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Introduction

Since the mid-1970s relationships between the United
States and the Soviet Union have deteriorated alarmingly,
‘detente’ (see glossary) has been pronounced dead, the
nuclear arms race is accelerating and, on the US side,
increasing stress has been laid on nuclear war-fighting
rather than deterrence doctrines (see glossary).

Conservative |eaders in Washington, Canberra, London
and elsewhere, justify the huge new American military
build-up as a regrettable but necessary response to what is
perceived as a dangerous and growing Soviet threat hoth to
the West and to the Third World.

In the United States the Soviet threat thesis has been
argued most influentially by neo-conservative defence
and foreign policy analysts, who existed on the fringes
of mainstream politics a decade ago. Today, many of these
individuals — coming from organisations such as the Comm-
irtee for the Present Danger — occupy top decision-making
positions in the US foreign policy establishment. Attitudes
which would have appeared extremist in the early 1970s,
now constitute the conventional wisdoms of the day.

The spectre of the Soviet threat justifies not only the
ruinously expensive arms race but also the new American
stress on dangerous and destabilising nuclear war-fighting
doctrines, and the transfer of the weapons, technologies
and methods of repression te right wing governments in
the Third World.

In our own region, the new cold war is increasing
the militarisation of the Indian and Pacific Oceans. The
Fraser government in Australia shares the neo-conservative
assumptions about the nature of the Soviet threat and
endorses American efforts to combat it. Australia‘s con-
tribution to western security thus defined is to host US
defence installations. In so doing, we become a high prob-
ability target in the event of a nuclear war.

If the Soviet threat thesis is false or grossly exaggerated
then the expenses and dangers we face from the escalating
arms race may be quite unnecessary. This Peace Dossier
examines some of the guestions which the Soviet threat
debate has raised.

The Neo-Conservative Case

For some years now neo<conservatives in the US,
Australia  and elsewhere have been claiming that the
Soviet Union constitutes & growing threat to the West?
What exactly is their argument?

The neo-conservative thesis runs roughly as follows:
massive increases in Soviet military capability have pushed
the USSR ahead of the US in the strategic (nuclear) arms
and the conventional arms race. The Soviet system is
inherently expansionist which is why the Western powers
had in the past to cambine in defensive alliances like NATO
and SEATO to contain it. Now, however, Western contain-
ment strategy has broken down because of a failure of
political will on the part of the US and its western allies.
This is clear in the West's refusal to match the huge Soviet
military build-up, and in the reluctance of the US in the
period since the Vietnam war to carry out it traditional
waorld policeman role in the Third World,

This failure has provided the Soviets with new opport-
unities to pursue their expansionist aims in the Third
World, the neo-conservatives say. The Angolan civil war,
of 197676, where the Soviet/Cuban backed forces of the
PLA prevailed over the US-backed FNLA/UNITA farces,
is seen as the turning point. In the 1870s, Soviet successes

in Vietnam, Angola, South Yemen were followed by further
gains in Ethiopa, Kampuchea and Afghanistan, The US
appeared an increasingly “pitiful, helpless giant’ with
respect to these Soviet gains, but alse in its failure to
prevent the collapse of its key Third Werld ‘surrogate
policeman’ — the Shah of Iran — and 1o rescue the US
hostages in the aftermath of the Iranian revolution,

At the strategic (nuclear) level neo-conservatices argue
that by the mid-1980s a ‘window of vulnerability” will
have opened — i.e. the Soviets will have achieved a highly
threatening nuclear “first strike capability” (see glossary)
against America’s land-based missiles. Neo-conservatives
also claim that the American nuclear umbrella is no longer
& credible deterrent against Soviet aggression in Western
Europe.

If America were 1o resort to nuclear weapons in a
European war this could lead to Soviet counter-strikes
against the US itself. But the US could scarcely be ex-
pected to risk nuclear suicide to try and save France or
Germany. So the US deterrent is itself deterred, Strategic
nuclear forces are stalemated which means the Soviet
conventional superiority assumes increasing importance,

It is further argued that this shift in the balance of
power towards the USSR is heading to European 'defeatism’
— a revival of the 'better Red than dead’ mentality of the
1950s. This i takes ion in the
European Nuclear Disarmament movement (END) —
and, more importantly, in the susceptibility of North
European g to END's Parallels are
drawn with democratic Europe’s appeasement of the Nazi
Germany before WWII.

Conscious of US weakness, Europe will eventually
become ‘Finlandised’ (see glossary) the nec-conservatives
say. That is there will be a growing tendency to accom-
modate the Soviet Union's expansionist aims,

You have sketched the neo-conservative case, What policies

do jts advocates propose to counter the alleged Soviet
threat?

