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ABSTRACT

o

3

Soviet foreiqn policy’shifts with respect to India are associated with
nev cohstraints and opéortunities arising in the external environment. The
findings 6f.this study suggest that Soviet policy toward India reacted
principally to changes in the regional and -bilateral levels of the
international environment. 1In other words, the links among the states of
South Asia and the major powers (China, the US and the USSR3; the level oth
conflict in South Asia; the poliéical situation in India and the level of
disagreement between India and the 30v¥et Union each significantly
_ influenced Moscow's policy Qecisions relative to India.

The various aspects of Soviet policy considered here (aid, trade,
militaryhand diplomatic polic&)-undervent change mainly during periods of
intense environmental change (specificany, 1969/1970; 1979/1980;
1983/1984). However, certain events in the international envirsnment
‘ seémed to have more effect on some aspects of Soviet policy than on others.
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Les changements dans la polifiqqe de 1'URSS envers 1'Inde sont_liés
aux nouvelles occasions et aux contraintés imposées par 1'environnement
externe. Les résultats de cette @tude suggérent que la politique
Soviétique envers 1'Inde réagissait principalement a des éléments se
rapportant aux niveaux régional et bilatéral de 1'environnement
international. C'est 3 dire, les liens entre les états de l'Asie du Sud et
Jes.qranQes puissahces (la Chine, les Etats-Unis et 1'URSS), le niveau de
conflit dans la région, la situation politique en Inde, et le degré de
désaccord politique entre 1'Inde et 1'Union Soviétique ont chacun influenceé
de maniére importante les decisions de Moscou relatif a 1'Inée.

Les aspects variés de la politique Soviétique étudiés ici (1'aide
économique, le commerce, la politique militaire et diplomatique) ont subi
des changements surtout durant des'périodes de bouleversement majeur dans
1'environnement international (plus spécifiquement en 1969/1970, en
1979/1980 et en 1983/1984). Cependant, des évenements particuliers
semblaient avoir plus d'effet sur certains aspects de la politique

Sovietique que sur d'autres. '
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PREFACE

&

. \
The premises put forth in the present stud( are not new. The

coanibution of this work lies not in its apptoaéh to the debate over the
nature and motivations of Soviet foreign policy, but rather in the
’ framework it 'proposes for the ,an-alysis of this policy. The proposed
framevork may be applied to the study of Soviet policy toward all
:xoin-communist developing countries. Special norms of conduct apply to
inter-communist relatic:ns which are not accommodated byl this "framevork.,
Thé principal objective of suchf a framework is to provide a structure

-

- for the analysis of SOviet foreign policy, since rigorous structure .:Ls nott
characteristic of 50v1?t studies as a whole. This lack of structure has
led to an acute disjuncture in the theory of Soviet policy. Arguments are
put forth by one auth.or, only to be dismissed or ignored by others writing
on the same subje'ct vhile using their ownyimplicit methodology which may
differ swbstantially from that employed by the fi:-st author.

The framework for arialysis proposed here first analyses changes in
inr\ternatio;al‘ relations at; various levels as well as in 'the Soviet domestic
si;:uation. These changes are t_hen compared to changes in the pattern of
Soviet pc;licie . when both changes coincide, the environmental change is
assumed to have ;ffected the pattern of policy.

Further study of this matter is, of course, necessary in order to test
the extent to wvhich this framework can be of use in ot'hcr‘ cases. In the
present instance, the study 'led to the .formualtion of a number of -
proﬁositions concernin§ the role of &'utorent factors in 1ntlu§nc1nq Soviet
» ‘ - - a

—
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policy choices. The case study of SoViet policy towakld India yielded a

good deal of information which may not have been available in the case of
4

other Soviet-Third World relations. However , as is 1r¥bv1tab1y the case in

i
»

Soviet studies, little detailed information is available even in the Indian -
case. The dimensions of Soviet policy studied here tﬂ{‘ealed certain small
- ‘ahifts in pattérns vhich have been either overlooked or simply left

unexplained in the literature. . \1

The deficiencies in the literature and the breadth of the squect at
hand have contributed to the mainly speculative nature of some of the .
study's conclusions. Nevertheless, this study was consciously exploratory

to begim with and should be considered as a preliminary foundation for

~

future research.

t
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) CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM FOR INVESTIGATION

’

Analysts of Soviet foreign policy seem to belong to one of two schools
of thought, generally speaking., The first of these sees Soviet foreign
policy as unique and distinct from the foreign policy of other developed
states. The second school of thouéht, on the other hand, maintains that
Soviet foreign policy is similar to the foreign polic‘ies of other great
povers and that there is continuity between the interests- pursued by the
old Russian empire and those pursued by the modern Soviet state. This
latter ;chool of thought points t;o the reactive nature of Soviet foreign
policy as opposed to the single~minded.pursuit of primarily ideological
goals, which the former school sees as the main characteristic of that
policy. However, very little research has been done which sets out to test
the reactive nature of Soviet foreign policy, let alone determine in a
systematic vay what causes the Soviets to react.

»

This study sets itself the task of observing and explaining the
reactive nature of Soviet foreign poiicy toward one country: India. Soviet
policy tovard India has generally been unusually stable when compared to

w

Soviet relations wvith other developing countries. The small shifts in

policy tovard India are thus easy to identify and study within a generally

_ consistent overall pattern. The research problem is thus not what

motivates Soviet foreign policy, but what causes change in that policy.

£ i . °
The basic hypothesis of this study is that the shifts in Soviet policy

4

are primarily cauud.by factors which are here termed "environmental".
r - -



Environment refers to the relational and material or socio-political
context within which Soviet leaders make their foreign policy choices. The
environment will be described at four levels: global, regional, bilatera&,
and domestic. It is futher hypothesized that Soviet policy is more
responsive to that environment which directly impinges on its relationship
vith India, that is, the regional and bilateral environment. The global

environment will have only an indirect impact on policy in that it will

affect the intensity of the Soviet reaction to the bilateral and regional

environment. The domestic environment is hypothesized to als®O have an

»

indirect effect, but less so than the global environment. Underlying this
last hypothesis is the éremise that domestic factors: though often the main
focus of sch;lars of Soviet foreign policy, actually have had little
influence on Soviet foreign policy'im igg/post-war era when compared to
global factors, such as the extent of foreign involvement of the US or

China. _

Concerning the existing literature on Soviet foreign policy, the
central”issue debated by all scholars involves the role of ideology versus
national ingerest as a motivation for Soviet foreign policy. Some authors
perceive ideology as playing a special role in the Soviet foreign policy
making process, while others maintain that ideology should be virtually
ignored as a factor since its only function is to juétity decisions after
they have already been taken.

The present study adopts an intermediate position on this issue --
vhich is not uncommon -- holding that ideology plays a role in foreign
policy making in any country and that it must tﬁeretore not be ignored,
However, ideology is seen simply as part of the overall psychological
outlook of the policy-makers. 1In tﬁeit well-known framework for research

on foreign policy, Brecher, Steinberg and Stein note the importance of the



- - P T " s
N .
< . ’ Esd
- 3

"ps&choloqical environment”™ in the process of policy-making. This
psychological environment comprises an attitudinal prism of which ideclogy
is one part.(Brecﬁ;;, Steinberg and Stein, 1969: 80) Ideology thus need not
be separated from other factors, such as culture and history, which are
also part of an individual's oetlook. Psychological outlook plays an
important role in foreign policy making as it acts as a prism through which

Soviet leaders see the world and according to which they set out their

foreign policy goals. In this study, instead of either ignoring or

- focusing exclusive{x’on the Soviet psychological outlook, Soviet foreign

policy goals are taken to represent the psychological element and

environmental factors are evaluated in relation to these goals.

’

N
Psychological outlook or perception thus becomes an intervening variable in

this study. 1In proceeding this way, the study follows the theoretical

~ conclusions of such prominent foreign policy theorists as K. J. Holsti

{1972), who replaced the old stimulus/reaction model by a
stimulus/perception/reaction model. In order to determine the goals which
influence Soviet perceptions of the world, the study will draw upon the

vast literature on this subjeé@, benefitting from. the difficult detective
wvork of others. Determining Siviet perceptions, however, is by no means a
central goal'of this stud&.’.An overall view of Soviet goals and attitudes -

would be very difficult to draw out of a few scattered Soviet statements

and, thus, it seemed more reasonable to use the result of the systematic

work of others.

Beyond the issue of ideology versus national interest, ;xternal L
motivations for Soviet foreign policy making have also been identified in
the literature. Such literature is reviewed in the second part of a very
good €arly collection of works entitled The Conduct of Soviet Foreign

Policy, edited by Hoffmann and Fleron (1971). Here, Western diplomacy and



developments in the Third World are considered as explanations of Soviet
foreign policy. Bernard S. Morris' article concludes that Soviet- foreign
policy is far more flexible, responsive, and reactive than American

policy-makers assume it to be, and that a policy of strict containment does

<
-

not correspond to that reality. .2

The most inte‘restigg works ::opc‘érning the 1mpaét‘ot external factors
on Soviet policy'have. been those oriented towards crisis deciskion-making
(Arnold Horelick, in Hoffmann and Fleron, 1971 and Triska and Finley, 1968:
Chapter 9). Some studies have also built° a strong case for Soviet military
responsiveness to external factors, but very little has beer: written about
the importance of a changing external environment in the evolution of
normal Soviet foreign policy.

More relevant to the present study are the works by Kanet (1974 and
1975) and Valkenier (1983), both of whom examine Soviet relations with ,

Sa

developing countrieé. They acknowledge the importance of 1nterna\tional
developments in the evolution of Soviet foreign policies, but neither .
supplies rigorous theories on that relationship. Valkenier follows changes
in Soviet economic relations with the Third world to conzlude that the

&

USSR's interests in the developing world have diversifieg and that Moscow

is increasi;agly ;;eking to help itself economically rather than sacrifice

all for certain political goals as had been the case in the past. Kanet's ,
conclusions about the nature onSOViet foreign policy objectives are

similar to valkenier's in that they also suggest that the USSR has

frequently revised its foreign policy and learned from its mistakes. Kanet

and valkenier both implicitly support a kind of coqye_rgence theory which
emphasizes the growing similarities between Soviet and Western policies

towards the developing areas.

External factors are occasionally brought up systematically in studies

/
T o
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with a viev to evaluating the degree of success of Soviet foreigmPpolicy.
Hovever , these factors are not used to explain Soviet policy, and success
is 91vays evaluatéd in relation to what the author considers success to be.

All of the literature reviewed:up to this point igggists"of studies
which go beyond.mere description. \ None of these studies, however, attempts
to construct a general theory of Soviet foreign policy whereby that policy
oould be studigg_if different cases. NoO strong relationsip§ are
established among the major variables on a broad level. Therefore, what
Horelick, Johnson and Steinbruner wrote about the state of Soviet studies
in 1975, in effect, still stands today:

T;e literature on Soviet foreign policy continues therefore to be
overvhelmingly traditional, histo- rical-descriptive, in

character. Broad propositions about Soviet foreign policy

behaviour are advanced intermittently, but not systematically...

only a small portion of the Soviet foreign policy literaturfe

contains a self-conscious and reasonably systematic effort to

employ an explicit theoretical framework.(Horelick, 1975: 27)

The present study proposes an analytical framework which, it ig hoped,
will be useful for studying Soviet foreign policy toward any non-communist
developing country. This framework embodies the following characteristics
which were judged to fulfill its objectives: Firstly, as it is designed_}un\
measure and compare change, it must be dynamic. Secondly, it must lend
itself to the study of relations between the Soviet Union_and all
non-communist developing countries, and therefore must be flexible.

Lastly, it must be parsimonidus as it must cover many lébols of analysis,
yet focus only on tge most important aspects of each.

~ " The analytical framevork devised for this stqpy has been developed
from a number of existing frameworks in an. eclectic manner. Howovet, one
framevork has been drawn upon most heavily: the model for studying

internatonal systems proposed by Paul KNoble, Chairman of the Department of

Political Science at NcGill University. This study's framevork translates
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into a set of cateéories for investigation and provides—the format of eachg
chapter of this thesis; it is set out at the end of this introduction.

. The focus of this study is on chanée. It is easier to study change
when it is the exception rather than the norm. 1India offers an excellent

- N
example of such a pattern, given its longstanding and extensive - -
relationship with the Soviet Union. %hanges in Soviet policy toward India
are infrequent,K and minor when they do occur, and thus are easily isolated
and studied. This broad continuity is rare in Soviet relations with
non-communist developing countries. One need not conclude, however, that
the causes of change will thus be different in the Indian case from what
they are in other cases. It is the bdses of continuity in the Indian case
which are unique, as will be explained in chapter II. Th; causes of change
in the Indian case can nevertheless be similar to those in other cases.
The greater variability of Soviet policy toward other developing countries,
in other words, could be due to the fact that the basis of their relations
with the USSR is weaker than in the Indian case rather than because the
Soviets are reacting to different environmental factors.

Howsoever preliminary this study, it does suggest some expectations
about the nature of Soviet fgﬁg}gn policy generally. 'The USSR, considered
as a rational actor in a system)of wvorld conflict, will pursue its
interests, short-term and long-range, cautiously and reactively. It will
not want to lose what it has gained, and it will pursue its objectives
wvithin the current rules of the. game, avoiding direct cogfrontation with
the US. Soviet foreign policy will be a reflection of the leadership's
perception of ext;rnal realities and its prior successes and failures, and
vill be modified over time as these realities change.

If this image of Soviet foreign policy is borne out by the Indian

case, a set of logical propositions about the relationship between




environnental factors and Soviet policy can perhaps be set down in order to

form the basis of theoretical propositions concerning Soyiet foreign policy

toward’the Third world.

As for the time t;ame for the present study, it spans from 1968 -- the
year before an important shift in Indo-Soviet ;elations -- to 1985, the
last year tgr which data was readily available. This londnberiod provides
elements of both historical perspective and contemporary relevahce. 1In the
endeavour to determine the impact of env}ronmental change on Soviet foreign
policy, certain years have been pinpointed in the study as critical for
having been particularly eventful in the area of envitonﬁentar change at
various levels. These are: (a) 1969 and 19&0, years which witnessed
Sino-Soviet border clashes and a sharp increase in Indo-Pakistan{ tension;
(b} 1979 and 1980, during which there took place the Soviet invasion of
Atghanistan, crucia& years in the Sino-American telations£ip, and the
reelection of Indira Gandhi in India; and (c) 1983 and 1984, which saw
various leadership successions in the USSR, more aggressive global
competition between the superpowers, and intense,political turmoil within
India. Environmental factors are analysed for these years only. :Ha;ing
analysed environmental change, Soviet policy toward .India is then studied
before, durin; and after each critical period and patterns are identified.

