Nicaragua with :
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over twige the amount of aconomic and wilitary assistange
provided by the United States to all  of Central
America®.%® Moscow persisted with deliverias of arms to
third world regicns despite the fact that  they
represented regional flashpoints in US-Soviet relations.
Active Sovie:f involvement in the third world of a pre -
1985 scale was also portrayed by the continued presence
of Soviet, as well as Cuban military personnel in key
client states.

There is  nc  doubt that i1f one compares Soviet
activitics in the third world during the years 1985-88
with the period 1980-82 there is nothing to suggest that
Mogcow had diminished its invaelvement in any way. Civil
wars were atill raging in countries where the Soviet
Union was still heavily involved, e.g. Angola, Nicaragua,
Ethiopia, Mozambigue . while Lhkere was  success in
Afghanistan  the Soviets wore 2111 belisved Lo be
supplying the Kabul regim2 with arms even after having
agreed to withdraw itg troops. Therefore it is fair to
say that trade pressure falled to influence changes in
Soviet bezlavicur in the third world as it had failed to
do so In the case of Soviet policy on human rights. This
view was algo largely reflected by the United States
government, which noted under Gorbachev only a change in
style not substance in the execution of Soviet policy in

the =hird world.
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U.S. TRADE PRESSURE ON THE SOVIET UNXQON: RECONSIDERED

The bheginning of 1980s witnessed a new era of
gdecline in Soviet-American economic relations, with
Washington instigating trade pressure agailnst Moscow 1n
reaponse to the downturn in political relations which
followed Soviet intervention in Afghanigtan. While the
detevicratbion in superpowsy relations contributed
directly to an adverse effect on trade and economic
relations, the emerging rapprochement, when CGorbachev
ook powsr in the Soviet Union falled to have any real
positive effect on Soviet-2Zmerican trade and economic
relations.

The use of trade pressure embodying the councepts of
leverage and linkage was not an entirely new phernomenorn
in the 1980s. Trade measurcs zgaingt the USSR 1n pursuit
of political goals were used in the 19703, and in the
1950s and 1960s trade controls, in particular those
designed to check the transfer of strategic goods and
technology, were very much ixn opervation.

Howaver, the practicz of ‘economic statecraft’,l

to
uge Baldwin‘s term, was execuced with more wvigour undsr
the Reagan adwinistration, and in a way that led to
serious tensions in U.S,-Western Europea:n relations.? At
the heart of this counfliclt was the differing importance
attached to economic relations with the USSR by the

United Stateg and by Lus Z=uropean allies. The US

I P




governnment believed that improvements in Soviet behaviour
could only he achileved through economic purishment,
whereas 1its allies 1in Europe belicved that Dbehaviour
could be i1influenced through economic incentives, 1i.e.
economic deterte.

Thig thesis has sought to demonstrate That United
States - inspired trade pressure on fthe Soviet Union
during the yearg 1980-88 was wmore of a failure than a
gsuccesg., The measures taken by the United States failed
to i1mpose the necessary economic costg on the Soviet
Union and as a result failed to alter Soviet domestic and
international »ehaviour during the period 1985-88, with
only limited prcgregs (in the US view) made on the
domestic Efront, and that only in 1988, a vyear which
appeared to herald a significant mwovement towards a
liberaiisation of Soviet human rights policies.

A combinaticn of factors contributed to the failure
of United States trade pressure. Lack of cooperation of
allies, stemming partly frem alliance disunity, wasg
important, with tze roie of politics in Bast-West trade
being at the centre of alliad friction. Lack of markst
pewer  in the goods being targeted for trade pressure
meant that Moscew could obtalin gocds from alternative
gupplier countries. Speacial Lealures of the Scviet Union
have ro be remembered -~ wvast vresources and a great
capacity for autarky. In reality there was a low level
of Scviet dependsnce on Western goods and wmarkets. The
Sovier Union’s superpower gtatus could not be overlooked.

A country like the USSR was unlikely to give in to what
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it saw as economic blackmail. Soviet leadersg throughout
the 19808 constantly complainad aboul the American policy
of linkage and leverage. As a vesulf 1if Lhe Soviets were
indeed genuinely congidering altering their behaviour
then they migint at the last minute refrain from doing so
if they believed that such a move would be perceived ag
vaving been made n responge to U.S. pressure.

American trade pressuwrse had failed from an economic
viewpolnt not only in regpect 0f non-strateglic goods but
also in attempts by the United S8States to deny strategic
goods or techrology to the Sovict Union. U.S. unilateral
and multilateral measures to restrict technology flows
were rendered ineffective by illegal shipments of banned
items, limited implementation of laws and regulations by
the deparvtments of govermment, and the problems that

baeset the multilateral requlatory recime - COCOM.