First and most obviously, massive increases in defence
expenditure, This process started under President Carter
and has been rapidly accelerated by the Reagan Admin-
istration which has embarked on the biggest peacetime
arms build-up in US history. During the next five years the
US is to spend USS1.5 trillion (fifteen hundred billion)
on defence. (Australia by contrast, spends less than five
billion a year). Over the next six years the US is to spend
US$222 hillion on nuclear weapons alone. And over the
next 10 years 17,000 new nuclear weapons are to be added
to the present inventory of 30,000 weapons {“tactical™
as well as “'strategic”).

The US is also urging its allies to boost their defence
expenditure heavily — though with little real success,

What will the
arms build-up be?

of this huge

Paying the increased defence bill means either raising
taxes, cutting public expenditure in non-defence mls,
rinting more money or borrowing it, Increasing taxation Is
fhe r:gst equitable method, but the Reagan Adminis-
tration has introduced the biggest tax cuts in US history.
Savage cutbacks in other areas of public expenditure,
particularly welfare, while having a diastrous eifects on the
poor, are not sufficient on their own to pay the vastly
increased defence bills. Even if it wanted to, the Reagan
Administration could not pay its defence bill by simply




bacause the government has no

ng more money
direct r.._\‘."nl over the money supply.

S0 the government has to finance its deficit by barrow
ing on Elr[;adv tight commercial markets. With the govern
ment competing with the private sector for loan funds,
jnterest rates rise — the US 'prime rate’ (see glossary)
rose from 6% in early 1977 to over 20% in mid-1981
This has helped push the US economy into an extremely
ssion with disastrously high rates of unemploy-

seripus rece!
kruptcy and slumping rates

ment, near record levels of banl
of investment.

Because of the international role of the dollar, spirall-
ing interest rates in the US force interest rates up in other
m‘untnes The huge US defence increases aré thus one cause
of the high interest rates on house loans in Australia.

What are the other foreign policy implications of this
American concern with the Soviet threat?

One of the most important is & change in American
nuclear doctrine. For American neo-conservatives a key
problem is how to make the nuclear deterrent more cred-
ible. Their answer is to make nuclear weapons more usable,
to raise the possibility of fighting 2 limited nuclear war.
Hence the stress on battlefield nuclear weapons - like the
so-called neutron bomb

They also see it as crucially important to make the
(Soviet) enemy believe that the US /s prepared actually
10 use its nuclear arsenal if it has to. This explains the many
truculent and provocative statements from the Reagan
Administration about possible ‘limited” nuclear strikes
against the Soviets in the event of war in Europe, and
the US refusal to make a no-first-use of nuclear weapons
declaration

r The U.S. First Strike —‘

1] §. and NATO strategy allows for a possible
NATO first use of nuclear weapons, if that
should prove essential.”

Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown,
Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1980

. the policy of the United States has never
en entirely to foreswear first strike. The
| Soviets should be left with at least an
‘ uncertainty in their mind as to what is the

tes 1s

real possibility — that if the United
iven hard enough, in various unspecified

ays we would indeed respond. That clearly
ust be the U 8. policy, not to clearly

foreswear.”
| General Lew Allen,
U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff,
‘ during hearings of Senate
Armed Services Committee on
the Fiscal Year 1980 military budget

s

What about the Third World implications of the Reagan
doctrine?

Neo-conservatives see the whole international system,
including the Third World, as & battlefield between East
end West. As they see it, any gain for one side is a loss
for the other.US failures will encourage America's enemies

and discourage her allies. The image of the US as a ‘pitiful,
helpless giant’ has to be purged. Hence the creation of
the interventionary Rapid Deployment Force (see gloss:
ary); hence the strengthening of relations with virulently
anti-Soviet South Africa and repressive ultra-right regimes
in Latin America and elsewhere; hence the determination
to demonstrate US resolve in situations like El Salvador

The hogey of the Soviet threat thus justifies the trans-
fers of aid, arms and the technologies of repression to
many of the most brutal dictatorships in the Third World.

However, since America’s hegemonic power in world
politics has declined the US cannot control the Third
World as it once could, America’s allies are increasingly
reluctant to aid and abet Washington's counter-revolutionary
adventures in the Third World — even Australia has refused
to join the Rapid Deployment Force. Today the US cannot
afford either the ecbnomic or domestic political costs of
massive interventions like that in Vietnam.

In this context resort to so-called Limited Nuclear
Options in Third World conflicts becomes a logical, if
somewhat desperate, contigency strategy. In contrast to
the Vietnam era the US now has precision theatre nuclear
weapons and a limited nuclear strike doctrine which ration-
alises their use. In March 1980, General R.H. Ellis of
Strategic Air Command revealed that the US already had
contigency plans for limited nuclear strikes against Soviet
military facilities near Iran in response to Soviet con-
ventional military activity in the Gulf region. The whale
thrust of recent US strategic doctrine has been to make
nuclear war-fighting less thinkable - more usabfe and
hence, according to many critics, more probable.