Thus, the study first delineates the nature of environmental change
and then analyses 1ti_impact on patterns of policy. The logic behind
isolating specific peéiods is that the events oégurring in each critical
period had immediate results,in terms of Indo-Soviet relations vhich lasted
through the years uﬁnuntil ‘the next criéi%g} period. Thus, the study's
main hypothesis -- that shifts in Soviet foreign policy are caused
primarily by changes in the environment -- would be partly confirmed if it

vas found that policy changes vere concentrated in the periods chosen for

»



Aetailed analysis,

The mefhod of inguiry of the present study is largely qualitative and
could not be otherwise, given the very broad scope of the re;earch. The
wide range of environmental factors to be analysed may have its drawvbacks
as 1t requires a fairly specialized knowvledge of many countries in order to
provide an in-depth understanding of the context. However,6 the present

.author felt that her knbwfedge vas sufficient to bring out the most salient

events and processes which were likely to have the most impact on Soviet

policy. -

In terms of the analysis of Soviet policy, the reader may also find
details a little lean. However, the purpose of this study was not.to
describe Soviet policy toward India in exhaustive or gre;t detail, but'
rather Eo find the most objective and quantifiable indicators of policy. .

_This would permit examination of Soviet policy in a form permitting easy
comparison without the interference of secondary interpretations of the
importance of ébviet decisions. Also, broad patterns would be discernible

through such an approach and so too would any deviations from those

patterns. In other words, for the purpose Of comparison over time, the
-~ SN

——

indicators of180viet policy needed to be parsimonious and consistent, touf\
" facets of policy vere identified for study: aid, trade, militar§ poliqy,
and diplomacy. They wére$operationalized respectively as‘ﬁollovs: Soviet
loaﬁs and grants to India; Soviet trade with India; 50v1et%ﬁrms‘sales to
}nafa; and, finally, the number of Soviet diplomatic visits to India.
- The cohstituent elements of the analytical framework employed- in this

study are outlined below:
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B.

F.

I. Environmental Change

Overview of the critical period.

Global envirénment

1. Distribution of capabilities

2. Distribution of control and influence
3, Pattern, sources and level of conflict

4, Soviet perception of the global environment .

Regional environment -
1. social, political homogeneity/diversity

2. Extent of material and social links among states
3. Pattern,:sources and level of conflict

4. Soviet perception of the bilateral environment
Bilateral environment

l. Indian domestic politics

2., Level of dependence of India on the USSR *

3. Areas of disagreement with the USSR

4. Soviet perception of the bilateral environment
Domestic environment .
1. Economic situation

2. Political situation

Summary of environmental changes

II. sg‘\fut policy

A.
3.
C.

D.

O

4, 0 T

2

<
Ve
-

Ald -
Trade

Nilitary policy

Diplomatic policy

Conclusions
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The next three chapters, concerned with the three critical periods
o designated for study, follow the above outline in tlheir treatment of the

relationship of environmental change to Soviet foreign policy.

th the Soviet Union, i.e.,—hov much India would suffer if

-

such a relationship with the USSR were terminated. This is, in large part,

oy

a function of how much 1nteres‘t other developed countries have in India.



CHAPTER 11

- REDISCOVERING MUTUAL INTERESTS: 1969 AND 1970

a
—

-

The Way They Were'

Tsarist dreams of annexing India.to the Russian empire date back
several centuries. In the post-revolutionary era,‘ho@ever, the Soviets were

. )
uncertain at first as to the type of relations they wished to entertainP
with the countries emerginq”from colonial rule. After a good deal of
hesitaron, related to ideological qualms,<l> the Soviets finally came out
in favour of the nationalist government in India and signed the first trade
agreement with it in 1953. This new attitude was a reflection of the -
change in the global strategy of East-West competition which had been
extended into the Third World. 1In India's case, it reflected a Soviet
appreciation of that country's strategic value within the new global race
for influence. On this subject, the chairman of the Council of Ministers,
G.M. Malenkov, addressed the Supreme Soviet in August 1953 thus:

The 'position of so large a state as India is of great importance
for strengthening peace in the East. India has made a
considerable contribution to the efforts of peéace-loving
countries aimed at ending the war in Korea, and relations with
India are groving stronger; cultural and economic ties are
developing. We hope that relations between India and the Soviet
Union will continue to\develop and grow, with friendly
cooperation as the keyrote. (quoted in Horn,h1982: 3)

" This address notes the dongruence of views between the two states on a
particular foreign policy issue and identifies such a stance with the
furthering of peace, a theme which was to become foremost under
Xhrushchev's leadership. The year following this address, the Soviets
enbarked upon their first and most impressive aid project: the steel plant

at Philai in India. Thus, the USSR entered 1nt6 the traditional Western
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pattern of assistance to the developing countries. Khriushchev further
encouraged this development by modifying Soviet doctrine in ordef to
consider non-aligned developing countries as part of a progressive “peace
zone" alongside the socialist countries.

Rotwithstanding this sudden Soviet bursting into the international
arena, the basic goals o{ their new-found strategy in the Third worid were
just an extension of their earlier political goals of converting developing
countries to socialism in a few years and of upsetting Western spheres of
influence. The Soviets still kept away from relations with states they
considered to be reactionary. ‘

The failure of Khrushchev's grandiose plans in the Third world were
partly to blame for his fall from power. Brezhnev's policies, in contrast,
featured less idealism about the eventual conversion of nationalist
governments to communism. The Soviegf extended their friendship to
countries of any political inclination and pursued economic goals alongside
political and strategic aims. As the Soviets gained an ;ver—increasing
staké in the international system as it stood, they wvere less apt to
provoke and exploit conflicts, but rather promoted stability, notably in
the Middle-Ea;t and Asia.(Kanet and Bahry,b1975: 4-5)

" The change im attitude and policy on the part of the Soviet leadership
wa; not caused by change in Leadegship when Brezhnev took over as general
secretary of the CPSU. The Sino-Soviet split and its repergussions-offerf
.4 better and more basic explanation for the shift in Soviet foreign policy.
The split occurred in 1956, but began to be felt more acutely by“the early
~ 1960s. Compeéitfbn with China moved the USSR farther away from the radical
) policies nov pursued by China. Furthermore, Khrushchevian policies --

which demanded a high rate of investment in order to stir up conflict and

called for aid to ideologically acceptable, but unsuccessful, economies --

) ~
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were not creafinq a concurrent enhancement of Soviet economic or military
powet.' 0pportunifies vere being missed and desperate causes pursued in
vain. The evidence yielded by the environmental situation suggested a need
to reévaluate immediate Soviet priorities. _

The change that took place in Soviet foreign policy in the early 1960s
. has been sustained essentially up to the present. However, within that
general framework, numerous shifts have tagg;-;iace with regard to speciéic
regions and countries. Here we focus on the years 1963 and 1970 within
wvhich akpumbes of important environmental changes occurred. Soviet policy

toward india will be examined during this period as well as before and

after it.

1. ERVIRONMENTAL CHARGE

A. South Asia in 1969 and 1970

e

In the mid-1960s, -the Soviets shifted their attentio; from an
exclusive focus on India io a more even-handed policy in South Asia. The
Soviets vere alarmed by the strong relationship being forged between
Pakistan and China, which had become Moscow's main adversary in the regiqn:\~«\
With the US éulling out of Asia, China had even more room tG manoeuvre. <

A

The Soviets began to woo Pakistan with trade and economic aid; but .when, 1irf

1968, talk turned to Soviet arms sales to Pakistan, India became more than

AN

a littloArutfled. Indian protest, and lack of Soviet success in veaning {
Pakistan avay from China, gradually moved Moscow toward its former
prcf;rcntial treatment of India, although this nev policy did not become
entirely clear until 1971. This gradual abandénment of an even-handed

Soviet policy in South Asia coincided with the beginning of East-West
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detente and Sino-American rapprochement which continued throughout the
1970s.

The map found on the following page delineates the region referred to
here as South Asia. All countries appearing on the map, except kran and
Burma, are considered as par{ of the region because of the hig}"t levels of
interaction amor;g’them. The Soviet Union, China, Afghanistan, Pakistan,
India, and later Bangladesh are at the center of the discussion; even
though the Soviet Union and China do not formally belong to the region,
their proximity allows them to interact often with the region. The
remaining countries will be mentioned only in passing as they have little
independent influence on regional conflicts or the balance of power.

The brief historical overview given above will be examined in greatep&
detail in the following pages in order to provide a more complete
assessment of the dynamics that unfolded in the years 1969 and 1970.

Overall, the greatest source of environmental change was the USSR's
own pblicy toward South Asia, partiéularly in 1968. The ensuing objection
from India and the lack of success in weaning Pakistan from China as vell
as the rising level of req'ional conflict are all expected to bring shifts
in Soviet policy. E‘ast-west detente meant that superpower competition
would not intensify the effect of other environmental change. However, the

Soviets were likely to be particularly sensitive in this period about ‘any

possible spread of Chinese influence.

B. Global Environment

" Enter the Chinese: the Dark Side of Detente

1
I

1. Distribution of Capabilities
In 1969, the new US president, Richard Nixon, had to deal vith a world

\
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,;Plituation vithin vhich American ﬁ;gemony was declining. Economically, the
US was facing a fierce challe&qe from Japan and Western Europe.
Politically, it had to deal with the most severe internal turmoil in its
history and criticism following the heavy losses from its involvement in
Southeast Asia. On.the other hand, the Soviet government under the secure
leadership of Brezhnev faced no such internal po;ifical problems, nor was
it sufféring great defeats in its foreign policies. But, economically, it
had“reached a severe slump. Chinese capabilities are difficult to compare
to those of the superpowers, as China remains an underdeveloped country.

In the 1950s, it had been dependeqt on 80v£et aid. By 1969, internal
political developments turned the Chinese gdvernment firmly against the
USSR and permitted it to perceive the US in a more favourable light.<2>

In general, economic difficulties prevailed over other problems at
this time, not least owing to the arms race and its economic‘repercussions.
This was especially 80 for the Soviets, whose planned-economy suffered more
than market economies, when thelgovernment shifted priorities toward

m!liéary expenditures. The Soviets put all their efforts into keeping up
to par with and even surpassing the US quantitatively in arm;ﬁents.
However, the US clearly had the upper hand in qualitative arms devel?pment,
vhich was becoming crucial in the coming decade.(Griffith, 1975: 18) ghig
advantage vas gained because of American superiority in high technology,
one area in which it still held its own 1n-the world market.

-~ Technoldgy, on the other hand, vas one of the weakest links in the
Soviet economy, leading to a decline in productivity. 1In addition, bad
veather and inefficiency had struck its agricultural sector in recent
years. The complementarity otvSoviet and Qmerican needs was obvious. The

Soviets had already been calling for a policy of detente with the US, but

the time was right for both by 1969. Detente went a long way in mitigating
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economic disaster for both countries, althphgh the positioq/p!,.uﬁpliot of
o food and technology g'av‘e the US the advantage and suggested Soviet

vulnerability in this reXationship.

4§ China's greatest vealth, by contrast, remains the sheer size of its ’
population. China had nuclear veapons, but could not be considered in any;
wvay a competitor in the superpovers' arms race. China carries a great deal

- of political weight and can best achieve its objectives and extract'
benefits by throwing this weight around and by threatening one side or the

other to join with its enemy. This strategy vag _beginning to be used by

China in 1969 to the disadvantage of the Soviet Union and the advantage of

the Us. -

2. Distribution of Control and Influence

| The concept of control and influence will be narrowed down to

1 encompass only the respective spheres of influence of the three great
povers. By this is meant those regions which are either under the control
of the powvers or are bound to side with one or ghe\other on questions of
foreign policy. Specific countries will not be looked at extensively as
the purpose here is to give a sense 6: the overall balance.

Disruption in the Soviet sphere of influeﬂée came from two sources.
;The'first was, the Chinese challenge to Soviet leadership of the communist
movement. The second wgslthe development of national communisms in the
Easé European countries, which attempted to gain some independence from the

rigid Soviet format.
Concerning the former challenée, the Soviets were losing qrouna to

o China in the more radical developing states. North Korea and Indonesia are

just twvo examples of this. 1In other parts of the developing world, the
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Soviet Union and China backed opposin; Marxist groups. On the other hand,
in an era of decreasing radicalism, where the Soviets wished to extend
their influence to a broader spectrum of countries, this challefige does not
seem to be ;;’vital. The Soviets may in fact have gained influence in the
Third world from their less radical international image:

By soft-pedaling ideclogy, by ;cting as honest brokers in

1ntetnatﬁ9na1 disputes and as correct diplomats and beneficial

econonic partners, by denouncing China for fomenting interstate %
conflict and internal strife, the Soviets have created an image

of respectability. Most new states no longer fear Soviet

interference in their domestic affairs.(Valkenier, 1969: 240)

Thus, the less radical states were likely to come out in favour of the
Soviets in the Sino-Soviet split. 1In addition, some of the more radical
states would probably be disappointed with China over the Sino-Americanv
rapprochement. Nevertheless, the Sino-American rapprochement meant that
the Soviets were left alone to do the job of containiné Chinese influence.
As a result, the expansion of Chinese influence remained a major threat %o
the Soyiets.

Concerning the challenge to 50vigt control in Eastern Europe,
Czechoslovakia and Poland weée the main challengers at this time. 1In the
former case, the soviets were ruthless in routing the dissenters; their
invasion and occupation of Czechoslovakia {asted into 1969. 1In the latter
case, they wvere firm, but somevhat flexible, allowing for some compromise
in the Polish seacoast uprisings. It is generally believed that the
Soviets felt confident that, as a result of‘their actions and the relaxed
atmosphere of éast-West ﬁetente, gtability would prevail in East
Europe. (Griffith, 1975: 13) Hovever, countries such as Yugoslavia and
Rumania continueg to dety’80viet authority over their affairs.

The US ﬁas'not facing such clear challenges in - its various spheres of

influence as the Soviets were. In Western Europe, France had been an

obstacle to American efforts to bring unity among the West European allies.
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Many West European countries felt nervous about detente, believing that
this arrangement between the superpowers was detrimental to their
security. (Griffith, 1975; 16) In spite of all this variness, the
relationship between Western Europe and, the US was gene;'ally good, and the
Europeans went along better with SALT than they had with either-the Test

——

Ban Treaty or the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

w
In other parts of the world, the Soviet Union was having a good deal

2

of success using more traditional levers of power to gain access to a
greater number of developing countries. Moscow had made significant
_inroads in the Middle-East, reducing American influence in the Arab states.
In terms of positive influen\ce, hovever , Moscow faced a number of 3
obstacles. The first was the lack of unity among and within the Arab
states themselves. 1In addition, there was the independence of Arab
communist parties, the resurgence of Islam, and finally the stiff
competition from Western countries for the sale of technology to these
oil-rich states.(Freeman 1in Duncan, 1980: 156)

Soviet strategy in Africa South of the Sahara has been somevhat more
orthodox in the revelutionary tradition: "Arms, Soviet military advisors,
and Cuban combat troops have become the Soviet Union's chief attributes in
Africa."(Klinghoffer 1;n Duncan,19é0: 203) In this approach, the Soviets
faced competition from the Chir;ese. The Soviets' capacity to support groups
l;lilitarily had often given them the upper hand over China, however. .