SECTION ONE

ANALYSTLS QF THE LITERATURE O THE USE OF RCONOMIC

Thig section will analyse the work of wvarious
writers on the question of using economic measuress Lo
achieve political objeciives. The literature on thisg
igsue is wvast, and this chapter will accordingly make no
attempiz to refer to all the literature commected to the
subject wmatter of this thesis. Instead it will
concentrate on arguably some of the most important works
like zhose of Davié DBaldwin, Margaret. Doxey, and more

recently David Hunter’s book.

-
-
3
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If we begin firstly with those who have written in
general terms oa the gquestion of the use of economic

instrunents for political goals we could probahly divide

them i1nLo two categorieg: the OPTIMISTS and PESSIMISTS.
The Optimigts led by David Baldwin, (and Philip Hanson
who wrote in connection with East-West relations) who
provides in  his work Rconomic Statecrafts  a VLY
compreiengive survey of "economics as an instrument of
pOlitiCS".4 Balcwin’s line of argumant represents a

school of thought which believes that “"the utilizy of

economic techniques ol statecratc has been

underestimaced gince 1945".° He argues that writings on
this tewic in the past 40 years or so have left the
impregsion that sconomic mweasures such ag sanctions don’'t
work. Through hig thesis Baldwin Dbelieves that he has
ghown the inadequacies of the conventional wisdom that
meagures of economic statecraft have little usc.

Towever, Baldwin points out thas he has by no means
argucd that the use of economic instruments for foreign
policy reasons 1s necessarily  a  desirable option.
Instead BRaldwin’'s work  hag azmad "to  provide an
analytical framework within which reliable knowledge
about economic statecraft can be developed to replace the

G In view of this Baldwin seis out

conventional wisdom™.
hig own ¢ point set of guidelines which according to him
should help in forging a more adequate evaluation of the
utility c¢f economic technigues of statecraft.’ Baldwin
drawg attention to the fact that some successful cases of

the use of economic statecralt have been overlooked by
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gcholars because of a lack of understanding of the
concept. Baldwin goes on Lo say that attewpts to develop
more knowladge esboul sconomic statecratt have been

hinderecd by the faclL thalt wrilers have been toc quick to

dismiss occonomis statecraft ags useless, "TConomi
statacraft often wWorks slowly, but this ig not

necessarily the inherent weakness it is often made out to

oo

Despite the optimism przvalent in Baldwin’s work,
noglt other writers take a miuich more sceptical wview about
the efficacy of economic neasures for political purposes.
In c¢lear contradicticn to Baldwin, Robert Gilpin argues
that "the utility ol economic sanctionsg Lends Lo be

greatly exaggerated” and chat they ave oF little
utility.9 In other words Gilpin argues thac che
effactiveness of economic sanctbions 1s overestimated.
Similarly Margaret Doxey stated uneguivocally that "in
none of the cases analysed ... have economic sanctions
succeeded in producing the desired political regultt =0
Furthermore, Doxey cutlines a nunber oF measureg
which the target country can take in order to minimise
the coffect of sanctions, and which c<¢an render them
virtually useless.*t These include "adaptation, raduction
of external dependence, aad possibly the development of
12

new links with non-ganctioning states". Therefore

according  to Doxey it ds  hardly surprising that
geepticism about their efficacy and concern over their
drawbacks are widespread. Doxey stregses that

poiicymaksrs mwmust ¢onsider mnot  only that econcomic
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sancLions may tail to alter the target’s bebaviour "but

that they could produce the oppositse effects from those

13

int.endead, for examplc "the target may be driven Lo

adopt defiant anc perhaps more extreme posikions as &

14

result of sanctions". Doxey notes however that despite

the arortcomings of economic sanctions they continue to
be used by governmentsg possgibly because they gexve

purpases othex than simply tc alter the target nationg’

poLitical behaviour. They may serve a symbolic purpcse

. 1= " .
in the mannex depicted by 11111'11:6_-1”,1‘D by sending a signal

to third states, and to the domestic audience and by
demonstrating a willingness to take action, showing
leadership qualities, and raising the wvisibility of an
igsue.