Could you briefly sum up then what you see as the neg-
ative consequences of the US response to the claimed
Soviet threat?

First, the massive and economically disastrous increases
in defence expenditure. Second, the increased stress on
dangerous, destabilising and unnecessary nuclear war-
fighting doctrines. Third, the transfer of the weapons and
technologies of repression to viciously reactionary milit-
ary dictatorships in the Third World. Fourth, the increased
risk of resort to nuclear weapons in Third World conflicts.

The Nature of “'The Soviet Threat”

Can we look at the Soviet threat thesfs in more detail?
President Reagan has explicitly and repeatedly claimed
that the Soviets are ahead in the nuclear arms race. Do you
deny this?

Absolutely, and so do most serious analysts. The US has
more strategic nuclear weapons than the USSR and they
are more accurate, more lethal, more reliable and less
vulnerable, than their Soviet counterparts. They are also at
a higher level of readiness. The most recent figures {re-
printed in Time, April 12, 1982) is US 9,480 v USSR
8,040.

These figures refer to strategic warheads — i.e. those
mounted on delivery systems — bombers, missiles ete. —
with an intercontinental range. The US also have more
tactical weapaons (around 20,000) than the Soviets. Tactical
nuclear weapons are those with a less than intercantinental
range — but they may be many times more powerful than
the Hiroshima bomb, See Figure 1

But Soviet missifes are higger with more pawerful warheads?

Quite true. But what is crucial in nuclear war-fighting
strategies s the Jethality of the warhead — its ability ta

Defence Monitor (Qct'79)

Source

destroy heavily protected targets, This is a re:

; i sult of aceur-
acy and :xploswe power, Making a warhead twice ars
accurate has the same effect as makin; i
bl ; ing the bomb eight

US missiles have the edge in accura i

T e cy. Theoretical
the size of Soviet missiles like the SS18 gives them r.ll||:
capability of packing far more warheads onto each launcher
than the US can on its smaller missiles. But the Soviets
agreed to limit the number .of warheads they deployed in
the SALT Il agreements (see glossary). The US has refused
to ratify these agreements though in general both sides
are adhering to their provisions,

L] L
1970 1975 1980 1985
Actual strategic weapons
o estimated strategic weapons if SALT I ratified

Deterrence

Originally justified as a means of deterring attack
because they could threaten unbearable damage
to the aggressor, the strategic nuclear weapons of
the superpowers now number 16,500. Without
ratification of SALT Il they will reach at least
26,000 by 1985, (selid lines in chart 10), accarding
10 official US forecasts two years ago.

But you can’t deny that the Soviets have been gaining
on the US in the nuclear numbers race during the 1970s?

No, of course not. In 1970, the US had sbout twice
as many strategic warheads as the USSR. That gap has
narrowed and the two sides are approaching parity. The
Soviets have never concealed the fact that they seek nuclear
Flar_\r\d with the US, but they deny they are seeking super-
iority.

The importance of parity is more strategic
political
and that goes for both sides. If the Soviets s:;v"ummﬁo
rity why would they have agreed to sign SALT Il and why
are they abiding by its terms even though the US has
refused 1o ratify the treaty? The nuclear numbers game has
:woma important because both sides have invested it with
huge symhbolie sj . Nuclear become
intemational virlity. symbels, Bt 1t iu"s'mpom ta rem-
:hn:ﬂ?;m“h;\lhn e;:rv stage of the nuclear arms race it is
S which has been in front, both bers an

nological innovation as table 1 :I;um. I

The “Window of Vulnerability”

If this is so, why the very considerable alarm

. why i in the US
about the possibility of a Soviet disarming first strike
against US land-based missiles {ICBM's)?

Neo-conservatives argue that in the next few years
American ‘windaw of vulnerability will have umﬂ.'smlla:
missile systems will have achieved sufficient accuracy to
knock out all of America’s ICBM force.

Is this true?

‘No one knows for sure, but whether it is or not is really
irrelevant for the following reasons. First, neither side
knows for certain how accurate fts missiles will be when
fired in anger. Both Sovlet and American missiles are tested
in an East/west direction, Neither side , for obvious reasons,
has test fired missiles on the north/south polar path along -
which they will travel in war. Deviations in the earth’s
gravitational field , the effect of jet streams , variations in-
air density along this untested route could seriously degrade
the accuracy of Soviet missiles aimed at the US targets =
thus destroying their ‘first strike’ capabilities. (The latter
requires pin point accuracy to 'bust’ the heavily protected
targets). Secondly there is the problem of “fratricide’ — i‘e.,'
the tendency for the first warhead which explodes to
generate blast, debris, and/or electr ic
pulse effects which will destroy or disorient :uhzquenf
warheads. i

Thirdc there is the ‘launch-on warning’ option. Would
the Soviets really risk launching an attack against US
ICBMs knowing that the US could launch its threatened
missiles long before any Soviet missile struck? To conceive
that such a Soviet ‘threat’ has any reality in such circum-
stances is to enter the world of pure fantasy.