Southeast Asia was in a period of transitiop as it embarked upon the
decade of the 1970s. The US was pulling out graduallif, but was not leaving
Hanoi in a vacuum. Under conditions of Sino-American deten’te and
Sino-Japanese detente in the making, the Soviets faced a strong and united

opposition in the reogion which did not augur well for the spread of Soviet

influence. They were forced to let Vietnam's own ambition lead indirectly

‘N




19

S gt

tolthe spread of Soviet influence in the region.

The trend of non-alignment in the developing world was favourable to
Soviet interests. By endorsing this attitude at the outset, the soviets
found themselves in a position to take advantage of the desire of these
countries to eliminate Western influence over their golicies. The Soviets
did not directly increase their influence over thee?e countries, but created
a favourable psychological environment in which Soviet relations with the

——

non-aligned could grow.

This concludes the brief world overview of the changing spheres of
influence of the major powers. A simple sun: of the gains and losses for
each would have little meaning. Therefore, at the end of this entire
section on global environment, the above developments will be evaluated in
telati?n to Soviet goals globally. 1In the chapters that follow, this '
extensi\e description of the international environment will be cut down to

Q

some extent as only changes in the situation outlined above will be

examined.

3. PRattern, Sources, and Level of Conflict ‘
- ’The pattern of conflict between the Soviet Union and the US was
chatacteriz:d at this time by the principle of avoidance of direct
controntatit;;g between them. Even the rhetorical_ battle softened at times.
In Europe, the Middle-East, and Southeast Asia, the superpovers backed .

opposing forces. Each tried to neutralize the influence-of the other, but

never again in a face-to-face ultimatum as had been the case throughout the

19605! notably in the Cuban crisis of 1962. )
The basic source of conflict is considered by some to be ideological,

the effort of each superpower to spread its vay of life to other countries

TN
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as a moral necessity.<3> Others consider the rivalry between the two
countries as just a nev version of the age-old battle betveen competing
empires for control over the political and economic resources of the world.,
Be that as it may, the év'etyday conflict between the superpowers can be
traced to more specific sources depending on the region in question. , _,_

For as long as the Soviets have claimed authority over the comm,unist‘
governments of Eastern Europe, the Americans have disputed their claims.
When, after World War II, the US set up a security system in Western
Europe, the Soviets also disputed its right to do so. Thus, the presence
-- physical or political -~ of each superpower in Europe is anathema to the
other. Much of this conflict was reflected in the confli“czt over Berlin.
The Soviets obstructed Western access to the city during west German
presidential elections which took place in Berlin in 1969. As in other
parts of the world, the crisis subsided and vas replaced by a more subtle
pattern of conflict after the Big Four settlement and the Soviet-West
German treaty of 1970, The Big Four settlement reflected the spirit
motivating East-West detente. Nevertheléss, the question of Soviet
intervention in Eastern Europe and of American military buildup in Western
Europe remained the subject of ongoing argument and appeared in
negotiations between the -superpowers on many occasions, notably in .atms
talks.

in the case of the Middle-East, the positi‘&ms of the superpovers oOn
regional issues vere less clearly conflictual. In those years, Israel wvas
an American client and Egypt vas fast becoming a Soviet client. The -
Soviets did not deny Israel the right to exist, but sided with the

Palestinians in their search for a homeland and supported a number of other

N Arab causes. By doing this, the Soviets significantly reduced American ~

opportunities of fostering truittlul relations with the Arab countries.’
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];(étet the 1967 crisis, the Soviets realized-~how dangerous intimate
involvement in the Arab-Israeli conflict could be. Since then, the
superpover conflict in the Middle East has been substantially reduced and

‘the Soviets and Americans have alternatively proppsed peace initiatives in

the region.
The situation in Southeast Asig was not resolved in 1970. Moscow held
the most influence with Hanc;i and viewed the latter's ambitions as
potentiahlly- advantageous to increasing Soviet presence in the area. The US
was considering pulling out at this time, l;ut wasﬁ-not yet committed to it.
Sina-American rapprochement booste.d Us confidence that China would not
encourage Vietnamese adventurism. Thus the Soviets were faced in the
foreseeable future with a combination of opportunities and constraints, but

’ .
vietnam obviously was not to remain for long an important area of Soviet-US

}

conflict. ' (
\

sovieth)ivalry with the Chinese cannot be divided into such neat
categories. ‘As both the USSR and China are leaders in the communist world,
they both encouraged the establishment of radical governments 1;': other
<countries, but fought over the loyalties of these same governments. Thes¢
incidents have been discussed earlier and will not be repeated here.
However, in terms of the pattern of conflict, it can be said that Soviet
and Chinese troops were rarely invé:lved in these conflicts, but both
countries providedb supplies for marxist guerrillas or factions aspiring to
power. As well, Cuban troops often acted as proxies for the Soviets.

One area vhere there was direct conflict between Soviet and Chinese

troops was along the Sino-Soviet ‘bd;der. In 1969, the clashes along the

Ussuri River wvere considerd very serious by both countries. Both increased

the nunber of troops stationed on their side of the border. The clashes

" stopped in 1970, bui the conflict rcmainéd. .

- ‘%
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Sino-Soviet 9ont11ct is rooteé~in history, Chinese natiénalé'h; and
the ideological split between the two countries éccurring in 1956.
However, given the infighting within the_CCP, it was uncertain until-1969 .
which way China would swing in the East-West pover game. 1In view of the
border fighting with the Soviets in 1969, China's real enemy seemed to be
Moscow anq the poséibility of some kind of agreement with the US was not as
remote<§;®it had been in the past.({Ra'anan, 1970: 136)

Overall, the beginning of the decade of -the 1970s meant a near-total
elimination of direct armed conflict among the three major powers. )
Tensions between the US and the USSR and between the US and China .were
reduced, leading to an increase in Sino- Soviet tensions. However, the
American strategy of balancing China against the Soviet Union seemed to
favour a more cautious foreign policy by all three powers, especially in

n

relation to one another.

4. Global Soviet Goals and Perceptions

One point on which most Western authors agree is that a primary goal
of Soviet foreign policy is to reduce or contain American and Chinese
influence throughout the Third world.<4> Horn suggests that from the
mid;l9605 onwérds, the spread of Chinese influence has been the greater
concern for the Soviets.(Horn, i982: 13) The desire to maintain control
over buffer states between the Soviet Union and the non-communist world has
also been,a concern of Soviet foreign policy. 1In order to maintain this
control, E& is of paramount importance for the USSR to possess effective
leadership of the communist world. These goals serve as the basis for an

evaluation of the global situation which has been described above.

In terms of the distribution of capabilities, it would seem that

T




Soviet economic capability is important in ensuring the cohesiveness of the

CHEA countrieg,‘ most of whikh are considered to be.buffer statgs. I£ is
also'important in maintaining the swiet?nion':s;xperp'ov& status in world
opinion., The Soviets had turned to detente witp the west becaus? they ’
failed to develop technology themselves at advanced world levels and needed

to, import it from the developed capitalist economies. This fact uncovered

3

the' basicA weakness in the Soviet position as econc;mic leader of the
comnunist world. The Soviet image as a gre‘at‘rising pover as opposed to
the supposedly declining US was difficult to maintain in these times of
economic stagnation in the USSR, However, American power could be seen as
declining when compared to the new economic giants that Westt;rn Europe and
Japan had become. Furthermore, the Soviets could point to American
internal political difficulties as a sign of decline,

It would seem that, at the beginning of tfre SALT talks, if was not yet

_evident to what extent the slov pace of Soviet tect;nological breakthroughs
would be a handicap for them in the arms race. The American rapid reentry
missiles had not yet been discovered. In other words, the Soviets might
not have been too worried about the;.r po_‘s_}tion in the arms race on the eve
ot_the declaration o;f strategic parity, as it was not yet apparent that a
qualktative arms de;relopment race was-to be more significant in the new
decade.

Concerning thé distribution of control and influence, there is a more
direct relationship here with the prima;'y Soviet goal of reducing American
and Chi:nese influence in the world. European and Chinese defiance of
Soviet lcaé&ship of the communist world had become major concerns for the
Soviets at this time. The Soviets had dealt successfully vith recent

European challenges (Czechoslovakia and Poland), but could not ignore the

possibility of the spread of such incidents. The rivalry vith China vas a

>



more ongoing affair and the Soviets often had to push forvard to impress
various countries enough to neutralize cChinese influence. This vas what
the Soviets had been attempting to do in Pakistan since the mid-1960s.
Although it was argued earlier on that Soviet policies in the Third world
\were qufte successful in providing them vith access to a wider variety of
countries, the Soviets still perceived cChina as an important threat. The
Soviets therefore launched frequent verbal attacks against China both on
diplomatic occasions and in internal policy statements:

CPSU leader Brezhnev sought support against China from foreign

communist parties in his speech to the international conference

in Moscow in June [1969], and foreign minister Gromyko used his

address on foreign policy to the Supreme Soviet in July to lash’

out at PRC policies. China has clearly emerged as the Soviet -

Union's main enemy, and Moscov was searching anxiously in a

number of directions for ways to respond tp this heightened
challenge. (Horn, 1982: 17)

On ‘th.e other hand, the USSR had maintained its traditional stronqhblds
in_relatio’n to the US, as the latter ;;enerally had in télation to the
\Soviets. Detente lowered the feeling of threat between these two
adversaries. The Soviets apparently felt céntident about their ability ‘to
controi Eastern Europe and wished to turn their attention toward their
eastern borders.™ .

China had not been very successful at.‘—s—iareadinq its 1nf.1uenge to other
developing countries either. However, in contrast to 80vi‘et-American
relations, Sino-Soviet relations had been besieged by open conflict and
border clashes in 1969. This high level of Sino-Soviet contlictnsharpened
Soviet sensitivity to any opportunities tor‘expansion of Chinese influence.
The American desire to turn their attention to internal problems left more
room for the Soviets to manceuvre internationally, but C¢hina also felt less
constrained by the US. The Soviet goal of reducing American influence vas

-being accomplished by the US itself ,' in a wvay. On the other hand, the

Chinese seemed more willing and able -- given the new great-pover

. 1{",:!
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rclationshfps -- to play a more active role in the Third world and thus to
i

pose a greater challenge to Soviet influence than ever before.

v
v

C. Regional Environment d

No_More Fence-Sitting for Moscow

In terms of spatial relationships, India 1bs the core of the South
Asian region. It is surrounded by smaller states beyond which lie the two
cormmunist giants, like crouching lions. India's mere si;e endows it with
significant strategic value in the eyes of the major powers, and it has the
longest coast of any country on the Indian Ocean. The Indian Ocean is an
area of intense military compétition among the major povers.

The Soviets have long dreamed of having a land route linking the USSR
to India through Afghanistan and Pakistan which would multiply Soviet
economic penetration of the region.(Rubinstein, 1981: 222) Moscow's keen
interest 1:'n India in particular has attracted the attention of the other
global powers. Because Pakistan.acts as a wedge between the USSR and.
quhan'istan, on the on?hand, and Moscow's chief South Asian partner
(India) or-1 the other, rivals of the Soviet Union greatly value their
relations--with Pakistan.

_ Given the proximity of two major powers, the USSR and China, and the
deeply-rooted tension between India and Pakistan, there is a hiq'h potential
for conflict in the South Asian region.

In terms of the technological setting, the South Asian regnion is

underdeveloped. As such, the countries of the region are ail dependent to

some extent on some form of foreign assistance. China itself is no

P
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exception, having long been dependent on Soviet assistance and still
requirin’g’ﬁie aid of one of the superpowers to survive,

" India seems to be the only country in the region that has insisted on
a policy of self-reliance, which has led it to develop an impressive
indigenous technological base. Pakistan's army is comparably
well-equipped, but did not have the indigenous base to sustain on i.ts own
the level of sophistication it had thus far achieved through e;;ernal
assistance and commercial arms transfers. It would simply have collapsed
if China and the US withdrew their support. Afghanistan was also utterly
dependent on a developed country, the 'USSR. Even with Soviet assistance,
Afghanistan's technological development was backward compa;ed to that of
its neighbours. 1India's close neighbours, to mention them in passing --
Nepal, Sikkim, Bhutan, and Sri Lanka -- are all small developing countries.
They are all economically dependent on their relationship with India in
addtion to assistance from the developed countries.

By 1569—70; the only nuclear powers in the region were China and the
Soviet Union. Chin:.:'s nuclear capability, however, was not much to speak

of at that time. Thus among the countries truly belonging to South Asia,

the nuclear factor had not yet upset the balance of power.

-

1. Social, Political Homogeneity/Diversity

South Asia ii composed of a myriad ofmditferent ethnic, cultural, and
religious communities, Secessionist nationalist gro:xpinqs are always
causing trouble in the many provinces bvhich make up the larger countries.

Beyond such distinct communities within each country, there is one

socio-political division in South Asia which has caused more tension than

any of the others and vas at the root of the partition of India in 1947.
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The Hindu/Muslim division has tingéa Indo-Pakistani relations and conflict —

G . vith emotionalism from the outset. Within India, there still exist large
pockets of Muslim populations which cause ditficulties for the central
government. The l;rqe and powerful Sikh community, which has been calling
for the establishment of an independent state, has tecent1y<been far more
troublesome, hovever.

Nevertheless, India's strong democratic political system has been able
to vithstand many of these pressures. Pakistan, on the other hand, has
been a victim of the political instability which is ghe norm among )

developing cdbntries. In 1969, the Pakistani politigal system was in
t;ansition. President Ayub Khan, had resigned and appointed General Yahya
Xhan to head the highly centralized military-bureaucratic complex pending
the results of the general election of 1970, the first in Pakistan's
history.. The election gave }he majority to a party of Bengalis committed
to autonomy for East Pakistan, the Avami League. The leader of the party

favoured in West Pakistan, however, did not accept the victory of the Awami

League, and the hilitary struck out abainst the popular Bengali movement.
This conflict turned into a civil war, ending in the creation of the
independent state -of Bangladesh, thanks to Indian help, in 1971.(%Ziring,

1982: 99-100)
The Afghan government wvas faced with quite a different problem. It

had never enjoyed popular support or participation, and the AfgHan people

-

« lacked a sense of national community. Narrow ties of tribé and kinship
{

dominated the interactions of Afghan society. The Afghan government was

- effectively drawn into the Soviet orbit shortly after the Second World Wwar,

™

' and in the early 1970s, showed no eignswot violently resisting this
e - development.(Ziring, 1982: 124-25) ' .

F)

f‘ In sum, there is an enormous amount of social and political diversity

g
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2. Extent of Material and Social Links Among' States
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in South Asia, providinq numerous occasions for conflict. The antagonisms
betwveen and among the South Asian countries are diverse and, in some areas,
subject to change. Thus a web of potential alliances and counter-alliandei
with the great“powers could easily undermine the very fabric of any one of

these states.