A wvery authoritative and clear analysis of the use
of  reconomic sanctlions Lo support of  foreign policy
goals" is provicded by Gary Hufbauer and Jeffrey Schott,16
who note that succesg in the use ol ganctiong "hag proven
much more elusive in  recent years than 1n  earliex
decades" .+’ They emphagise that part of the reason for
this has been the fact that the frequent use of economic
mgasures to achieve what they call "modest" political
goals have led target natlons to become "immune to their

18 This development is connected with the fact

impact".
that target nationg are nowadays less dependent on Lrade
with stactes imposing the sancticns with "ties Dbetween
target and gender countries" having beccme weaker. 9

Cespite this Hufbauer and Schott do not suggest that

ganctions should be diswmissed outright as instruments of
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forsign policy. Instead they suggest ninc condiftions

L)

which they argue that pollicymakers should seriously

congider before deplcocying economic sanctions. 4Y Rriefly

these are the Lfollowling:

= Don't expect sanctions (o achieve too much: The
sendar  nakion wmust  not  sget  itself virtually

tnaktainable gonals, and should have fairly modest
and not inflated expectations.

- The chances of sanctions having the desired Impact
are greatly enhanced 1if the target country i1is wmuch
gmaller than the sender.

- The weakest and helpless target countries are more

likely tc vield to the policy objectives of the
sender states.
"The shorter the duration of the sanctions the
greazor tne likelihood of success"* " gince sanctions
applied over a longesr time period may allow the
target nation to cdevelop a greater capacity for gelf
sufficiency, and thus make 1t immune to the economic
hardehip implicit i: sanctions.

- Comprehensive sancticons thalt iaflict heavy cost on
the target are more likely to be gsuccessful.

- A country shouxd not use sanctions when the costs to
itgelf are high.

- SanclLiong used in conjunccion  with additional
measures such ag military will not ensure success,
and Che accompanying policlies will prooably not

succeed either.




- The greater the :=mumber of nations recuired to
implemwent. aconowic ganctions the less likely that
ganctions will be effecctiva.

- Finally Wufbavner and Schott advise that "the sender
government should chink  through itg means and
objectives before taking a final decision to deploy
sanctiong" . 4%

Much has also Dbeen wriften on the use of economic
instruments to further political objectives in  the
contexlt of East-West relations, to which we will now turn
cur attention.

Once again most writers express a less than positive
viewpcint on the exercise of trade pressure, in this case
by the United States and its Euvopean allies agalnst
principally the Sovie:Z Inion.

Gordon E. Smith offsrs an analysis of the 1role
played by politics in the East-West economic
relationship.23 Smikh outlines his reservations anout
the usa o trade pressure by the Western nations against
the USSR since the Second World War, arguing that
evidance since 1945 suggests that Soviet international
and domestic behaviour can be moderated through a policy
of  economic detente which offers Moscow  positive
inducements, making the Soviet Uniorx more cautious about
undertaking actions In the future which may threaten cthe
material benefity it gains from cooperacion with the
Wegt . Whereas a policy of sustained trade pregsure
against Mogcow ig likely to elicilt wmere aggressive

international behaviour from the Soviets, and harsher
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domastic policiecs with the SovielL leadership seeing

itgelf in a position where it has nothing Lo Lose IZrom

24

further proveking thoe West. Smith goeg o to stress

that "Western nations wust recognige the limics of Lheir

. N N [y
ability to moderate Soviel pOllClGS".zD

Oitkers such as Reinhard Rode, Hanns Jacobsen46 and

Peter Knirsch?’ highlight the failure of Western trade

pressure against the USSR on the grounds that Western-
Soviet. =conomic relationg are not suitabkle for use ag

ingtrumentg of Western policy. This 1s particularly

becauge the USSR 1s not "a suitable targest for economic
pressure because of its remarkable capacity for autarky
28

and independence’

In a view similar to that adopted by Swmith, Rode and

Jacobsen conclude Lhat the higtory cf US-8Soviet economic

ralations hag shown that "economic iacentives <dan be more

effective than negative sanctions in  the form of

n. 29  While Peter Knirsch states

embargoes o1 boycootts. ...
¢learly that the policy of sanctions used Dy America

against the gSoviet Unien did not work as it faiied to ;

30

alter the Soviet Union’g political conduct.

Degpite Swith’‘s regervations about the use of
eccnomic punishnent ta achieve political resulta, he
acknowledged that bhecauge there wags strategic parity
between the United States and the USSR the use of

military force in order to satisfy political objectives

such as wnoderating Soviet domestic and internaticnal

behaviour was no longer an option for the United States.
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Precigely because oI this "=sconomic pclicies have taken
on added significance in Bast-West relationgh. 1t
Gunnar Adler-farlsgscn, one of Lhe staunchest critics
of the effectiveness of Wegtern trade pressure, and %
gomeone who has analysed Western trade policies towards
FRazvorn Burope from the early years of the Cold War, sums
up his viewg rather aptly in his statement that "the
burden of proof 1g clearly con thogse who ¢laim that an

embarqgo po_icy 1s an efficient ingtrument of foreign

policy. Experience gesms o indicate the contrary".32

In later works Karlsson extended this view further and
concluded that econowic sanctiong as instruments of
foreign pelicy almcst never worked.?3 In the context of
US-8oviet relallozs this view is given further credence