Finally, even if we assume the impossible, i.e. that the
Soviets could, with total certainty, destroy ever US ICBM,
this would leave at fesst one third of the strategic bomber
force and more than 20 missile submarines totally un-
scathed. The missiles on just one Poseidon submarine
can destroy every large and medium sized city in the Soviet
Union. Mo rational Soviet leadership would ever seriously
contemplate such a strike against the US. This much
vaunted ‘threat’ exists only in the fantasies of the scenario-
builders, not in the real world of Soviet policy makers.

But how can we be sure that the Soviet leadership is
rational?

We can’t, but we are totally defenceless against madmen
in the nuclear age anyway. Fear of a madman's finger on
the trigger is an argument for disarmament - not adding
17,000 new nuclear weapans to an inventory which already
exc:ieeds 30,000, as the Reagan administration is planning
to do,
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Obstacles To A “Successful’ First—Strike

a A very high percentage of Soviet missiles must be fired in
perfect sequence and without electronic or computer
maffunction. Such an offence has never been tested

b The thousands of MIRV warheads must be accurately
rebeased at the correct altitude and velogity.

Arms Control Today (May "81)

Source

¢ Fratricide, No ong knows how the explosion of one war-
head will atfect the traiectory of other incoming warheads,

i

The polar magnetic field and other
anomalies will affect missile
unpredictable ways,

geophys|
sbility and.

a

Aeentry into the atmosphere will “drag” the
warheads and affect accuracy.

Do the Soviets harbour similar fears abour & first strike
from the US?

Almost certainly. When the Soviets look at US plans 1o
introduce a whole new range of strategic weapons systems
{the MX and Trident || missiles, the cruise missiles, and the
‘Stealth’ and B1 bombers — plus new developments in

US anti-submarine warfare technology) |
as posing a first strike threat against their el
submarine forces by the end of the decade.
thould be noted, have around three gu:
strategic nuclear warheads on land — the |
fifth. The US hes 5,000 warheads on i
submarines ; the Soviets have approxil
naisy and relatively vulnerable submari

Source ; Arms Control Today (May "81)
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being implemented by Washington, Reagan’s ‘solution’

constitutes & major part of the problem.
The European Nuclear Equation

Could we now tumn to tactical nuclear weapons and the
medium-range  weapons systems (see  glossary for
definitions) in Europe. Surely the Soviets have 8 command-
ing and threatening lead here — especially with the deploy-
ment of modern SS5-20 missiles?

The Soviet decision to deploy the highly accurate SS-20
which currently threatens Europe with some 900 warheads
was provocative, highly undesirable and unnecessary
Although Moscow claims it has been replacing old missiles
(5545 and SS-5s), the new missiles have a long range,
are highly accurate and carry three warheads. The Soviets
do have a clear numerical advantage in ground-launched
medium-range missiles but this is only part of the picture.
NATO's European nuclear theatre weapons are concentrat-
ed fighter-bomber and submarine-missile launch systems.
If one looks at the totality of theatre nuclear delivery
vehicles (land and submarine-based missile plus bombers)
on both sides with a range of 1000 km or more, then the
Soviet ‘advantage’ is much less alarming than claimed by
the Reagan administration

One more important additional point needs making here.
While US medium-range fighter bombers can make nuclear
strikes against the USSR, Soviet medium-range missiles
cannot reach the US. If the US were in a position anal-
ogous to the USSR's, US territory would be vulnerable to
tactical nuclear strikes from Soviet bases in Mexico, the
Carribbean and Canada.

Does this separation between ‘strategic’ and ‘tactical’
nucfear weapons really makes sense?

No. The US has always committed ‘stategic * nuclear
weapons to the defence of Europe, No serious analysts
believe that either side could start using tactical/theatre
nuclear weapons without a very high risk of strategic
weapons also being involved, Insofar as the nuclear Weapons
‘balance’ means anything at all it is overall weapons totals
which must be compared, not sub-totals such as the tactical
or theatre balance.

The concept of Soviet theatre nuclear superiority is
largely meaningless in stategic terms. Its real importance is
political and symbolic, Thus it makes little stategic sense to
claim that there is a military ‘need’ for the US to deploy its
controversial cruise and Pershing Il missiles in response to
Soviet 55-20 deployments.

How does this debate about theatre nuclear weapons refate
to the idea of limited nuclear war?

y Many Europeans, understandably, worry that a
“limited’ nuclear war might be fought an European soil and
be limited only in the sense that the superpowers which
fought it would remain relatively unscathed. There is no
doubt thst the US sees ‘enhanced radiation weapons'
(the ‘neutron bomb’) and other theatre nuclear weapons, as
usable weapons, The ‘firebreak” between conventional and
nuclear weapons has been deliberately eroded by the US

But surely it fs preferable to have a limited rather than
an unlimited nuclear war?