\

within the South Asian re'gion itself, India enjoys the largest and
most numert;us exchanges with its South Asian neighbours. It trades
extensively with its smaller neighbours, Bhutan, Sikkim, and Nepal.
However, a number of these nei urs _have been very wary of establishing
too close ties with India because rof the imbalance of power in such
relationships. Sri Lanka and Nepal, in particular, have resisted being
dravn into India's formidable shadow. 1India's relations with Pakistan have
alvays been poor, at every level. 1In addition to trade, India also
provides a sizeable amount of aid to some of its neighbours. ‘L
Turning now tc; the role of external powers, China's involvement has

been highly concentrated. Pakistan was the recipient of the bulk of

Chinese aid and trade in the region. The Soviets, on the othéer hand,

enjoyed the most exclusive links with Afghanistan. In second place came

India with which the Soviets had every sort of exchfnge: economic,
ﬁilitary, cultural, and diplomatic. The Soviets cultivated Pakistan's
friendship mainly through economic ties‘,‘ although between 1968 and 1970 the
goviets gid engage in very limited arms transfers to Pakistan. India's
smaller neighbours were all more tied to the Western countries than to the
USSR or China, but nevertheless did have some ties with the communist

povers.(Sen Gupta, 1980: 80)
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The US was in a much less well-defined situation than either China or

the USSR. Its economic ties with all South Asian countries, except

Afghanistan, were quite strong. However, on the military and political

s. ., fronts, the US seemed to follov a policy which wag not intrinsically tied

ta regicnal developments.

While the Soviet Union remained by and large a consistent
supporter of India, and China an even more consistent backer of
Pakistan, the United States frequently shifted its position,
depending on which of the two communist giants it sought to
contain at particular junctures of its containment” policy.(Sen
Gupta, 1980: 174)

On the whole, aside from Pakistan and Afghanistan, South Asian
countries attempted to balance their ties with foreign countries.
Afghanistan was closely tied to t;he Soviet‘Union', and Pakistan to China.
However, in 1970, the situation of acute Indo-Pak tension, in the context
of American disengagement from Asia, pushed India out of necessity intH
even closer ties with the Uss;! than had been the case before the Soviet

policy of even-handedness towards Pakistan and India. Militarily, the USSR

wvas far more committed to India than to any other South Asian country.

- A

3. Pattern, Sources, and Level of Conflict

S ————————r———t————

In 1947, Hindus and Muslims of India parted bitterly and violently as
the state of Pakistan ‘was born. The bitterness of these two peoples toward
) e

each other has been carried over into state to state relations between the

twvo countries. The Hindu-Muslim conflict fits Azar's definition of a

*protracted social conflict”. In the Indian subcontinent the conflict

involves Jboth groups within one nation-state and in different nation-states

in the same region, "...where deep-seated racial, ethnic and religious
hatreds may generate or intensify domestic and international hostilities.”

Azar notes the unequal distribution of power and resources or the

-

"y ,
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perception 6£ inequality as playing a critical role in these conflicts. One
could certainly see how Muslims within India may feel discriminated against
as a minority but, especially, how Pakistan may feel unfairly treated by
the international community in terms of its relative*pover and influence as
compared to India's. Most relevant to the Indo-Pakistani case, Azar notes
darkly: _

These conflicts are, for the targets and actors involved,

full-time crises wvhich exhaust the limited human resources

available to ameliorate or resolve them.(Azar, 1981: 320)

The level of Indo-Pakistani conflict has not remained constant, but
has varied from tentative agreements to outright war. 1In 1969 and 1550,
Pakistan's internal difficulties and conflict with East Pakistan spilled.
over into its relationsg with India when India became involved in the matter
somewhat in spite of itself. Thousands Of refugees fleeing West Pakistani
authority poured into India from East Pakistan. 1India could thus be -
accused by West Pakistan of encouraging the Bengali rebellion. In these
years, the possibility of military confrontdtion between India and Pakistan
loomed large.

The other major souce of conflict in the subcontinent concerned
Chinese térritorial claims over the Sino-India;'bOtder. In the early
19505, this conflici had erupted into a border war in which the Soviets
vere reluctant to support India, but, more remarkably, withheld their
support from Ch}na as well., By 1969 the situation was quite ditferent.
A{;hough the 50v1e£s went to éreat lengths to act as peacemakers between
India and Pakistan, they also went to great lengths to aggtavaté
Sino-Indian hostility. After the Sino-Soviet border clashes in 1969, and
the events leading up to them, the ‘Soviets had even considered tnll-sc;le
military attaék on China. There was‘certa}nly no doubt nov that

&

81noflndia? conflict pléased the Soviets and that‘in the event of another
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border wvar, they would lend their full support to India against China.
However , the Sino-Indian conflict does not have the deep roots of the
Indo-Pak conflict while, with the explosive level of Indo-Pak tension,
;ndia was actually plan}ling to improve relations with China in order to
veaken the destructive force of the Sino-Pak alliance. ;ndi; intended to
use Chinese influence to moderate Pakistani hostility. However, India
attempted this ploy in vain, partly because time was too short anod partly
because Pakistanl hostility couldor.mot be piacated. \

In sum, the major regional conflicts were very much interrelated since
China had aligned 1tse1f'w1th Pakistan. India thus found itself
simultaneously opposing the interests of two countries that supported one
another's interests in South Asia. This situation complicated Soviet
efforts to maintain peace and stabili:ty in the region and to wean Pakistan
avay from its dependence on China. Moscow's options were reduced as the

situation worsened and ié had to take sides or lose all credibility both in

Pakistan and 1India.

{

4. Soviet Perception of the Regional Environment

The Soviet policy of evenhanded relations with India and Pakistan in
South Asia encountered serious obstacles because of the conflicting
interests of the various regional actors. Hovever,6 Moscow's final policy

decisions were based on its own priorities and understanding 6t the forces

\

t
Horn identifies the larger Soviet goals in the South Asian region as

part of their broad Third World strategy. That is, their first objective
) o -
was to reduce and, if possible, eliminate Chinese and Western influence in

the area. Secondly, the Soviets sought to Juse their relationship with

¢
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India to back up their claim to be an Asian, as wvell as a global, power. £
Thirdly, Moscow wished India to play the role of intermediary in Third
world politics as a whole. Lastly, Moscow considered South Asia as its own
southern frontier and, ag such, Soviet security~interests were involved- in
“ET quest for influence in the region.(Horn, 1982: 13-14)

Donaldson also enumerates a number of goals wvhich highlight the role
of Indo-Soviet relations in the affairs of all of South Asia. First,K the
Soviets wished to enlist India's participation as a counterweight to China
in Asia. 1In addition, Pakistan ‘needed to be courted to reduce Ch‘i‘n‘ese-
influence there. Secondly, the Soviets aimed, to use India's help in
limiting American and Western presence in Asia. (Donaldson in‘ Kanet and
Bah;'y, 1975: ?18-220)

Horn maintains that from 1969 on, China beca’lme Moscow's primary
concer/r'm. As the US signalled its intention to withdraw gradually f{rom
Asia, American influence became a less pressing problem. The necessity of
building up an effective counterveigﬁt to China was preeminent. From the ’
mid- to late-1960s, the Soviets sought to create a balance@.n South Asia by
modifying their preferential treatment of India to accommodate better
relations with Pakistan. However, the changes in the, environment in the
following few years altered Moscow's perceptions of the best course of
action to advance its interests.

Spatial relatiox;ships are, of course, a static element. The Soviet
perception of the South Asian region as an area involving the Soviet
Union's ov; security, because of proximity to its southern border, was thus
not likely to alter over a period of time. Through thick and thin, the
Soviets encouraged peace in the region and tnie:l ,to improve, to thc'a extent

possible, their relations with Pakistan. The imminence of war was a very

threatening possibility indeed, as it was certain to strengthen the bonds

—
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between China and Pakistan, giving the former a firmer grip on this

-5
neighbour of Moscow's client, Afghanistan. 1India's size and huge coastline

>

vere, moreover, a powerful incentive for Moscow to side with New Delhi when

the going got rough. The dahger of alienating Pakistan was nothing

>

compared to the danger of losing India's friendship.
With regard to technological development, India's stron:\indigenous
base wouid-certainly be viewed as an added advantage in using India as a
counterveight to\China. India is the only country in the subcontinent
capable of holding its own against the Chinese. The technological
- underdeveloPmenE of the region as a ;hole, however, has its advantages and

disadvantages. On the positive side, the Soviets could use economic offers

as a means to gain access/>é>?he region. On the other hand, the need of
all of these countries for assistance provides opportunities for the
Chinese and.Western powers to gain a foothold in the area, as the Soviets
cannot fill all needs bﬁzxaust be somewhat selective. 1India's

~ technological development in comparison with its neighbours contributes to
India's prestige and reinforces the éoviet strategy of using India's
influence with other developing countries. 1India's growing displeasure
with the Soviets' relations with Pakistan as well as its attempts to mend °

- X
its own relations with China must have seemed very threatening to the

Soviets in this context.

.
L]

The social and political characteristics of India also drew the

Soviets towards it. 1Its democratic system was very highly regarded by
other developing countries and thus Moscow's association with Rew Delhi wvas
& boon to the Soviet image in the Third World. In addition, India's .
v social{stic economic tendencies ﬁade econcmic exchanges with the Soviets
more natural than Soviet ties with India;s more capitalistic neighboués,

including Pakistan. These considerations may have played an important part

[y
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in Moscow's cholice when it realized that“it would have to choose between
’ A1)

friendship Wwith Pakistan or India. -
Aside from its shaky ané{ggn-democratic political situation, Pakistan
wvas the only South Asian country to take part in a political pact with the

uUs

SEATO. This fact, however,“was losing its ;ignificance since the US
vas disengaging itself from the continent. Instead, the Soviets had to
contend with a de facto alliance betv;en ngistan and China, Moscow's main
enemy at the time. Not having an actual alliance with India, or any South
Asian country apart from Afghanistan, doubtless put the Soviets on guard
and encouraged them not to offend India too deeply lest they be entireély
left out of the approaching crisis.

The patéern of social and material links.among South Asian Fountries
again underlined the central role of Ind}a. If South Qsié can be
conceptualized as a web of inteirelations, the centre of that web is India.
‘H;wever, South Asian €ountries'are vary of Indila's influence and try to
pursue policies as independent as po;sible from India's. Thus friendship
with India may be a liability in terms of the way it affects relations with r
India's neighbours.

Tﬁé extent of conflict in South Asia was, in addition, aiarming to the
USSR. The depth of hostility between Pakistan and India was just hitting
" home to the Soviets in 1970. To the Saviets, China was the greatest
threat, but to India, chiaa represented a secondary threat in comparison
with Pakistan. The lack of irreparable conflict between India and China as
well as the increased level of conflict between India and Pakistan were
detrimental to Soviet interests. The Soviets were obviously not Erinqing
about regional peace vhichlhad been the object. of their fence-sitting
policy. The only comfort vah that India and the US were at odds,

precluding the latter's involvement in the conflict. . 5
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P . a
Oon the regional level, therefore, Soviet goals were not being met by

- -~

their immedijte policies. Pakistan was not being weaned away from China,

peace was not likely, and India, its major partner, vas being alienated by

Moscov's attitude.

B

D. The Bilateral Environment

» )

India Gets Back on the Right Track

¢ »

\

l. Indian Domestic Politics

=

Throughout 1968 and 1969, there evolved a serious conflict between the
right ‘and left wings of the ruling party, the Indian National‘Congress,
/
creating anvimportant challenge to the leadership of Indira Gandhi. Indian

unity was also being torn by widespread unrest:

\
The years 1965-1969 were marked by food shortages, regional -
autonomy movements, communalist tensions, and generally growing
instability and social discontent. Splits within the Congress .
deepened and right wing forces, "monopoly capital" in Soviet
parlance, increasingly asserted themselves.(Horn, 1982: 23) .

g
.

*\ﬂ\dira Gandhi's efforts at economic reform had been unsucces\sful, am'i~
her domestic and foreign policies were criticized by members of hex:s own f- | .
party. However, a succession of bold 1;\itiatives by the Indian prime
minister in the éumnier of ‘1969 managed to contain some of these proble;ns.

She also managed to strengthen her leadership against right-wing
opposition. She rid lt:l'ne congress of a number of her critics, notably her
deputy prime minister, Moraji Desad, and replaced them with her supporters.
Her 6overnment proceeded to natibna.li:ze 14 major Indian banks, a move the

left had vanted to make for a long time.(Horn, 1982 35) In 1969-1970,

- [ .
then, Indira Gandhi strengthened her leadership of the Congress Party and

CIEN
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managed to apply economic measures which the Soviets no doubt approved of.

2. Level of Dependence of India on the Soviet Union

+ As a developing country, India's dependence on other gguntries is a

A}

function of the extent to which it faces problems that it lacks the

¢ £

resources to solve. 1India's internal difficulties were evidently not too

-

difticult for it to solve alone, or at least to control. Ex'ternally,

» conflict with Pakistan or China alone could create a need for India to rely

s

- ~i B
on its more powerful friends. Armed conflict between Pakistan and India ~

Ao

vas very likely, and India was going to need help to tac;e it. Likevise,
China remained a threat to Indian interests through its support of -
separatist éroups within India, and also through its territorial. claims
. .

acrgss the Sino-Indian border.: The combination of these two conflicts in
additian to American disengagement from the continent made the situation
problematic for India in terms of ‘barI;aininq with the Sov;,ets. At this
time,“- the American policy of containment did not necessitate hea%vy,
1nv01v,ement in Ir;dia. Nayar brings this point up and underlines American

-

indifference to the needs and interests of other countries except insofar

as they affect superpower relations.(Nayar, 1975: 134-35) India's
vulnerable situation in 1970 vas tkus of little concern to the US.
Among the three major powers, it was ¢lear that India could call only

upon “the Soviets for assistance. Patching things up with China remained

®

the only leverage with Moscov, but even that was not having any success by

1970.

.
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3. Areas of Disagreement with the USSR .
B & -

The principal areas of disagreement between India and the USSR
concerned the Soviet attitude towards Pakistan and the Indian attitude
tovards China. The difference of 'opinion on their intéres‘ts concerning
these two  countries led to a number of misunderstandings in Indo-Soviet

relations.,

.+ The soviet policy of equidistance between India and Pakistan caused a
é’éeat deal of concetn in New Delhi. The more the Soviets did to befriend
Pakistan, the more they stood to lose in their hitherto successful

‘relationship with India.

3

As part of the policy to befriend Pakistan, the SOV;ets adopted
postures which were upsetting to India. 1In order to stabilize relations
with Pakistan, the Soviets took a neutral stand on Kashmir as opposed to
their former endorsement of India's side at the UN. 1In the midst of
}nternal turmoil in India in 1969, the Soviets wvere o?enly critical of the
Indian government concerning India's political situation, and this further
strained relations between the two countries.

As for India's relations with China, the Soviets fel;: that Ne\; Delhi
was not hostile enough toward Peking. 1India's nonaligned stand seemed to

extend to its relations with China in spite of the disagreements between

.

them. Therefore, when the Soviets came ‘up vith a proposal for an Asian
P /,

collective security system, its anti-Chinese thrust was considered [
unacceptable to India. Furthermore, India's conciliatory gestures toward
China in order to lessen the threat from Pakistan disappointed the Soviets.
Normally, the 50v1ets and the Indians perceive their respective J
interests to be convergent. However, 1969 in particular Presented a

—situation of unusually high aﬂxiety for both countries. India's anxiety ,

vas caused by Pakistan, whereas for the Soviets China represented the
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greatest threat. Nonetheless, these difterences,lessenéd as the Soviets
-and the Indians realized the futility of their respective overtures towvard

Pakistan and China. In the end, both stood to gain from ‘regional peace and

—

from the position of strength they enjoyed as a result of their

3

- g‘artnership.