Ly Druce Parrott’s summary that '"the 198Cs American

policy of egonomic sanctions, or negative linkage has
proved aven leas successiul politically._.".34

Somz writers such as  Stephen VWoolcock expressed
concern about. the detrimental effect that the fragquent
use of econowmic levarago would have on the scale of Bast-
West eaconomic relatiowrs, which were already on a very ?
small scale.-” Woolcock pointed out that since leverage
depended on there being East-West trade on a sgcale that
could be exploitzed for political purpogses, the frequent
regort. to economic leverage threatened to damage East-
West relations to such an extent that there would be no
leverage o explolt. Like Smith, Woolcock acknowledged
that "trade is of limited value as a means of regulating
36

political welations between Last and West", and argued




that the Wesi should gilve priority to the economic gains
rather than the political advantages to be made from
rmutual trade. In other words, economic Factors and not
poliLical factors should dictate trade. Woolcock also
mentions Lthat these are precisely =zhe criteria which
america’s Ruropean allies apply in their trade with the
Eastern hloc. They ses trade as an important stablising
element in FRagst.-Wesat relations, and doubt the
effectiveness of using trade links as an instrument of
Eaat -Wash politics.37

The effectiveness of economic sanctions may aiso be
dependent upon the type of sancticus imposed and the
objective. This 1is the foundation of David Hunter's

study: MWestern trade pressure on the Soviet Union .28

Hunter distinguishes Dbetwaen sgsyrbolic and instrumental
sanctions. He defineg sgymbolic ganchiong as those which
are aimed at: deflecting international criticism;
appeoaring concerned about an issue and drawinc attention
tec it; rdemonstrating  the willingness ©o take somne
actioca"; showing leadership gualities; M"and assigning
moral Jjudgement or responsibility”.39 Hunter’'s
instrumental objectives include: m"encouraging  internal
resistance or political reforme; deterring undesired
action; punishing past errzors or extracting reprisals;
undermining a political regime; encouraging accepltance of

.”.40 In the c¢ontext of US-

international reforms;
Soviet relationsg examplass of syubolic action include
Carter’s boycott of the Moscow Olympics in 1280 following

thes Soviet dinvagion of Afghanistan. Examples of




instrumental sanctions can be Zound in the passing of the

Jackson-Vanic Amendwent by Congr

(3]

sg which was designed to
encourage Jewish emigration reforms in the USSR.

According to Funter, instrumental sanctions provide
g "reasonable progpect of success" . %t But their overall
gsuccess iz condicional on factors such as: the
ganctioner’s powsr resources; the targetb nation’s level
of need for the valueg being contrclled; znd the costs of
compliance to the target.42

Hunter appears to adopt a mere newtral stance on the
question of using economic wmeans for foreign policy
reagons, arguing neither that ecocomic msasures suchh as
ganctions are never effective alL all nor embracing tae
view that they have a high success rate. For Huater it
is really a question of satisfying ths necessary
conditions  laid out. Even thougha it is difficult Lo
establish the political counsequences as against Lhe
publicly sctated objectives of sanctions Hunter believes
that "this should not undermine Lhe rssort Lo sanctions
as an instrument for achieving political objectives".43
Taving said this Hunter stressss that in the case of
american trade pressure on the Soviet Union "there ig
gimply insufficient leverage in trade and economic
relations between the USSR and Western mations at the
present time to influence key Soviet forcign policy
decisions" . *%

Writings on trade pressure in the context of East-

Weat relations have largely revealed, so far, a grsat
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deal of gcepticism azbout the succegsful application of
cconomic pressure against the USSR by Western nations.
However, Philip Hanson is an exueption.45 e 1ls
unwilling Lo write off Western economic measures agalinscs
Moscow as oubright failures, and in this sense provides
support for Baldwin’s 1line of argument that the use of
economic measures for political goalg should not be
underestimated. Hansorn states thatbt U.8. alttempts at

eccnomic leverage againgt the USSR canncet ke dismissed as

failures. Hle believes that U.S. sanctions should be

judged by their long - term effects on Soviet behaviour,
and not just by their appearent iafluvence on the policy
whiclh: gerved ag Lhe original pretext for each sanction .0
It is possible thal U.S. economic measures wmay have Dbeen
guccessful in inducing  caution  in  subsequeni Soviel
bahaviour in ths long term. This ig particularly true,
Hangson says, 1in the c¢ase of Soviet involvement in the
Lhird worid where the use of sancticns over the events 1in
Afghanistan and Poland, althcugl it failed to alter
soviet policy in these areas, may have had the long-term
effect of ingtilling cauticon in future Soviet actions
sbroad.*’

Apart frowm arguing "that U.8. sanctions against: the
USSR should be judged by their cumulative effect over a
Lengthy period",48 Hanson also argues in simitar Fashion
Lo Hunter on thig point that ones cannot judge sanctilons

solely on the basis of what economic effects are achieved

gince sanctions also serve the purpose of sending signals
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(what Eunter termg as ‘gyubolic sanctions’) and thus
their outcomes must be interpretad with that in mind* . 4?