That sort of guestion misses the point, which is to
avoid both. Limited nuclear war strategies are built on two
false assumptions. First, there's the idea that nuclear
exchanges can in fact be kept limited, This runs completely
counter to the most basic axioms of classical strategic
theory, which prescribes escalation to maximum force
levels either to gain victery or stave off defeat. Secondly
and more importantly, all limited nuclear war strategles
must be predicated on a Soviet acceptance of the
Pentagon’s rules of the game. Clearly the strategy is useless
if an American limited strike against the USSR of, say,
two missiles might be met by a two thousand missile
counter-attack. In fact, the Soviets totally reject the US
concept of limited nuclear war. They argue (realistically)
that either there is a nuclear war or there isn't.

A strategy which would be fraught with the most
appalling risks and costs, even if both sides accepted the
rules of the game , becomes suicidally dangerous when one
side explicitly rejects them.

The Conventional Balance

If the use of the US nuclear deterrent is itself deterred
because of the consequences; and if Americans aren’t
pepared to die en masse and in vain for the Europeans,
doesn’t this mean that the conventional military balance
assumes great importance? Can you deny that the Soviets
have a large and threatening lead in this area?

Yes. The problem with the conventional arms ‘bean-
counting’ exercises is that its possible to create grossly
misleading impressions by selective and biased use of
statistics without actually lying. Neo-conservatives do this
constantly — so do the Soviets,

For example, neo-conservatives point out that the Soviets
have 3.6 million citizens under arms compared with 2.1
million for the US, The Soviets spend far more on defence ,
they have five combat ships for every one American vessel
and so forth. Such statements are true but misleading when
taken in isolation. The confrontation in Europe is between
Nato and the Warsaw Treaty Organisation (WTQ), not
simply the US and the USSR, Here the balance of forces
is much less alarming. Nato nations, as a whole, deploy
more troops and spend more on defence than do the WTO
nations. The combat ship numbers ‘advantage’ referred”
to by neo-conservatives is strategically meaningless, but
it typifies the gross bias of neo-conservative arguments.
Once again NATO/WTO comparisons tell a different
stary. On the WTO side the Soviet fleet is disadvantaged
by geography and by ports which freeze up in the winter;
its ships are also, on average, smaller and more outdated
than NATO's. Owverall NATO naval forces are clearly
ahead in total firepower and combat capability.

The number of divisions the pact deploys in the crucial
central and northern European theatre is 46 compared
with NATO's 27, This also sounds alarming. But can the
Soviets realfy count on the reliability of their increasingly
restive ‘allies’ in Eastern Europe — Poland for exampla?
And shouldn't France's divisions be counted in the NATO
total even though France isn't a formal alliance member?
If you add Frances 15 divisions to the NATO total, and
subtract Poland's six from the WTO total, the ratio is
no longer 46:27 divisions in the latter's favour but 42:40
in NATO's favour,

=

Overall it's clear that the Soviets and their allies have
important advantages in many conventional arms areas,
WATO in some others. In general , Soviet/WTO advantages
in guantity have been offset by NATO's edge in quality,
And It shouln't be forgotten in overall comparisons that
the Soviets deploy a quarter of their armed forces on the
Eastern front against China,

Source : Defense Monitor (Msrch B0)
NATO Is Strong

“In the Central Region of Europe, a rough

numerical balance exists between the im-

mediately available non-nuclear forces of

NATO (including France) and those of the
Warsaw Pact.”

Defense Secretary Harold Brown

January 1980

What conclusions do you draw from this?

It's essential to remember that when looking at these
comparisons,however much we may disagree about relative
conventional advantages or disadvantages, the Soviets do
not have the 3:1 conventional force ratio advantage which
most strategists believe an invading force must have to be
sure of victory, In other words, even /f we accept neo-
conservative jons about aggressive Soviet ii
NATO's conventional force levels are more than sufficient
to deter aggression.

What about Soviet intentions? How do you know that
Moscow doesn’t harbour aggressive designs on Western
Europe?

Evaluating the rea/ policy intentions of any ruling elite
is extremely difficult. Heated scholarly debates still rage
over the rea/ motives of US foreign policy. In the case of
Soviet foreign policy the task is far more difficult. We have
no access, part or present, to the inner councils of Saviet
foreign policy decision-making. There are virtually no
memoirs of Soviet statesmen to guide us; there is no Soviet
archival material open to public scrutiny; no Soviet equ-
ivalent of The Pentagon Papers revealing the secret delib-
erations of policy makers, and no judicious leaks from
defence bureaucrats to an inquisitive and unshackled press as
in the case of the US,

Does the Soviet Union have an aspiration to spread Soviet
influence across the globe?

Almost certainly. Is the Soviet Union
grave risks te turn such an aspiration into r
aggression against Western Europe? Almost certainly not.
Instead of asking unanswerable questions about Soviet
intentions it is more useful to examine Soviet /nterests.