.
b [

4. Soviet Perception of the ailatgrél Environment

Donaldson states that the Soviets wished to encourage the Indian
r , ¢

g,
government, as a leader in the Thfrd world, to take international positions

?fas close to those of the Soviet Union as possigle. They also enéouraqu
'I:ndia's political, social, and ecohom}c development 'in the direction of a
'socialist': economy and -a progressive polity. The Soviets also aimed to
tbuild strong and lasting commercial ties with India to provide an outlet
for Soviet manufactured goods and to give the Soviets access to Indian
products useful to the Soviet economy. Lastly, the Soviets attempted to
Ccreate attitudes among the Indian elite and mass tavour':able tq the SOV1:et
Union and -its o;jgectives.(Rar)et and Bahry, 1977: 219-220)

Duz:in-g India's difficult domestic situation in 1969, it was hard for

Mrs. Gandhi's government to take any foreign policy stand unchallenged, let

alone positions which corresponded to those of -the USSR. 1In that year,

T

India condemned the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia (however faintly),

tried to mend relations with China, and refused to participate in the

proposed Soviet Asian Collective Security Systen;. In 1970, however,
§ . PR
housecleaning in the Indian government gave Mrsﬂ Gandhi freer rein, vhile s
. l

relations vith China proved impossible to me{ﬁd,} and conflict vith Pakistan
L
/

heightened Indian dependence on the Soviet Union. All of these

developments were hopeful signs that, vith a little encouragement, India
?
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might be persuaded to adopt international positions closer to Moscow's.
Similarly, the strengthening of Mrs. Gandhi's leadership favoured
socialist development in India and angured well for improved commercial
ties with the Soviet Union. 1In terms of advancing these goals in the
longer haul, however, Indian elite and mass attitudes toward the USSR were
of paramount 1mpoftaface. Here, Soviet-actions from }965 to 1969 did much
to mar their image in India. Soviet overtures of friendship towaﬁrd .
Paki..stan ;nd criticism _c;f India vere not 1ikely to be soon forgotten by
those who had had illusions about Soviet selflessness in supporting Indian

interests. Howvever, Mrs. Gandhi's pragmatism seem;d for the moment to

provide the basis for achieving most of these Soviet goals. .

E. The Domestic Environment

Political Stability and Economic Stagnation

The years 1969 and 1970 were not particularly remarkable with regard

[y a

to the domestic scene of the Soviet Union -- no change in leaé‘ership, no

disasters or major crises. However, some important rethinking of economic

priorities and global policy was taking place in the xreﬁxlin at the end of
A y

the first Five Year Plan since Khruchshev's ouster and on the eve of

. escalating host‘ilii; with China.

-

\

;]_.. The Soviet Economy in Trouble

It vas mentioned earlier, in the context of superpower relations, that

.

economic pressures in the Soviet Union had been the main impetus behind the

!

Soviet policy of detente vith the West:

A%
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Erosion in the growth of total labour_and capital productivity in
the Soviet economy in the 1960s and 1970s is the key aspect of
Soviet economic performance that dominates all. Sthers in its

effect on Soviet foreign policy. 1In an effort to counteract
lagging productivity, Soviet leaders embarked on a program of
massive imports of technology and machinery from the advanced
capitalist nations. (Bialer, 1981: 177)

This erosion of productivity was an ongoing and fundamental problem,

but 'a number of%other economic problems were also coming to the fore in

Y ! :
these years. Reiﬂnforcing the move toward expanded cooperation with the

West was the Soviet Union's need to overcome its backwardness in civilian
use of synthetics and computer technology. Also, poor harvests and
inefficient agricultural technology forced the Soviets to ‘1mport focd from
the West. SO'viet planning had since the .beginning given priority to heavy
industry and military sectors. But by the end of the 1965 tg 1973 economic
plan, it had become clear that there v’a\s a need to place greater emphasis
on consumer goods.(Banerjee, 1977: 45-48)

The Russians have, throughout history, gone through periods where they
needed to open their doors to the international economic community in oréer
to catch up with developments in otl;er parts of the world. During these ’
periods, they experienced rapid economic growth, which was then followed by
‘reneved isolation apd stagnation. Levine notes that this pattern will
probably not be followed in the present case because of the speed of
technological innovation today and because the Soviet economy is not able,
as the pre-revolutionary econbmy was, to assimilate modern teéhnology or
) maintain its own technology up to date in isolation from the West. He
argues that the reasons for this tailqte lie in the structure of the Soviet
econony itself which lacks the factor of competition. (Levine, in Bialer,
1981: 180-187) At any rate, in the early ‘197032 the Soviets were faced vith

very serious economic problems the answer to which could only be found

either in radical economic reform or in extensive and pernanent cooperation

.



vith developed capitalist countries. . ¢

2. The Domestic Political Situation

In 1969 and 1970, no succession crisis was rocking the Politburo.
\

Brezhnev was secure in his position and a stable power oligarchy had

eu;crged at the top echelons of the Soviet political system. According to
Adomeit, there was a greater amount of consensus 1;1‘ the Soviet leadership
under Brezhnev than there was under Khrushchev.(Bialer, 1981: 72-73) A

' number of Po}?.tburo nembers ow;d their positions to Brezhnev, but tpey also

had independent power bases r:l.n the regions they represented or among other

leaders. (Bialer, 1981: 95)

While Brezhnev's leadership vas widely accepted, it appears that he
did not have much independent authority and w;s constrained by more
conservative members of the Politburo. <Cattell notes that in 1969 social

and economic problems in the Soviet Union were a cause of great concern,

but that Brezhnev could not meet these prol;lems the way he may have wished

to:

Today, more openly than ever, a large number in the bureaucracy,
{ particularly in the cultural and ideological sections, are not

just conservative, but reactionary, and almost openly

pro-Stalinist. Against. these forces, how can Brezhnev and

Xosygin meet the crisis except by giving in to

Stalinism?(Cattell, 1970: 222)

The stronger collective leadership vhich had evolved under Brezhnev
thus had its advantages and drawbacks. The excesses of dictatorship vere
avolded and a greater number of interests represented, but the increasingly

threatening domestic problems were not being met by bold changes that they

@ perhaps required.

The same conclusions could be drawn in terms of Soviet foreign policy.

Bold or sudden changes in direction vere Unlikely because of the influence

':1 Sk 4 e #
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exerted by conservative elements in the leadership. Soviet perception of

these changes is not important, but the constraint on Soviet foreign policy
which they represented must be taken into account perhaps among the forces
o)

conducive to continuity. >

F. Summary of Environmental Changes

In terms of global competition among the major povers, two new.
developments were perceived by the Soviets to be of overwhelming
significance. The first was Soviet realization of their inferiority to the
West in terms of technological development which forced them to import from
the west through a poli;y of detente. The second was the sharply increased
hostility between the Soviet Union and China sparked by the Sino-Soviet
border war. From 1969 on through the 1970s, then, the Soviets felt an
increased dependency on the West and a need to stabilize East-West
relations and, on the other hand, they felt an important threat from China
-- further sharpened by hints of a Sino-American rapprochement bn the -
horizon -- which could only serve Qy put the USSR in a worse position in
relation to both the US and China. '

As concerns regional interests, the Soviets faced a quickly changing

}

situation which they could not'regpond to decisively at first. Their
intention of befriending Pakistan at the expense Of Chinese influence
there, vhile attempting t; maintain a close relationship with India, vas
backfiring. Pakistan was not responding to Soviet overtures, India vas
indignant and felt abandoned and, much worse, the situation in South Asia
vas becoming less and less stable. The policy of devoting more attention

stabilize relqtlons between India and Pakistan

>

to Pakistan was meant to

because of the influence this would allow the Soviets tO exercise over

-
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Pakistan. It vas also meant to block ChinesL influence to some extent.
Instead, this polz_c-:y had no effect on Indo-Pak hostility or on
Sino~-Pakistani ties, which remained strong, but rather encouraged Indria to
seek some leverage by improving 1t‘s relations with China. Thus, the
evident failure of Soviet policies tovard the subcontinent comprised the

main signals from the regional environment at this time.

At the bilateral level, the Soviet perception of India undervent a

\sliqht alteration between 1969 and 1970. 1Indian politics were viewed far

,more favourably in -1970 than in 1969, vhen Indira Gandhi had been

challenged from the right-wing ranks of her own party. The deterioration
in Indian opinion of the Soviet Union was surely viewed with alarm in
Moscow, especially as it led India to seek better relations with China. 1In
sum, just as the Soviet evaluation of the Indian domestic scene was
becoming more tivourable, India was increasingly disappointed with the USSR
and seeking other avenues to protect itself against the Pakistani threat.

Within the Soviet Union its?It, Brezhnev's leadership, though
apparently unchallenged, was subject to the consultation of a more
broadly-based oligarchic political sysi:em. The pace of policy change was
thus likely to be more gradual and less frequent than under past leaders.
Thus domestic politics was more likely to be a source of continuity than
change. . On.the economic front, however, the Soviet leadership had reason
to be concerned. From 1969 onward, the Soviet economy was becoming ever
more linked to the world capitalist economy. 1Its success in competing with
the West economically depen;!ed on its capacity to import from the West and
to establish more profitable economic ties with other countries,
particularly with the developing countries. Soviet generosity in the name
of political, advantage had come to an end and any change in policy

resulting from this economic situation would not be reversed later.

—J( -
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In the global context, the most important, shifts occurred in 1969 and
o vere sustained throughout the 19703‘. In terms of the regional environment,
the Soviets st'epped ou:t of their usual role between 1965 and 1969 and then
returned to it after 1970. The bilateral environmerit experienced tlhe same
kind of shift as the regional environment, with a particularly unfavourable
Soviet perception of India in 1968-1969. The domestic situation was
stagnant, the only change being an acute Soviet avareness of their own
economic situation by 1969-1970. Specific dates can be pinpointed where
environmental change occurred and these dates‘need to be compared now to

the dates when changes in Soviet policy toward India occurred.

II. SOVIET POLICY TOWARD INDIA

. 4‘// o /

2

Soviet-lndian' relations had already survived numerous environmental
changes by 1969 and Indo-Soviet ties flourished a’t all levels. The Sovi;et
Union had become India's largest partner in terms of trade, military
transfers, and diplomatic contacts. However, some Of the patterns in this
‘relationship only became clgar several years later and one can note from

the tables below ghat, in the late 1960s and early 1970s, there wvas some

irregularity in the values taken to represent Soviet policies.

A, Soviet Aid to India

_The Soviets have been extending aid to India since the mid-1950s.
o Much of this aid has been chanelled into large-~scale, mostly heavy

industrial projects, such as the Bhilai steel plant. Simple figures of -
b
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loans and‘gran;s have been chosen to represent Soviet economic aid policy
because they are easier to interpret and because they allow us to
distinguish between ald policy and other economic cooperation projects

wvhich may include trade components.

Table II.l
'SOViet Economic Assitance to India (Rs. crores)

-------------------------------------------- -h.)-—-—--—--—-----—
Year Loans Grants
Authorized Utilized Authorized Utilized
Up to 1966-67 605 3lé6 5 5
1967-68 11 59 1 1
1968-69 - 57 1 ) 1
1969-70 -- 49 -~ ld
1970-71 -- 37 b= -- ,
1971-72 -- 14 - -- -
1972-73 -- 10 - -- .
1973-74 -- 165 -- -- 3
1974-75 -- 149 -- --
1975-76 : -- 27 -- . --
1976-77 -- © 26 - --
1977-78 208 26 - --
1978-79 -- 22 -- --

Source: G.0.I. Economic Survey 1980-81, pp.130-133. - = . ' !

According to Table II.l above, the Soviets did not offer aid on a,
regular basis. However, it seems that India does not use up ;he loans
immediately either. This table shows us that between 1954 and 1966-67, the
Soviets offered Rs. 605 crores in loans. Grants seem always to have been
only a small part of Soviet aid, but since }968~é; they have been virtually
eliﬁinated; In 1967-68, the Soviets extended a loan of Rupees 1l crores,
and they did not extend another loan until 1977-78. That second loan was
of Rupees 208 crores 2 nearly 20 times the amount offered in 1967-68. As
for India's end, it used up the loans in gradually decreasing-amounts from
year to year except Eetween‘ﬁ§;3 aqd/1975:- To be noted, then, is that
lqans vere not extended' for quite a long period after 1967-68, and that the
loan extended at that time was relatively sm?ll. Thus, épe pattern of

c
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loans extgnded does not undergo a noticéahle change between 1968 and 1971,
but the Soviets apparently'felt no need to extend huge amounts of aid
throughout the late 1960s and the 1970s. '

' The aid in the form of grants, however, tells a different story.
Grants appe;r to have been offered yearly in different amounts (always
quite small) and were immediately drawn by India up until 1968-62, the last
year in which the Soviets offered grants large enough to appear in tﬁs\
table. The sudden cut-off of significant funds in grants suggests that it
was caused by something which concerned the Soviets in 1968-69 and
continx;ed to concern them up to the 1980s, as no figure for aid grants is
entered into the table at a later date. .

Environmental changes which fit the pattern of‘change in aid policies
occur at the global and domestic levels. Globally, detente with the West
began in 1969 and continued through most of ;.he 19:/05 and Sino-Soviet
hostility peaked in 1969 but did not let up by 1978, at w;xich time a new
loan vas granted to India. It is difficult to link political hostility
betveen China and the USSR to éhanges 1in Soviet economic policies.
East-West detente, however, is related to a refevant domestic development,
that is, the crisis in the soviet economy. East-West detente came and
went, whereas Soviet economic stagnation continues uUp to the present. The
Soviet decision—t0 significantly reduce their grants to India could very

well have been due to their realization that their economy could no longer

endure this additional burden. Loans, on the other hand, do not represent

‘ an outright drain on the economy as vthey are eventually repaid with

interest (and India's record on that score is very good), or they .are
repaid in the shorter term in conjunction with trade arrangements. Thus,6 -
if the pattern of loans is somehov linked to East-West detente, the erosion

of detente may have caused the Soviets to renew an e¢conomically beneficial
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*aid-trade agreement. At ahy rate, a consideration of the pattern of trade
0 may shed more light on this possibility.
o

St

B. Soviet Trade with India

“

Table II.2 shows the pattern of trade between the Soviet Union and
India as well as the balance of trade on India’'s side. There has been a

constant increase in the amount of trade between the two countries from

4
—__ Yyear to year.