The overwhelwming conclusion that one derives from
the selected literature on thisg topic is that the use of
gconomic instuments to attain pelitical goals 1s seen
largely ag an ineffective policy both in the framework of
U.5.~Soviet relations, and also in the genersl context of
itg usage in dinternational relations. Only & few
writersg, sucn as Raldwin and E¥anson, have more positive
thaix negative remarks to make about the utility of trade

presgsure.

SECTION TWO

UNITED STATES TRADE PRESSURE G THE SQVIET
UNLON: CONCLUSTOWS REVISTTED

The use of trade pressure by the United States in
the judgsment of this thesis, Zailed both in its
objective cf imposing economic penalties on Moscow for
its political behaviour, and also in the overriding aim
of altering Soviet political bkehavicur in Dboth thas
international and domestic arenas.

Despite this it would be incorrect to conclude that
the use of economic pregsure by America had no influence
whatsoever on Soviet political <thirking. There is no
doubt that U.S. trade pregssure had some bearing on the
conduct ¢f Soviet behaviour, wilLh Gorbachev 1n particulaxr
gsensitive to the damage to Basl-West relalions and Lo the
Soviet Union’s zeputation done by international crilbicism

of 1tg actions in the domestic and internaticnal arenas.




Neverthelegs, the evidence bofore us suggsasts - with
the possible excoption of 1988 - that during the course
of 1985-88% there waz little to indicate any positive
changes in Soviet beshaviour as desired by Washington.
Even the changes in 1988 representad only the beginning
of vposeible changes to come. Therefore 1if one 1s
measuring the success of trade pressure 1in  tarms  of
whether it satisfied the political geals of the state
deploying it then one can rightly take the line that
trade pressure largely failed to produce the desired
impaclt in the period 1985-88, The type of economic
mneaglures taken by the United Statss againgt the USSR
falls more into the category of what Hunter calls
‘instrumental sanuctiong’ in the period 1980-88. In the
cage of  human clghts (diggent and emigration) the
objectiva was to  encourage political reformg and
liberalisation. In the case of regional conflicts the
aim was to deter undesired action, and end Soviet
inveolvement in the aveas concerned.

If we look at the £failure of Lrace pressure to
impose the necessary economic coests on Moscow by denying
the Soviets access to various commodities, both strategic
(Cechnology) and non-strategic, a whole host of reasons
way help o explain why thig was 0.

Not least, ong caunnot covarlook the relatively low
lavel of American-Soviet Trade and the corresponding
level of egononic interdependence  between the Lwo
countries. The basic fact is8 that asg Peter Knirsch puts

it ".... REast-West economic relations are relatively




ingigmificant 1in terms of trade volume, which is

pacrticularly true for the Soviet Union, and this greatly

limlts the affectivenegs. .. " of measures such as
50

ganctions. Eunter wakes a asimilar point in  this
statement ... . that 'there is simply irsufficient
leverage in trade and economic relations between the USSR
and Western nations to influence key Soviet €feoreign

rolicy decisions" .ot

Tf we look at U.S. trade pressure
on ScvielL exports any success there was overshadowed by
the wvery small level of sgxports by Moscow to America
prior to trade pressure. Ag a result any efiect on the
Soviet Union wag almost negligible. Similarly for thisg
reason derial of wost favoured naticn status to the
Soviet Union by the United Stabtss alsce had little
negative Impact on MoOscow.

Coupled with the relative insignificance of Soviet-
Amevican trade 1s the fact that goods denied to the
Soviet Unicn were obtained Dy Moscow through alternative
SQUICES. Since U.S. trade pressure was & unilateral
policy actior (multilateral only to the extexnt that it
was supported by gcome key alliieg in Western Europe) it
was unlikely to have universal gupport, Most countries
were more than willing to £ill the gap wvacatad by the
Urited States s was illustrated by the U.8. grain
ambargo of 1280-81. As Hunter says "only if sanctions
ars supported on & wmultilateral bhasis will they be able
Lo generate a substantial level of economic impact on the

2

targst country". The key idea here is that it 1s not

nultilateral support from allies which was essential but




mere importantly the support of other countries who were
alse wajor sappliers o©of tha goods whica were at the
centre of U.5. trade denial measures. The availabiliry of
substitute countries for wmost commoditiss meant that only
the formation of a cartel by leading supplier couantries

-

conld make conmodily  denial successful.®® A related
problem for the United States was the structure of the
narket for the wvarioug goods which werse the target of
trade pressure. The markets for these commodities were
characterised by a perfectly competitive structure rather
than a moncpoly one, which greatly diminished the chances
of success @ince no one country could on its own
influence the market for these goods.