What conceivable interest could Moscow have in attacking
Western Europe?

Currently the Soviets have enormous problems con-
trolling their client states in Eastern Europe — as their
brutal actions in Hungary (1956), Czechoslavakia (1968)

S LTSRN

and, most recently, Poland demonstrate. These problems
will worsen as_Eastern Europe's economie criss ntansity
The idea that the Soviets would invade Western Europe and
::ll‘h :nlnv holocaust in order to lumbar

‘e incomparably greater problems of oceupting
contralling Western Europe defies both logic Mmﬂ::
sense. !

The Russians have watched the demise of European
colonisation; they were major actors in the demise of
Napoleonic and Nazi imperialism, They are well aware
that empires collapse when over-extended, This awarenass
is a major on aggressive ex 1in Eurape,

But how can you say that the Soviets aren’t aggressive
Nmmairbmfalinmmrimmﬁw.mw

The Soviets are clearly a major threat to their allies.
What | have argued is that they don’t constitute a threat to
:‘:II’ ostensible enemies. The interventions you mention

re desi to in the E 3 L
change it. They were examples of -m?'ﬁf"ﬂ?&wﬁf
clearly aggression against the peoples of the countries in-
vaded, but the strategic purpose of the invasions was defens-
ive vis-a-vis the West. The purpose of intervention was to
maintain the pro-Soviet regimes in the cordon of buffer
states between the USSR and Western Europe.

If the Soviets' interests are primarily defensive why have
mybumuerfnmrauMadbwu?

The ion is too lex to treat here, A
proper answer would have to be located in the context of
the USSR's wholly understandable obsession with security.
The Soviets haven't forgotten that the West intervened
militarily against them in the post-revolutionary civil war
in Russia, and it is, after all, Russia which has historically
been invaded by the West and not vice versa. In World War
Il the destruction of the Nazi military maching cost some
20 million Soviet lives — compared with less than half a
million American losses. The original Sino-Soviet split
revived old Soviet fears of encirclement, while the new
de-facto alliance between the US and China has generated
even greater concern in Moscow.

Second, much — but not all — of the Soviet arms build-
up can be explained as a reaction to American military
developments. As noted earlier, the Soviets have lagged
behind the US &t every stage of the strategic arms race.

A prevalent theory in the USSR holds that achieving
strategic parity with the US will force Washington to
adopt a more realistic approach in dealing with the Soviet
Union. The evidence clearly suggests that the sm;lm :71.
been prepared to make great economic sacrifices (spending
a much larger percentage of their GNP on defence than the
US) in order to try and achieve nuclear parity with their
rivals. Yet there is no evidence that they seek superiority —

ver thar means in the ‘over-kill* age.
w"‘mrd, the arms race in the USSR — and in the US —
has became institutionalised in the powerful military in-
dustrial complexes of each country.

Faor the military industrial complex (MIC) in bath count-
ries the pursuit of growth in resources devoted to mlll:rux
expenditures is an end in itself, not a means to an
Conventional defence wisdom sees weapans systems being
manufactured to meet evolving threats; students of the MIC
see the external ‘threats’ as rationalisations to justify the
procurement of new weapons systems.

The buresucratic interests of the MIC dictate policies




of increased military expenditure but not war. Generating
or exaggerating public and gnwcrnmen_l Perceptiuns
external threat serves the growth — maximising imperatives
of the MIC admirably: the actual use of fnrc.e is, by
contrast, too fraught with risks and huge potential costs.

mso!éu a the growth in Soviet defence expenditure
is a function of the bureaucratic growth imperatives of
the Soviet MIC, it constitutes a severe dislocation of the
Soviet economy , but no necessary threat to the rest of us.

Ironically, the MIC's of each side have become each
others objective allies — each using the other's successes to
justify demands for increases on their side. ‘Thl.‘ literature
on the Soviet and American MIC's is now extensive — some
basic references are provided in the bibliography.)

Fourth, the Soviets must work on the assumption that a
war with the West cou/d involve China. Hence their force
levels must be capable of fighting on two fronts simultan-
eously.

Fifth, Soviet ‘worst case’ planners must take seriously
the possibility that in a war with the West one or more of
their reluctant Eastern European allies might refuse to fight
or — warse — fight on the other side.

But some people argue that its precisely the fact that the
Soviets are weak and are likely to grow weaker which
makes them dangerous now . It's claimed that Moscow will
have to act aggressively abroad in order to deflect attention
from the growing problems at home, as imperial pawers
have done so many times in the past.

This argument is familiar but hardly compelling. Previous
imperialist powers relied on the successes of overseas
adventures to distract their disaffected subjects. Yet
Moscow's major military excursions outside Soviet borders
arose because of failures in Soviet policy. They aroused
almost universal condemnation abroad and certainly
weren't welcomed as great victories at homé,

Even if we accept your arguments about Soviet caps-
bilities and intentions, unilateral partial disarmament is
surely still far too risky for the West to contemplate
seriously?