A3

Table IX.2
Indo-Soviet Trade (Rs. crores)

Year Exports Imports . Balance
) 1965-66 92.98~ 83.17 +9.81
1966-67 123.37 113.80 +9.57
1967-68 121.79 111.22 +10.57
1968-69 148.31 185.51 -37.20
1969-70 + 176 .37 2171.33 +5.04
1970-71 209.85 106.13 +103.72
1971-72 208.70 8l.66 +127.04
1972-73 304.76 105.72 +199.04
1973~74 285.80. 254.70 +31.10
1974-75 421.35 408.92 \ +12.43

S - G S D S D G D N D S Th G YR G R TE A IR S R G G S GRS g A D T M G D G e e e - -

Source: G.O0.I. Economic Survey 1981-82, p.l35.
3

S when one looks at the balance of trade for India, one finds that the
worst fz;ade balance during the period from 1951 to 1977 occurred in
1968-69. 1In fact, tm.s is the only negative trade balance figure i.n the
',K table. In 1969-70, the trade balance. was positive, but low. The figures
subsequent to this date vary considerably, but/ :_a,lyays remain positive. The
poor balance of trade of 1968-69 stands ogt/:;oticeably among the other
figures. As to the correspondence betwveen this 1':ab.1e and t;u; aid table, it

will be remembered that the one loan appearing on the aid table vas for

- e
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1967-68, not 1968-69. Also, India did not draw on this aid much more in

1968-69 than it did in later years and should thus not have had to pay for

it all in one year's trade deficit.

Other sources (e.g.\,. Dagli, 1971: 133) present slightly ditfere?t“
tigures: but the -year 1968-69 still shows the worst trade results for
India, ‘and represents a break in the general pattern. Such a notiéeable
break ingpattern is unlikely to have occurred by chance. If we suppose that
the Soviets purposely gave India a poor trade deal at that time, t':hey
should have been either expressing displeasure— in this vay to India or
conpensating on the trade side for diminishing returns ¢lsewhere.

Environmental changes vhich occurred in 1968 or 1969 and which were
reversed or changed again the following year are seen at the bilateral
level only. These changes concerned the political unrest experienced by
Indira Gandh—i_'s government vhen it was being challenged by right-wing
elements. Thus, perhaps the Soviets wished fo show their disapproval of
this development by not importing as much from India as it exported to
India. On the other hand, perhaps the Soviets wanted India to have a tqrade
deficit and thus an outstanding debt to Moscow._as some kind of insurance
against Indian abandonment of /their/fé/la—tions with the USSR. The unstable
political situation in India may have led the Sotiets to believe that tﬁis

p— 7

relationship vas threatened.

C. Soviet Military Policy /'g

1

Intuitively, one would expect the value of Soviet military transfers
to increase only when India is in need of veaponry to fight off some enemy.

Therefore, for the period under study here, 1971 should show the greatest



-

Vo 49

number of veapons transfers from the USSR to India as this was the year of

the Indo-Pak war.. ‘ .

\

Table II.3 o
Soviet Export of Major Weapons to the Indian Subcontinent ($US mn.)

Year value
1968 245.6
1969 ' 108.8
1970 : 76.2
1971 : - 194.7
1972 . , 37.8

SOurce. SIPRI, Arms Trade Register 1975 p. 82,

I

- Table II.4
Indian Arms Imports ($US mn.)

Year value
1965 136
1966 278
1967 101
1968 168
1969 142
1970 100 -~
1971 235
1972 , 205 .
1973 180
1974 129
Total . 1674
From USSR 1323

s

Source: US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, WOrld Military Expenditures
and Arms Transfers 1964-74, PP 71 and 95.

o

Hovever, Table II.3 indicates lower values of Soviet weapons transfers to
Inri:l.a in 1971 than in 1968:

The very high value of arms transfers in 1968 shown in the SIPRI
figures (Table II.3) could have been due to the added value o.f Soviet arms
transfers to Pakistan, as these figures include the whole Indian

subcontinent. Hovever, this would not explain vhy the value for 1968 was
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80 much higher than in 1969. The data from the US Arms Control and

Disarmament Agency (USACDA) shows a figure for overall Indian arms imports

tn 1968 which does not square wvith the SIPRI figures. As expected, this

latter table indic;tes a particularly laége import figure for 1971, but not
larger than in 1966. ©One will also notice that overall figures for Indian
arms imports range from US$ 100 to 278 million, whereas Soviet arms exports
to the Indian subcontinent range from as low as US$s 37.8 to 245 million.
The fact that the SIPRI fiqures cover the whole Indian subcontinent whereas
the USACDA figures refer only to India cannot account for the disc;epanCﬂ
in the figures. The amount of major Soviet arms salgs to ;ther countries#
on the subcontinent besides India was too small ;o account for major

variations in the figures. Obviously, SIPRI and USACDA do not use the same-

standards in measuring amounts of military transfers.

*
[

’?he cumulgti@e figures from the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency -
show that, from 1965 to 1974, 80% of Indian arms imports came from the
Soviet Union. During the Indo-Pak war of 1971, the Soviets surely erovided
the majority qf arms supplies to India, as usual, bu} perhaps the wveapons
supplied were not considered to be "major” by SIPRI standards. Thus, the
figures provided by the USACDA only show us the pattern of Indian military
needs, but do not show us how Soviet policies have changed. Soviet weapons
consistently make up the b;;k of Indian military imports, but when one
looks only at major weapons supplied, one can get a better idea of thé
éimes when the 30viet; wvished to make some kind of stat;ment with such
weapons transfers to Indiaz For this reason, the SIPRI table may be more
useful. We see that, aithough India was under no particular external
threat in 1968, it received that year more major weapons from the USSR than
it did during the 1971 war. This sale of major weapons in peace-time can

”»

be considered to some extent as a form of military assistance as it

-

I
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involves the modernization of the Indian armed foz';:es, rather than a

situation of material support of India under crisis.<5>
?
In 1968, the Soviets were motivated to make a gesture toward India in

n'!.'» ™ i " ; N
the form of a major transfer of weapons. This was not something which they
N ’ -
did from time to time on a regular basis. At no time, between 1955 and

1972, vas there a larger transfer of major weapons from the Soviet Union to

wt'he Indian subcontinent than in 1968. None of the environmental changes

mentioned earlier occurred in-1968 only ‘to be reversed thereafter. But one -
thing did happen in 1968 which the Soviets may have.wanted to com.pensate
India for, that is, the Soviet decision to sell arms to Pakistan. Indeed,
the only explanation which this student has been able to discern to expl‘ain
the inordinately high figure of Major arms éxports to India in 1968 1is the
possibllity of a Soviet desire to demonstrate to In‘dia that their decision
to sell arms to Pakistan'would not affect thg Soviet commitment to India.

The large number of major weapons sold in 1971 can, on the other hand, be

., accounted for by the high level of conflict in the region in that year.

Thus, Soviet military policy vas apparently influenced.by ,bilateral
disagreement between India and the USSR, (1968). The d\isagreement continued
into 1969, when Soviet weapons transfers to India were still important, but
less so. The value of major weapons transfers increased again in 1971 in

tandem wvith the level of regional conflict.

P

D. Soviet Diplomatic Policy

In both 1968 and 1971 there were three high-level diplomatic exchanges
between India and- the Soviet Union. However, these exchanges , as well as

the numerous lowver-level diplomatic activities, had a very different
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content in these two years. %n 1968, the Soviets ﬂaid little attention. to
Indian feel\ings in their handling of ﬁiplomacy. They were not satisgfied
with Indian domestic performance in the political and economic fields, nor
were they pleased with Indian management of Soviet aid projects, and they
openly criticized their hosts while on visit.(Horn, 1982: 20-27) In
contrast, during their visits in 1971, they frantically urged India to
practice restraint toward Pakistan and were full of praise for Indian
domestic achievements. ] .

A more notablg shift in diplomatic policy from 1968 to 1971 was the
content and extent of Soviet activity in the UN concerning India. In 1968,
the SOVIets' main concern was getting India's endorsement of their invasion
of Czecr;dslovakia. In_1971, India wvas the subjeclt rather than the object
of Soviet international lobbying. The Soviets expended great e‘tfort in
that year to drum up 1ngrnationa1 support for India in the context of the

Indo-Pak conflict.

Overall, Soviet diplomatic policy toward India went through a period

1 4

of uncertainty ‘from 1968 to 1970, finally coming back to full support of

I}idia in 1971, sealed with the ‘Indo-Soviet ITreaty of Peace, Friendship, and

Cooperation, signed in August of that year. Diplomatic policy thus closely

followed the changes in the regional environment, which g:reated a certain

amount of distance between Indian and Soviet interests in 1968 and 1969 and
l "

became gradually warmer in 1970-1971. Perhaps the key element was the
degree of conflict between Pakistan and £ngia which increased markedly
between 1968 ancl_ 1971. As has been suggested earlier, the Soviets had
tried to prevent Indo-Pak conflict, but as their efforts appeared more and

more futile, the basic characteristics of India, which drew the Soviets

toward that country in the first place, drew them again to India's side in

‘viev of the inevitable armed conflict with Pakistan.

/\ | “ .
t
.
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The number of visits and the level of diplomatic activity in both 1968
0 and 1971 tells us of the solid basis of Indo-Soviet relations and testifies
to the strength of the elements of continuity in that relationship rather
than to the forces of change. In other words, the generally high level of
! ¥
diplomatic activity seems to be more a factor of stable element;, such as
qeogr;phy, distributign of techology, and social and polit':ical
characteristics, a-s well as convergence of Indian and Soviet inte.arests.
- ' The content of that diplomatic activity, however, seems to be related to

the level of conflict in the region as well as to Soviet perceptﬂpns of

internal developments in India, both of which are subject to change.

E. Conclusions

! . The years 1968, 1969 and 1971 represented the greatest shifts in all
aspects of Soviet policy toward India. —aid policy seems to have been .
affected by the Soviet economic situation (elimination of grants), by
Indian disagreement with the Soviet decision to sell arms to Pakistan, and
perhaps to some exXtent by India's refusal to endorse the Soviet invasion of ’
Czechoslovakia (granting of loans). Trade policy was affected, it seems,
only by the extent c(>t political turg\oil within India, a}though an
explanation for this relationship has been difficult to find. Military
policy was affected by disagreements between India and the Soviet Union
'(1968) and by the level of regional conflict (1971). .Diplomatic policy wvas
one of active ﬁersuision in 1968-1969, but in 1970-197]1 merely emphasized
the commonality of Soviet and Indian views and interests. This shift was a
v' 0 function of the level of disagreement between India and the USSR, which in

turn seemed to have been inversely related to the level of regional -
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conflict.

An article in an Indian magazine in November 1970 reported the words
of an Indian government spokesman on the-suﬁjéct of Indo-Soviegidetense
céoperation. The article clearly emphasized the mutuality of Soviet and
Indian interests and denounces Ametiéan intentions. It points to the fact
that Indfa found unfailing support from Moscow when it failed to obtain
cooperation from the US. The tone of the article suggest; that the
government was trying to defend ; sudden positive shift toward the
USSR.(Link, Nov.22, 1970: 6) In other words, it would seem that as the
Soviets changed their attitude,toward india, India immediately responded in
kind, no doubt because of its vulnerable position in relagién to Pakistan.

The degree of shifts in Soviet diplomatic, econoﬁic, and military
policies correéponding witﬁ time§ gff litical turmoil in India or with
Indo-Soviet disagreement may have been determined by another factor. The
acute conflict between the Soviet Union and China may have caused the
éoviets to be more alarmed than usual Fbout the possibility of‘Indian
dissatisfaction leading to increaséd Chinese influence over India. When

India tried to mend relations with China in an effort to reduce . .the level

of Indo-Pak conflict, the SOViet§ perhaps realized what they stocd to lose

L4

~

by continuing to woo Pakistan.

. ng;all shifts in Soviet bolicy toward India have not been
copcenttated within the critical period of 1969 and 1%70, but are mos;ly
evident in the shift between Soviet policies trop 1968 to 1971. Theﬂchange
in Soviet attituée toward India, in terms of its regional goals, occurred
in 1969 and 1970. The Soviets had a negative view of India in 1968, and
vere awvare of thertact that their relations with Pakistan vere alienating
India. Howevpr!‘?t that time, close friendship with India vas not a Soviet

pfiority. But global change in 1969 and 1970, notably acute Sino-Soviet

o

RE:



conflict, combined with the failure of Soviet regional policy, led the
Soviets to shift their attention back to India as a more certain ally
against Chinese influence in South Asia. Regional conflict in 1971 brought
this new Soviet policy to light in the form of military and diplomatic‘

support for India against Pakistan.

()
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See Horn, 1982: 2-3; and Donaldson, 1974: 26-38, for a discussion of
the ideological context of Soviet attitudes toward India.

The government faction under the leadership of Lin Piao was victorious
over its more traditional Marxist opponents and thus the doctrine of
the CCP was changed.'War with the West was no longer considered to be
inevitable, but the USSR was now seen as China's first threat. See
Ra'anan, 1980, 135-136, for a more detailed description of Chinese
factionalism and Sino-Soviet relations.

For an itemization of Soviet ideological statements as regards their
role in the Third world as opposed to that of the Western powers, see
Clarkson, 1978: 165. Consult Lowenthal (1977) for a more general «
debate on ideoclogy versus national interest in Soviet policy towvard
the developing countries. :

See Garthoff,K 1985, 17-18; Steele, 1983, 176-78; Sen Gupta, 1980,
441-450.

<

To be fair, it should be noted that the Soviets obtain good financial
returns on their arms sales to the non-communist developing countries
when compared o their returns from arms sales to comunist developing
countries. (Krause, 1983: 395-396) Hovever;—-these financial returns
cannot explain the irregular pattern of arms sales shown in the
tables.
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! CHAPTER III

WEATHERING THE STORM SUCCESSFULLY: 1979 ANRD 1980

‘ 1. Environmental Changes

A. The Changing Context
v .A8 vas the case in 1969 and 1970, the bridge between the 1970s and the

following decade brought in environme;ltal changes of great magnitude which
could potentially have had an important impac¢t on Indo-Soviet relations.
On the global level, the US and China announced their ‘inteention to
establish full diplomatic relations on New Year's day, 1979. This vent
much farther than the gradual rapprochement which héé been taking place
since 19'}0. Already in 1976, New Delhi had decided to try to mend
relations with China and resolve \t‘heir border dispute. However, while the
Indian foreign minister was visiting China in 1979, China was preparing to
invade vietnam, a move which vas deplored by India.

1979 was also the year of the Iranian revolution and of the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan, | Although Ix;dia had been quick to endorse the
marxist regix;le which took over in Afghanistan in 1978, its reaction to
direct Soviet military intervention was quite different. Nevertheless,

; | ' India did not strongly denounce thie Soviet action, publicly accepting the

" Soviet line which claimed that the troubled Afghan government had requested
Soviet assistance. They did, however, call‘ for the vithdraval of Soviet
troops as soon as possible. On the other hand, the Soviet invasion helped

to bring about further deterioration in Sino-Soviet relations. Chinese
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vehemence against the Soviet action, however,6 did not affect Sino-Indian -~
ties vhich after an early.hesitation began to improve again.

within India, th.e Janata Party had won the 1377 federal electlons, and
Moraji Desai functioned as the new prime minister until 1979, when he wvas .
forced to resign and new elections were called. The Soviets had gotten
along better tixan they had expected with the Janata government. 1In Janu;ry
1980, Mrs. Gandhi resumed the leadership of the Indian government with an
impressive electoral victory. The Soviets applauded her return and hoped
to see more.socialist domestic policies under her direction. Although the
Soviet and Indian governments had not differed widel‘y on foreign policy
issues during Desai's prime ministership, they became even closer under
Indira c;‘.gndhi, except vhere Indian relations with China were concerned.