Tt algo has to he remembered Lhal Lhe United Stakes
suffered economic costs itself from its usge of trade
pressure againgt Moscow, particularly in the early 1980s
when its agricultural sector suffered during thzs embargo
againgt the USSR, especially as agricultural products
dominated 1ts Lrade with the Soviet Union. In keeping
with the conditions laid down by Hufbauer and Schott, one
of whiclh states "the more it costs a sender country to
impoae sanctions, the less likely 1t dis that the
sanctions will succeed",54 it ia hardly surprising that
Amarican attempts at trade pressurs proved unsuccessful,
particularily in the carly 1980s.

Disagreements, and a conflict of interests tc a
degree Dbetween tho United States an ite allies in
Western EBurope on the conduct of trade with the Easgt, and

in particular with the Soviet Union, did not help

e =




Washington in its bid to use Lrade pressure agalnst
Mogcow Ln order to extract political <concessions. The
West lacked a coherent policy Lo tackla thig issue with
Lhe West EBEuropeauns wore inclined Lo use aconomic
incentives to promote changes in Soviet policy, while the
United SLates rejected anv use of the ‘carrot’ but
favoured the use of policies sgymwtomatic of econowic
warfare. As Angela Stent pointed out ".... KEurcpean
gtates rejected the uwtility of economic ssnctiong as an
acceptable weans of changing Soviet behaviour. . ", 2>

American uniiateral and cooperative altempts wilh
itg allies to deprive the Soviet Union of Western
tecnnology also nroved a failure. The multilateral
enforcement mechanism - COCOM - was beset by problems,
and U.S. unilateral meagures were hampered by a clash of
interests within the various U.5. governmental
departments between thoge with pre-trade tendencies and
that Dbelieved in a more liberal interpretation of
technology controls, and those zhat were concerned about
the advantages that were accruing to Moscow from
strategic trade with the United States.

The second task of trade pressure is to determine it
it was successful in achieving its pelitical goals. The
major aims of tre United States in its use of trade
pressure against the Soviet: Unicon were Lo alter Soviet
performance on human rights (with specific dinterest in
the areas of dissent and Jewish emigration), and to
moderate Noscow's ilnvolvemen:s in regional conflicts. on

this basis trade pressure failed to produce the desired
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political impact on the Soviet Unicn. Why? The inablilily
of U.4. trade presgure to change Soviet behavicur ig nol
albogether surprising.

In the first place the fallurse cf U.8. trade
pressure bLo have the desired econowmic impact limited any
prospects of inducing the ncceggary political changes.

furtherwore, the Soviets had wade 1t c¢lear in the
past that they were unlikely to give in to any form of
pressura, political o1 economic. In the early 1980s
Soviet officialas made it known that any form of linkage
hetween issues gsuch as trade and human rwights was
unacceptable, and Amorican public c¢riticism of Soviet
acticns served only to make Meoscow mote gtubborn and lesg
succeptible to change.

Also the changes initiliated by Gorbachov wore more
cosmetic than fundamental. “he Soviet leader embarked on
a process of change which was more effective in Lhe
percepticn of change which 1t put across thar in the
actual wresulls 1t yielded. Gorbachev had to be careful
not te be seen as compromising the Soviel: Union'’s
supcrpower statug if he was to be gesn ag bowing to U.S.
pressure. The questicr of pride and reputation noe doubt
played some part. Corbachev’'s realisation of the need
for chaage 1in Sovicet policy on human rights and in its
involvemen:z in areas of regional instability was driven
by dowmestic concerns, and was certainly influenced by the
adverse eiffect of U.8. trade pressure on the USSR which
was depriving Mosceow of much - neede¢ Western technology

and credits. However, even then he was oaly ready Lo
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initiate the process of change not carry it through to
the extenc that would have satisfiad the United States.
The failure of U.S. trads pressure to have the
necessary political result could also be linked to the
Fact thkat as Hufbauer and Schott outline in their list of

advice for the suvcessful  application of economic

panctions, sanctions cannct "force strong target
] ] 1e A y 56
countries into malking fundamental changes" .