Not so. In the pre-nuclear €ra, arms races had their own
brutal logic. All other things being equal, the side with the
greatest number of ships, aircraft, guns, tanks, etc., could
expect to win. Wars were ‘rational’, at least in the limited
sense that the benefits of wvictory could outweigh the
costs of attaining it. Neither of these conditions apply
in the nuclear age.

If the US has the capability of effectively destroying
the Soviet Union 20 times oversay, then reducing that
‘overkill’ capability by, say, a Quarter or even a half will
not make the US more insecure. The deterrence value of
ﬂ..e Feémaining weapons systems is not any less than the
original number. This unique aspect of nuclear weapons
makes a isarmament  initiati a rational
partial alternative to the multilateral negotiations (SALT |
and |1 etc.) which have failed 50 repeated|ly and for reasons
which are now guite well understood. Such American
initiatives would break the vicious-circle logic of the action-
reaction dynamic of the arms race, strengthening the pro-
disarmament and arms contral forces in the USSR while
weakening the credibility of the advocates within the
Soviet military-industrial complex.

The Soviets and the Third World

You've argued that Soviet interventions in Hungary (1956)
and Czechoslovakia (1968) have to be understood in terms
of Moscows obsessions with its own security. This
argument can’t afso apply to Soviet activities in Ethiopia
or South Yemen or Angola can it 7

No, of course not, There is no doubt that the Soviets
seek to expand their influence in the Third World. In this
sense they are clearly expansionist. As Roman Kolkowicz
puts it, ‘such a policy is seen by many Soviets as one of
low risks, low costs, and potential high payoffs’.

But we should note that the prime task of the Soviet
blue water navy is mot Third World intervention but
countering what the Soviets see as the major threat posed
by the US navy — in particular US submarines.

Soviet capabilities have expanded in the third Waorld
and they continue to expand. Yet they remain modest in
comparison to ‘their rivals. Soviet interventionary forces
(marines etc.) are weak compared with those of the US,
The USSR's amphibious fleet has 1/3 of the US carrying
capacity, and Soviet airlift capacity is half America's.
Few Soviet transport aircraft or tactical fighters are design-
ed for inflight refuelling and while the Soviets have 4
aireraft carriers, the US has 14.

Soviet non-military capabilities in the Third World are
unimpressive. The USSR provided only 4% of total
economic aidflows in 1980, and Soviet trade and invest-
ment levels in the Third World are very low compared with
those of the West.

At the political level, heavy-handed Russian diplomacy
has wasted much of the political capital the Soviets gained
as champions of anti-colonialism, Soviet standing in
the Third World has deteriorated still further as a cons-
equence of Moscow's brutal invasion of Afghanistan in
1879/80.

But you can't deny thar the Saviets have scored significant
gains in the Third World recently — Angola, Ethiopia,
Kampuchea, South Yemen, etc?

Moscow has certainly gained influences in these count-
ries but whether this constitutes ‘significant gains’ is
highly debateable, It should also be remembered that
influence is not the same as control, Soviet “influence’
hasn't persuaded the Angolans, Mozambicans or Libyans to
give the Soviet full base facilities they sought, and it
didn’t prevent the Somalian and Egyptian governments
(among others) from throwing the Soviets out of their
countries,

¢ By and large, the Soviets have gained influence in count-
ries which are either strife-torn and/or in economic crisis,
Syria, South Yemen, Afganistan, Ethiopia, Kampuchea
Vietnam, and to a |esser degree Angola, all fit into one Drl
both of these categories.

Far fram being imperial assets the Soviet Unjon's much-

yauqteq ‘s.uccasses‘ are expensive and politically embarrass-
ing liabilities,
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SOVIET INFLUENCE IN THE WCRLD:

number of Countries With Significant Soviet Influence
Compared With Number of Other Countries

Number 1945-1979

of Countries

140~

120

Number of Other Countries

60

40

I. Number of Soviet-Influenced Countries

T i L E L L "
1945 1950 19556 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980

Against these ‘successes’ must be set the far more
significant Soviet losses. The Soviets were kicked out of
Egypt, the most powerful Arab state, in 1972; they lost
Somalia in1977 and with it their largest overseas naval
facility { at Berbera ); in 1979, Irag — a potential oil
superpower — moved decisively to the West. Notable early
Soviet ‘losses’ include Yugoslavia and China. The loss of
Algeria and Ghana — twa of the key states in Africa —
came later as did Indonesia, the most populous statein Asia
We should also note that many of the countries which
became Soviet ‘successes’ only moved towards the Soviet
camp after being rebuffed by the West. Examples include,
China (1950), Afganistan in the mid-1950's, Egypt in
1955, Castro’s Cuba following the US embargo, and, most
recently, Vietnam, Hanoi pleaded for Western aid and
investment , and was rejected. Vietnam is now a member
of Comecon,

What of the argument that countries in which t!.lz Soviets
gein influence will refuse to sell vital raw materials to the
West?