According to Horn, relations between Indila and the Soviet Union did
not actually undergo significant change in this period, but the potential
for change in 1979-1980 was definitely present:

‘Unlike 1969, however, which actuallly ushered in a changed

réelationship between Moscow and New Delhi, 1979 set the stage for

a potential change in ties. By mid-July, foreigh policy became

overshadoved by the government crisis that forced Desai's

resignation. Once new elections were scheduled for early 1980,
foreign policy assumed a lower priority.(Horn, 1982: 163) -

) South Asia was the focus of tt;e new Fast-West hostility following the
invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. This event brought about numerous changes
in other levels of environment and is expected to be the main event
explaining why the Soviets had to adjust’ certain aspects of tl:teli:‘ policy
towa;d India. - However, this event coincidedtwith a change in India which
the Soviets were pleased with: the return to power of Indira Gan;ihi. Thus,
although Soviet policy toward India would be expected to shift to some
egtent, Soviet con‘fidt‘mce in Indira Gandhi's friendship would pz"obably
moderate the effects of other factors. Our first task now 1:3 to give a

detailed account of the environmental changes which could have altered °

TN TR g A
AL



¢

Soviet policy towvard Inéia.

¥

8
B. Global Environment

Can Friends Be Won by Force?

1. pistribution of Capabilities

-’
Economically, the situation had not changed much for the Soviet Union
¥
from wvhat it had been in 1969. The Soviets continued to need machinery,
high-tech steel products, and grain from the industrialized marKet

economies. This need, combined with reduced Soviet exports for 'hard

currency, had placed the Soviet Union in a situation of heavy indebtedness

~ to these capitalist countries, about s$14 billion (US) worth by

]
r1976.(1301':nst:e1n, in Bialer, 1981: 248 Arnrs/c’ontrol would probably have

-4

gone a- long wvay in relieving them of some of their economic difficulties.
N ‘ v

However, thel soviet action in Afghanistan moved the US to -impose- a grain
v
embargo on the bvssﬁ in 1980, further exacerbating the effects of fhe
agricultural depression.
Political‘:‘ly, no great -challenge§ vere fe1't by the Soviet leadership
although some shifts in personnel did occur within the Kremlin. The Soviet

international image was tarnished, however, by the events in Afgh;nistan

- and subsequent American boycotts, particularly of the Moscow Olympic gamgg.

Difficulties in Poland were also having political repercussions for the

©
-

@ . ,
USSR -in 1980 as the Solidarity movement gained international attention.

The US, meanvhile, vas not doing so well either, whether on the

o

political or economic fronts. Carter's popularity was suffering as the

sdministration floundered in deciding upon a consistent foreign policy with
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regard to the Soviet Union., Carter was seen as & weak president who
alloved COn7gress to\superse;e him in determining the direction 6! policy.
His powers of persuasion were not impressive and his charisma even less so.
There existed 1ittle consensus on major policy issues between thé twvo
branches of government or in theqnation as a whole.{Laqueur K 1983: 106}

© China vas, on the other hand, suffering mainly ‘in the economic sector.
according to one analyst, the rate of growtk of the Chinese GNP went down
gnrom 12% in 1978 to 3% in I;Bl.w Unemployment was a major problem, mainly
among the youth, who became a breeding ground of opposition to government
policies. This opposition was crushed and silencéd by the qovernment, but
social and economic interests continued to exert pressure and to engender
political dilemmas. The Chinese leadgrship had beeh weakeheg] by succeﬁsive
purges and count:.er-purges, and its economic situation prevented it trc;m
dpursu}ng an activist foreign policy. Even its military budget was
proportionately lower than thai‘. of many less powerf'ul developing
states:(xe{zde, Moisi and Yannakakis, 1982: 153-154)

Concerning the arms race, Caldwell and Diebold state that "the most

rémarkable feature of 'the strategic balance during the past decade has been

the quantitative increase in deliverable nuclear warheads. " (Caldwell and

Diebold, 1981: 125) According to these authors, the Soviets had every

— M @

reason to perceive themselves to be in a position of infez;iority as the
Ar;ier'ican quantitative increases in this strategic area had been formidabI:.
However , SALT II agreements did provide some limitation on quantitative
developments, thus rendering them more manageable. But the position was

complicated for the Sgviets by the rapid American advances in technological

®

accuragcy which were more difficult to control and expensive to

match, (Caldwell and Diebold, 198l1: 128-129) Overall, then, in the
- 4

strategically sensitive area of deliverable warheads and rapid reentry

%
~
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véhicles, the US was making great strides and leaving the Soviets behind to
some extent. 'This, no doubt, was the most significant aspect of the arms
race at that time although a great deal was made of increases in Soviet

military spending going toward conventional weaponry.

2. Distributidon of Control and Influence

The 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was probably the single most
important event of the period in terms of its effects on the Soviet image
and influence with countries not immediately within its orbit. Communist
parties the world over were taken aback, and the adamant Chinese attacks on
Soviet imperialism were refuelled. The Arab world was outraged a£ this

.

Soviet actidﬁ, and Soviet influence there was seriously damaged. Another
effect of the Afghan 1nv;s£on was to unite formerly disparate NJTO members
in a sense of common danger. It also discredited the newly-gained Cuban
prominence among the non-aligned nations. Finally, the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe suffered from American embargoes, restricted technology
transfers, the OIympic boycott, and the political and economic burden of
supporting Soviet troops in Afghanistan.(Melanson, ,1982: 15-16) All of this
wvas not very reassuring for the prospects of Soviet control over their
satellites or for their influence in the communist world in general.
Another ongoing hindrance to a better Soviet image was also of their
own’doing. The Helsinki Agreement on Human Rights, proposed by the Soviet
Union and signed by them in 1975, drew attention to the human rights
violations occurring within the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, causing
more embarrassment. Generally, ;hen, the Soviets were not very successful

)
in comnanding respect for their political system among the communist

“

parties of Western Europe or among certain developing countries, such as



Egypt, Iraq, and Indonesia.(Melanson, 1982: 20)

On the other hand, the Ssoviets had done rather well throughout the
15305, benefitting from successful marxist government takeovers in Angola,
Ethiopia, Yemen and Afghanistan. They also benefitted from Vvietnamese
political control over Laos and Kampuchea as well as from the Sandinista
victory rn“Nicaragua. Thus, the revolutionary side of Soviet foreign
polkcy seemed to be quite successful, extending the sphere of the USSR's
reai influence ‘and power.

The Soviets were, however, far less successful in extending their
influence or even cultivating beneficial relations with the non-communist
world..& The Soviets lost the support of numerous Arab countries, leaving
the starring role of peace-negotiator to the US. On the other hand, the US

“too sufferefl a major setback as a result of the Iranian revolution. 1In
Southeast Asia, the Soviets were also not welcome, while in East Asia their
poor handling of diplomacy with Japan <1> prevented mutually profitable
economic caoperation from taking place. 1In fact, Japan turned avay from
these negotiations.into a loose alignment with China against Soviet
interests.(Melanson, 1982: 15) °

In sum,‘in 1979-1989, the Soviets further antagonized the US and
China, bringing the latter two even closer together against the USSR in the
process. The Soviets damaged their own international image among their
friends and foes alike., At a time when they needed the West more than ever
for technology and trade, exchanges between East and West were set back to
a significant extent, The only positive development in terms of Soviet
influence and contf%léconcernéd the success of marxist takeovers in
relatively unimpbrtant devéloping countries, whose long-term loyalty vas

A\l

questionable.
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3. Pattern, Sources, and lLevel of conflict

The principle of avoidance of direct confrontation among the major

povers was still operative at this time. However, the breakdown of

Pl o

detente, beginning within the ?mefican A—dministration and fuelled by the
dramatic events of 19#9, escalated the var of words between the US and
China, .on the one hand"',‘and the Soviet Union on the other. Whereas the
period from the early to mid-1970s had been characterized by a mellowing of
rhetoric and broadening of Soviet-US cooperation on every front, 1979 and
1°980 were characferized by/ mutual accusations, boycottsi and a sm."hiena1

g

intensification of the arms race. ‘
a Soviet societies had come into closer

During detente, the American
contact with one another and this had somewhat decreased the relevance of
the ideological conflict between them in the minds of the majority of their
citizens. Given the increased Soxiet-US social contacts, the need was felt
by both side‘s to underline the ;deological differences between them and
this spilled over into their relations with the developing worild.

More "specifica‘lly, a number of ongoing or temporary conflicts in the
Third wéarld continued to pit'the USSR and the US against each other. In
the Middle-East, the Soviet Union continued to support Libya, which the US
considered a threat to its efforts at control in the region. The

]

North-South Yemeni war also fostered indirect confrontation between the
superpowers who supported opposite sides.(Donaldson, 198l1: 154-55)

In Lat?.n America, the level of conflict was more threatening to the US
bt;cugse of the priority it attaches to this region. Cuba,'_lj_icﬁragua, and
Grenada caused much concern to the Americans at this time:

By the summer and fall of 1979 -- with the victory of marxist-led
pro-Cuban revolutionaries over Anastasio Somoza in Nicaragua, the
ruckus over 3000 Soviet troops in Cuba, and Fidel Castro's
blatant attempt to move the sixth summit meeting of nonaligned
countries towvard open support of Noscow -- Soviet presence in
Latin America had reached crisis proportions in the minds of many

-
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influential observers, most notably in the US
congress.(Donaldson, 198l: 1)

Thus, the level of conflict and threat perception éver the Soviet -
presence in Latin America was very high during this period, and the US and
USSR battled each other indirectly through their respective ‘support of the
Contras and the Sandinista gover;ment in Ricaragua.

In SOUth;ast asia, on the:.other hand, it was the USSR and China that
conffonted one another indirectly. The Vietnamese Pushed forward in Laos
and Kampuchea while the Chinese retaliated. The Chinese invasioﬁ of -
Vietnam only lasted seventeen days whereas the Vietnamese polit;;al control
over Laos and Kampuchea contipues ;p to the presenfl Aside from this
indirect conflict, the Soviet; and Chinese were in competition in terms of
their naval presence in Southeast Asian waters.

Overall , 1979-1980 represented a period.of uncertainty concerning
American response to Soviet actions tge world over. The confused Carter
administration tried to settle on a foreign policy direction appropriate to
the international situation, but stood floundering for some time.
Eventually, the US and China coalesced against the Soviets. The
ideological overtones of the conflict between the US and the Soviet uUnion
heightened, but materialized into relatively few active confrontations in
various éarts of the world. Each power was'céncerned mogtly with
convincing the international community of the dangerous ambitions of the

other. The US and China had the upper hand in this task because of the

USSR's own self-incriminating actions.

4. Soviet Perception of the Global Environment
The new Soviet constitution, promulgated in 1977, gave hints,

according to Jonathan Steele, of the reordering of Soviet foreign policy
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priorities. He states that thé' nev emphasis placed on Soviet national
interests points to the primacy which the question of Soviet survival and
development had achieved over mor;a internationalist goals. Soviet survival
necessitated the security‘of its borders, strategic parity with the*US, and
control over’soviet satellites. Support for national liberation movements
vas ¢given much lower priority than it was in 1966. Steele sees this as an
expression of Soviet disaépointment with the results of their aid to
{adical governments in diffeérent parts of the world. The other goals
mentioned in the constitution are cooperative and humanitarian ones; they
are alvays present in Soviet statements although they are of 1little
practical value.(Steele, 1983: 23-25)

In view of these new priorities, Soviet actions in Afghanistan appear ,
to have come fr&am a desire to secure this Soviet stronghold’ :-Ln the interest
of Soviet security. The results of fhis action, however, may have been
more harmful than anticipated to Soviet national interests in the long run.

With regard to SOviet versus American capabilities, the Soviets were
apparently increasingly confident of their position politically and
militarily in relation to the US. However, they pursued a dual policy
toward both the US and China, actively containing and competing with them
~whi]:e' seeking peaceful coexistence in order to benefit from economic
cooperation and to diminish direct'security risks.(Griffith, in Bialer,
1981: 24-25) —

The Afghan invasion seriously damaged the cooperative aspects of
great-power relations and harmed Soviet economic progress and security both
directly and indirectly. The expenditure involved in the invasion itself,
as well as the boycotts and embargoes that ensued, directly affected the
Soviet economy. The threat perception it provoked in the US and China

rekindled the arms race and set the chances for Sino-Soviet normalization
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back even further, representing an indirect economic drain and threat to

&

Soviet security. & e , r,,~

with regard to the distribution of control andﬂinfluence, the only
positive effect of the Afghan invasion wvas to re-state Soviet authority
over its existing satellites. Other fdfmerly i{iend?y countries, notably
in the Arab world, were vociferous in their opposition to this action, and
future Soviet dealings with them were likely to suffer. Vietnamese
successes in Laos and Kampuchea as wéll as Soviet successes in Africa and
Yemen are not to be d%scounted, but these did not represent an achievement
of high priority on the Soviet agenda. Furthermore, the trouble in Poland
threatened much higher placed Soviet goals of security and consolidation of

the po%itions of socialism.
13

Conflict among the major powers increased, but still manifested itself
only indirectly through involvement in Thirad horld conflicts. - The

cooperative aspect of detente was dealt a severe blow by the new political

t

tide in the US as well as by aggressive Soviet foreign policy actions which

"

inflamed American and Chinese hostility.

In sum, the immediate Soviet security interests as well as the
L]

- short-term expansion of the socialist system were well-served in this

period. However, long-term security and economic advancement vere
threatened as the confrontational, rather than cooperative, elements of
great-power relations took precedence, tarnishing the Soviet image
internationally and forcing the Soviets 1nto43-detensive position. 1In
attempting to eliminate a potential challenge to their power in
Afghanistan, the Soviets affirmed the relevance of force in international
relations and left themselves open to more assertive challengeg in the

future.
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C. Regional Environment
The United States to the Rescue! -

3

Two nev developments between 1971 and 1980 on the South Asian scene
vere paramount in shaping subsequent regional shifts. 1In 1971, a new actor
took its place in the subcontinent: the state of Bangladesh. 1In 1979, .
Afghanistan was invaded by the Soviets and became the hot spot of the
region and the globe.

Spatial relapionsh1p€3changed to the extent that the region became far
more vulnerable to outside interference with the developments in

Afghanistan, and legal borders mo longer presénted an obstacle to foreign

military intexference.

The tecﬂnological situation had changed in sd far as India now had
joined the ranks of the nuclear powers and the arms race wvith Pakistanb
reached new heights of sophistication. It was reported in 1979 that

Pakistan vas preparing to produce weapons-grade uranium, leading to rampant

speculation and feelings of acute threat in India.(Horn, 1982: 17l)

- However, India's technological superiority over all other regional actors

»

remained uncontested.