Furthermore Cthe chances of sancbions having anr impact are
greater if the Largeft couniry is much smaller than the

0 . . .
°7  1In the case 0of the Scvietbt Union and the Uniced

sender.
States it was actualiv the other way round. I1Inr additicn
it ig the weakesgt and helpless target countries which are
more likely to vield to the policy objectives of the
sender countries.®® This was cervtalnly not true cf the
Soviet Union.

There is  no  doubt  thaz trying to measure the
political success of trade pressure is a difficul: task.
As Huntecxr correctly points out "it 1s not easy to
identify and measure political consequences against the
publicliy stated sanctions goals”.59 If a trade pressure
measure is applied in rasponse to a particular action
taeken by the trarget, Lfor exampie an invasgion of a
country, then one nmust estanliish ths purpose of the
measure. Tg it intended simply to express displeasure
and anger? TIn otheor words ig it asimply intended to send
a ‘aymbolic’ message? Or is its geal to Lorce the target

Lo reverse irts action? If it is thae latter then it is not

difficult to meagure =ffectiveneas.
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Problems atill arise because of the wvery fact that
governnents do not always wmake public or state precisely
their dntendad political goals which makes weasuring
success even more aifficult.

Further problems arise because often the nation
nractising trade Dressure has much wider goals which
cannot be met Iin the short run. What is requirad thean is

to wmonitor the targets’ behaviour over a long term

period. The guccess of Lrade pressure when it s applied

continuougly is besl judged from an overall perspsective

and over a long rmun period rather than episode after
epilsode. This ig particularly relevant in the gtudy of
the use of U.S. trade pressure against the Soviet Union
in the 19803, which although was initially usaed in
response to gpecific Soviet behaviour for example the
Afghanistarn dinvasion and the Polish gcrisis, bacame a
svstematic policy involving the constant use of trade
pressure throucghout the 1980s whose sucaess could only be
measured ovar a number of years.

However, & further guesstion has to be addrasaand when

attempting to weasure Lthe policical success of LCrade

praegsure in  Lhe long run: where chancge 1in targets’
acticons and behaviour did occur, to what extent can it be
attributed to trade pressure? Could it bhes that other

factorg wplaved a mcre decisive role in effecting the

change taat  occurred? Thig is certainly a complex
guestion, and 1t Ltg wob at all easy to determine the

relative influence which wvarious Ffactors had on  the

conduct of Soviet policy ir cercain areag. While Moscow




302

may have publicly claimed that U.S. aconomic pressure was
unacceepicable and would have no bearing cn the execution
of Soviet domestic and foreign policy, in 1ts private
Cecisionmsking the Soviet leadership may have had to
concede that the cost of U.3. trade pressure was pProving
detrimental Lo Soviel interests, and as a regult could
not bhe dismissed lightly. At the same time Moscow could
c¢laim publicly that changes in policy had not Dbeen
influcnead Hy U.3. trade pressure but that other factors
such as demestic had been respongible for iniciating
change.

Also, as one would expcect, taere were no official
gbatements from Soviet officials indicating that U.S.
economic pressure had indeed made them rethink their
policies. If anything the Soviets often criticised the
United States for even contemplating that trade pressure
could exert leverage oa them.

i tha cage of Soviet involvement in the third world
during Lhe 1880s such problems about the role played by
various lactors in changing Soviet policy do net really
arige since the extent of Moscow’'s involvement in this
ared remained largely unallered. Only in 1988 did there
appears to be signs of a rethink in Soviet policy towards
the third woxrld. In the case of Sovict human vights
performance, changes fairly significant in nature did
occur 1in 1987 and 1983. It is safe tc say that these
changes can Dbe attributed to a change of lcadership
gince bhefore Gorbachev took power there were no signs of

changes to come in the yeaxs preceding 1985 or even in
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the early wmcnths of 935, It appcars as though the
cnanges <an be attributad o Gorbachev's own initiatives.

Bgua'ly it could be argued that since changes were
more pronouncad in 1987 and 1988, it could be that trade
preasure did play a part since Lt could ZIZmply that
Gorhachev who came to powsr in 19885 had by 1987-88
asgessed tne overall situation and realigsed that Ctrade
pressure was causing uunecessary aarm to the USSR, and
then undertoox changes that would ease such pressure.

A study of the key Literature on the use of economic
measures for political goals reveals that many writers
have neglected to offer an assessment of Lhe politlical
success of trade vressurse but have ingtead paid too much
attention tc the econowmic impact generated by trade
pressure. an example of this can be seen in Gordon
Smith’ s studyﬁo in which he concentrabss more on  the
cconoulic impact of Lrade pressure on various sectors of
the Soviet econcmy rather than on the political rzasoning
behind wWestern Lrade presgsure and Lhe Sovie: response to
it. Doxey61 herself provides only a brief Eramework for
analyzing the political effect of economic sanctions, and
even this is confined tec a coupie of pages in the Zinal
chapter.