No radical government in the Third World has ever done
this — and for good reason. The USSR is self-sufficient in
raw materials and as such does not provide an alternative
market to the West. Where economic links have been cut
between the US and radical governments in lthe Third
World, it's the Americans who have done the cutting.

Even if the current list of Soviet successes fs modest, s:;x
capabilities are growing as is Soviet willingness to use i
Surely this poses a future threat?

Source: Defense Monitor (Jan ‘80)

First it depends what you mean by ‘threat’. All nations
seek to expand their influence in the international system,
There is nothing intrinsically sinister or improper in this,
Second, it's clear that whatever Soviet Intentions may be
there are powerful and palitical on
aggressive Soviet expansionism,

There is little evidence to suppart the neo-conservative
view of a confident, assertive and aggressively expansionist.
Saviet Union following a masterplan of world domination.

The past successes of major imperial powers — Britain
in the 19th eentury, the US in the post Warld War 1 era —
have bean based on glabal economie predominance. But the
present global correlation of economic forces shows the
USSR to be in an extraordinarily weak position. If one
compares the GNP of the US, plus Europe, plus Japan with

that of the USSR and its Eastern European allies, the ratio
is 5 1in the West's favour.

But surely it's future potential that counts?

"Quite true, but here the prospects are even dimmer for
the Soviets. Soviet econamic growth and investment rates
have both halved since the high point of the late 1960s.
The rate of growth of Soviet praductivity is also declining
rapidly. The Soviets admit severe pi with
oil production, a continuing crisis in agriculture and chaos
on the railways. If current Soviet military expenditure
trends continue — and given the Reagan build-up they are
sure to — the defence burden will become even more one-
rous than it is today,

Eastern European economies have also been plagued by

ingly serious di i infl prod-
uctivity, growing balance of payments deficits and declining
growth rates. And as recent events in Poland iurﬂ_fullv
remind us, economic crises are, by definition, also political
crises in command economies. Furthermore, as noted
above, Soviet ‘successes’ in the Third World are political
and economic liabilities rather than assets,

In other words, the USSR's own legitimation 9!Ilu,
its serious economic decline, its growing problems with its
existing empire (Eastern Enmpe."Mmlnisunl_. and lhe
high costs and low benefits of its influence-seeking pol_il:ll!s
in the Third World, suggest that the neo-conservative vision
of an assertively confident Soviet imperialism bears little
relationship to reality.

One final question. Do you agree with those peaple who go

ﬁmherr than simply arguing that the Soviets don't constit-
ute a threat, and claim that Soviet policy is actually progre-
ssive and as such should be supported?

No. The Soviet Union has acted in the past as an arms
supplier to Idi Amin’s Uganda, Bokassa's Omtrl_t African
Republic and Equatorial Guinea, which at the time w;lr:
the three most vicious regimes r‘:n I::u!usc:k m':;:l:'ww:\%m

iets were on good terms with the So r
IS::;e:ﬂ!d Eritrean liberation forces fighting the Ethmﬂtlln
government. Threwn out of Somalia in 191_1. the Soviets

lished closer ions with the and brutal
[ i y regime in They are now hlleg::
to repress the same Eritreans they previously m:::lnd.m
Soviets also maintain close nnd_ cordial relationships d
the viciously repressive ultra-rmht‘ regime in Argenti :m
No power responsible for such Pctwlths — 1o say :]mihnx
of the notorious WWII Nazi/Soviet pact or the brui
sion of Hungary, Cnmu:iuvuk_lu ar Afghanistan — can
seriously be described as progressive.




It doesn’t of course follow from this, that America’s
counter-revolutionary policies in the Third World should be
in any way supported In fact the historical evidence
suggests that US support for the most reactionary and
repressive regimes in the Third World provides the cynical
Soviets with opportunities to exploit situations which they
might otherwise have been denied. It is, of course, perfectly

that i ¥ in societies
where peaceful avenues to change are blocked should seek
external help wherever they can get it. Western commit-
ment to the regimes which such movements oppose have
given revolutionaries few options but to turn to the Soviets,
Eastern Europeans or Cubans for the aid they need.
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Conclusion

The spectre of the Soviet threat rationalises the ecanomic.

ally disastrous increases in defence expenditure, the in-
creased stress on highly dangerous and destabilising nuelear
war-fighting doctrines and Western support for some of the
most viciously repressive regimes in the Third World. Until
we can undermine the credibility of the neo-conservatives’
fraudulent and alarmist thesis, prospects for peace, dis-
armament and economic security will continue to deterior-
ate.

Ingram Pinn
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