Some writers wmay be Iovgiven for absence of a
thorough eénalysis of the political success of trade
pressure on the grounds that their study is esgssentially a
work of economics, but even this cannot be accepted as a
valid excuge if one takes into account ths inseparability

of politics and economics in Zast-West relations.
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In  Falirnesg there are sowe 2uch as Hunter who

devotes a chapter to the pelitical significance of

N

econowic sanctions,®? and in particular Philip Hanson®?
who offers a concige and coherent analysis of whethar
different economic measureas such as ganctions and
enbargoes have been ecuccessful I altering Soviet
pehaviowr in various areas. Probably mozst impertantly of
all Hanson’s view that "U.8. saactions against the USSR
should bes Jjudgced by their cumilative effect over a
lengthy period“64 coincides voery closely with the advice
on  asgsesging the political effecl of trade pressure
offered in thig thesis, which lg Lhal the effectivensss
of trade pressure applied in Che early 1980z and mid
19808 can only be adeguately measured in subseguant years
by which time Lhe economic measures ilmplemented have had
the chance to make an dimpaclk (however rhe longer the
period of tims we use 0 show whether the measures work,
the greater the danger that cther factors may enter the
agquation and modify the zesults, as a resultt of all this
it can  bhe harder o show the intended effect).

Furthermore Hulbausr and SchoL165

also devote a chapter
in which they concentrate solely on the political
variables involved iu ecoromic sanctions, and provide a
meagurement. of success that the pursuit of various
politica goals have had,

Erneother ncticeable defliciency in the literature on
trade pressure g Lhat there has as yet been no detalled
study specifically cn U.S§. trade pressure on the Soviet

Union, although U.S. trade pregssure on the Soviet Union

7
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hags of course been looked at in the Dbroader context of
Western Lrade pressure on the USSR. However, this is not
wholly adequate because of the differences betwaen
various anenbers of the Western alliance, wmost notably
between the United States and Its EBuropean allies. The
fact is that the likes of for exanple Germany and the
United Statesz both have differing viewpeints as ta the

conduct of cconowic policy =owards Moscow. &8

Lack of a
single Wegtern policy towards the Soviet Union and
differing approaches to achieve political goals means
that a separate counlbry by country study would be most
appropriate.

In addition most writers tend not to employ the texrm
trade pressurs or economic pressurs (an exception beling
Davic Hunter), which I helieve are wors comprehengive and
accurate terms. This is because the term trade pragsure
encompasgses everything from egconomic sanctiong  and
snbargoes to the denial of most Ffavoured nation statug,
which is a true reflection o¢f the various econom:ic
measures which countries like the Unilted Statss had at
their dispcsal. Instead most writers eppear to have
preferred to concentratz o2 economic sanctiong, with
little atbention having been devoted to other instruments
of trade prossure.

Shortcomings can also do detected in the writings of
thoge who have offered gomerbhing on the political success
of trade prassure. Tho writers have largely failled tco
rake into account the underlying cause of change in

Soviel: pclicies. In other words thaecy have Ffailed to
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egtabliash whether c¢hanges in Soviet policgy wers the
result of trade pregsure or whether other factorg may

have plaved a more decigive role.
Wz

There have been mwmany insktances whare economic
pregsure to satisty political objectives has been used by
countries like the United Scates. The application of
trade pressure by Washington against the Soviet Union

during the 19808 proved to be a failure as the policy

objectives were not achieved. This then leads one Lo a
perfectly fair question: does the sanctioning state - in
thig ca&se ths United States - really consider or give

mich time to the important thinking behind a strategy of
trade pressure? Perhaps not. The United States ought to

have examined more carefully the probable outcom: of such

a policy. "The sencder government should think through

ity means and objectives Defore taking a final decision

to deploy sanctions".®’ The failure of trade pressure in
thig instance does not wean that trade pregsure is a
redundant policy wzich  has ne  role to  play in
international diplomacy. 1t simply weans that caution is
regulred before exercising 1t, and in some caseg the
targel country is of such a kind that economic pressure
may nokb be the wost effective policy instrument.
However, in a highly militarized world where tlie use of
force would be highly destructive and as a regult ig not
feasible, trade pressure may he the only suitcable or

alternative mezans of influencing another counltry, which

igs the position the United States found itself in with
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regard to the Soviet Uanion during the period considered

in thig thesis.
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