1. Social, Political Homogeneity/Diversity

A _major source of internal conflict within Pakistan was removed with -

the birth of Bangladesh. The Bengali population of East Pakistan had,
since partition; represented a large ané vocal group which had the capacity
to dictate the results of national electioﬁs, as was shown in 1970.

Hovever, Pakistani politiés remained highly turbulent even after the civil

r v
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var because West Pakistan, unlike Bangladesh, has a highly diverse
population, united only in its adherence to Islam which itself is adhered
to in differing degrees. Prime Minister ;ylfiqar Ali Bhutto was overthrown
by the army in 1977 and since thenz;ﬁe martial-lav government of General
Zia-ul-Haq has .been in pover. 1In 1979-80, Zia was in the midst of applying
policies which would align Pakistan's legal and social systems closer to
the precepts of Islam. General Zia had, however, inherited a divided realm
in which large culturally distinct groupings advanced contradictory demands
in order to preserve their various id;ntities.(Ziring, 1982: 108-109)

1977 was also a pivotal year for Indian politics. For the first time
since its independence, India was not governed by the Congress Party. The
hastily-formed coalition of the Janata Party won the election and Morarji
Desai took office as the new Indian prime minister. Under this new
government, India followed more conservative domestic policies and returned
to a more fully npnaligned foreign policy. Desai faced a numbér of
pol&tical challenges in the next years and was forced to resign in 1979,
New ;sections then brought Mrs. Gandhi back into power. 1In contrast to
Pakistan, the extent of democracy in India remained impressive even thouqh
Mrs. Gandhi proved that she was capable of being authoritarian when things

x

did not go her way through democratic processes.

For Bangladesh, the major domestic préblem concerned the wide range of
political opinion in the country. Aside from some tribzﬁ groups, the
population of Bangladegh is relatively homogeneous in ethnicity and
religion. The real problem seemed to be the diversity of political
ideologies and goals among the population. Mujibur Rahman had to resort to
narrov family ties in appointing top government officials and accepted the
videspread repression of factions, rebels and terrorists in order to be

able to govern the country. He was overthrown in a bloody coup in 1973,

Y
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which was followed by a countet‘-coup, that brought General Ziaur Rahman to
pover. Zia gradually consolidated his power amidst viclence and economic
collapse and then he permitted\:ge,,reipstatement of civilian government
(headed by himself) and parliamentary politics in 1979. The situation in
Bangladesh was relatively quiet in 1980, but this country remained,
compared to India, a éountry besieged from within by economic and political
chaos. (Ziring, 1982: 7-16)

The political scene in Afghanistan went through its worst upheavals in

1978 and 1979. Prior to that time, Afghanistan had been led by Muhammad

'‘Daud who, had overthrown the monarchy in 1973. His government had followed

a nonaligned foreign policy although the Afghans always enjoyed
particularly strong ties with their Soviet neighbour. Daud's regime proved
itself to be increasingly inefficient and repressive over the years and
became extremely unpopular. A haphazard opposition formed, out of which a
giarxisb\ faction arose to undertake a successful coup in 1978. Its leader,
Taraki, was soon overthrown by Amix. The latter, though pro-Soviet,

managed the domestic situation so badly, and demonstrated such

-

) insensitivity toward the various social groups in the country, that the

¢
& 0 .
Soviets felt he was a threat to their interests there. The Soviets

intervened to gain more control over the Afghan government and to replace
Amin with a more suitable leader. Suddenly, world attention converged on
Afghanistan. (Bhargava, 1983: 33-38) In 1979, Afghanistan had been
transformed from ;1 sovereign couhtry into a satellite of the USSR amidst
qenex_'al international disapproval. The popula‘tion of Afghanistan remained

tribally divided, but the rural mounta(in peoples have united in their

,opposition to the Soviet occupation of their country.

Between 1971 and 1980, the political and social situation of South

Asia thus undervent major transformations. A new state had entered the

~n
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scene (Bangladesh) and, with it, new possibilities for interstate conflict.
- International attention was focused on Afghanistan, bringing new dilemmas
for Moscow's South Asian policy as well as for the policy of other South’

Asian states toward a changed Afghanistan. : \

-

v

2. Extent of Material and Social Links among States

With regard to the ties among South Asian states and foreign gg;rers,
there occurred a shift between 1979 and 1980. Afghanistan, obviously,
became tied virtually exclusively to the Soviet Union although rebellious
sections Of the population received foreign aid, mainly from the US. This

situation had a profound effect on US-Pak relations which had been
deteriorating up to that point. Wwhen Pakistan withdrew from CENTO in

1979 ,<2> the Soviets made no gesture in support of.Pakistan. 1n response
to the afghan invasion, however, the US decided to renew arms transfers to
Pakistan which had been halted since 1965. The Soviet presence in
Afghanistan brought opportunities for American and Chinese overt and covert
transactions with the rebels through_access via the northern Pakistan
border.(Bhargava, 1983: ';-8)

India continued to have its most extensive ties with tiae Soviet Union
although these ties were not, especially under Desai, nearly as exclusive
as the Soviets might have wished. 1India continued to receive substantial
assistance from, and to trade with, a number of western countries and
especially the US. The unresolved disputes' betweem China and India, on the
other hand, concerning their common border and China's efforts to act as an
alternative to Indian pover in the region, prevented these two from .

i
enjoying 'any kind of signifcant exchanges. Nevertheless, the atmosphere

vwas more cordial between them in 1979-1980-than before, and the process of
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normalizing relations continued.(Ziring, 1982: 40)

Bangladesh, subsequent to 1975, provided another opportunity for China
to diminish the Indian role in the regiqn. ’G;eneral liaur ’Rahman was not in
Mavour of the former government's close ties with India and the USSR, and,
reversed much of the cooperation that had existed among them. Relations
with the US, on the other hand, improved steadily after 1975, although the
Amnericans have not been involved in Bangladeshi politics to any great
extent. However, Bangladesh has the closest economic ties with the US,
wt;ich has provided the bulk of the foreign assistance it recives.<3>
(Chawla and Sardesai, 1980: 168-170)

Turning to the ties of South Aslan states among th\emselves,(it is to
be noted that India's iﬁvo-l—vemen%—vith its neighbours and its relative i
pover in the region are unparalleled in spite of Chinese efforts to act as
a counter:’weight. By the late 1970s, as China was ‘becoming more cautious in
its involvement in the region, India had the opportunity to consolidate its
leadership position 1;1 South Asia. However, accogding‘ to Leo Rose, it
failed to do so because of increased American presence commensurate wif.h
China's slight‘retreat, and due to India's loss of face as a result of its
very weak disapproval of the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. (Rose, in ‘

Ziring, 1982: 40-41l)

Indian relations vith-Pakistan and Bangladesh had improved under tile
Janata government and remai:xed relatively cordial for a fevw months after
Mrs. Gandhi's return to office. However, the question of Afghanistan soon
pulled the rug from under these relationships, especially with regard to
Pakistan which vas directly affected by -that event. Bangladesh wis also
indigngt at India‘'s stand on the question, but was and remains too small

and wveak a country to be able to afford to cut off ties with India. 1In

spite of these differences, Iﬁdh's influence and economic presence in ,

o

’
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Ba‘ngladesh remained strong and kept Bangladesh from being overly’

hostile.(Rose, in Ziring, 1982: 56-57)

3. Pattern, Sources, and Level of Conflict

"The main source of conflict in this period continued to be disputes
over common borders -- that is, between Pakistan and Ix;dia, betveen
Pakistan and Afghani‘stan; between India and China, and between India and
Bangladésh. It is to be noted th;t India, given its geographic location,
is involved in all but one of these dispute's.

o As was explained earlier, Indo-Pakistani conflict had been reduced °
under the conciliatory gttitbde of the Janata government. The dispute over
Kashmir was not resolved, but its importance va:lied acbording to the amount
of goodwill befween the disputants. In the late 1970s, the Kashmir issue
vas not part of the negotiations between the two in the friendlier
atmosphere  of t‘i';e time. 1India had also reacted sympathetically toward .
éakistar; when it felt threatened by the marxist government of Afghanistan
in 1978.<4> However, when the Soviets invaded Afghanistan, Washington
reneved its ;rms transférs to Pakistan and India's conciliatory attitude
toward the latter vanished. The situation became so tense, in fact,6 that
in 1981 observers were predicting a ne;.' Indo-Pak war initiated by
India.(Ziring, 1982: 43-44)

Afghanistan and Pakistan have not been known for their close
cooperation either. They have an ongoing bérder_: dispute over the region
refer;'"ed to as "Pakhtoontstan", populated by Pathans who live on both sides
of the Pak-Afghani border. Bhargava describes Afghan-Pakistani relations
as-"unifomly strained” from the very beginning.(Bhargava, 1983: 6)

\d

Howevet, Ziring's more in-depth discussion shovﬁ th'at, on at least two



TR P T T AT

. 73

" . ' ‘ ,»’
occasions, serjous steps were taken to improve those relations, but that \\\

the?e efforts were interrupted by government coups which returned the

situation to its former level of hostility.<5>\(Ziring, 1982: 133), The Amin
regime was very rigid on the Pakhtoonistan issue and, when the Soviet Union
invaded Afghanistan, pakistan became even more hostile toward its

neighbour. Pakistan, with the help of the US mainly, began fuelling the

rebellion in the Afghan mountains with arms and training, while 1t received
some 3 million refugees fleeing the gountry.(Ziring, 1982: 105-111)

The Himalayan border between India and'Chipa'has also been a cause of

’

)
ongoing conflict. The question had still not been formally settled but,

e

toward the ead of the 1970s, China was at least acknowvledging the problem
and con;idering a negofia;ed solution. 1In the past, the two had supported
disgident groups in each other's territ;ry in the disputed area.y This also
had been virtually discontinued by 1979. Wwith reggrd to China's continuing
military assistance to Pakistan, Nayar points out %%at: "China's military
aésisthce to Pakistan can‘b; taken in si{ride becaui? of the lack of any

great disparity in technological sophistication between India-and

-

China."(Nayar, 1976: 120) Thus sino-Pak relations were somewhat less:
4

threatening to India than US-Pak relations. However, India and China, of
course, also disagreed fundamentally as to their perception of the Afghan

Y

situation, but heavy American involvement allowed China to remain somewhat

aloof of the crisis, which'pleased India. 'Thhs, although the sources of
o .

Sino-Indian conflict had not been remowed (much to MOscow's reliéf),
‘ 4 s

¥

relations had “improved and the process of normalizationnproceeded.

+ © In contrast, the level of' tension between India and Bangladesh

4

" 1ncgkasqﬂ'1n9this périod. India and Barigladesh mainly disagreed over the
* - { -

-
e ﬂ e |

3

\

1

- “ a 8
- diVision Of the waters and the islands of the Ganges river which separated

then. Added to this was the unde}Lying problem whigh also, plagues

G
f s -
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Indo-Pakigtani relations, that is, the Hindu/Muslim divide. All of these
o conflicts were compounded in 1975 'when General ziaqr Rahn:an took power and
' brought its political system more in line with Islamic principles. This ¢
change had come about partly from the country's desire to improve relations
with Pakistan and other Muslim cq_\ﬁeutrieé. Aside from the
religious-ideological source of conflict, Bangladesh also resented Indian
pover and tried to be more independent ;:>y diversifying its foreign
relations and by moving closer to Pakistan, China and the US, and farther
k

of leverage with Bangladesh which the latter can never ignore.(Ziring,

t

avay from India and the USSR., Nevertheless, India disposes of a good deal

1982: 57)
In 1979-80, South Asia thus remained a conflict-rtdden subcontinent.
The worst or most explosive conflict was still between India and Pakistan,
e“ though Afghanistan ‘presented nev dimensions of conflict for pPakistan as
well. Perhaps more nrotable were the two cases where previous conilicts had
disappeared or subs&ded -- that between Pakistan  and Bangladesh and, more

importantly, that between Irndia and China.

4. Soviet Perception of the Regiqnal Environment
N Barnds has dargued that the Soviets faced a choice in South Asia after
1971: either to try to greatly expand their influence in South Asla or to
consolidate what they had already gained. He maintains that the Soviets
’ vanted to expand their influence _and might have be;n more aggressive about
it were it not for the fear of losing vhat the§ had alreadyj‘gained. x; D.
Kapur argues, on the other hand, that a strategy of pushing forward
‘ 0 aggressively to expand the Soviet spﬁere of intiuence would ha‘ye gone

against the Soviet Union's historical interests and goals in South Asia.

: [
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These include:

...establishing and reinforcing friendly relations with all the
states in the region’, of insisting on peace, stability, security,
and the maintenancé of the status quo in the region, of
"containing- Chinese and US influence, and Of ensuring that the
countries of the region settle their disputes peaceably." (Kapur,

1983: 285)

/“\
This statement poiﬁts to very few rea{ goals, but rather underlines a

variety of strategies to achieve the main goal of containing Chinese and

.American influence in the regioh. Peace and maintenance of the status quo™

wvill reduce the opportunities for the USSR's rivals to intervene and

thereby increase their influence. Most authors agree that the USSR has

<o

registered the greatest amount of success -- in the game of global

competition for influence -- in South Asia, since India, without a doubt

4

the most influential actor in the region, has been generally supportive of

e

Soviet interests.®’

For those, like Barnds, who consider that there are only two options

available for the Soviet Union in this context -- expansion or

- .
consolidation -- J}:lge Afghan adventure abviously belongs to tite former
category. ‘Such a dichotomy seems too simplistic, however, when one 100ks
at the various goals that have been deduced from Soviet actions in this '
region, The list of goals given in the previous chapter was compiled from
the :lork of Donaldson, but'other authors have also tended to understand
Soviet goals in this and other regions as complex and numerous.<6>
Furthermore, the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan is often not perce{e;

k3

as expansionism at all, but simply as a defensive act by the Soviets to
protect the security of their borders. Jonathan ;teele states that Moscow
"completely overlooked the nonaligned nations' likely objections and
invaded Afghanistan, proving more dramatically than ever th“alt séviet
sgcurity interests override the Xremlin's concern about its national

tnage."(stcele,,maﬂ 176) The present author subscribes to this latter
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view because of e les yhere the Soviets could have used their influence
with radical grouC‘:mz overthrov the governments of other countries, but
made no such attempt if they enjoyed stable and profitable relations with
the existing government even without having any political influence over

i

it.<7> !
|

The Soviets' rene:\;ed preoccupation wvith security and consolidating the’
gains of socialism, as deduced by some ch‘anges in their constitution in
1977, seems to have spilled over into their relations wvith South Asia where
the region is q'ontiguous with the Soviet Un‘ion, r@\mely in Atghanista;m.
Aside from this, the lgoals of containing chinése and American influence in
the region, of Xkeeping the peace, and of maintaining ¢ ;ase ties with 1ndia
as a counterwe:_i.ght to China remained. However, ip their rush to control
the Afghan situation for their own security, the Soviets jeopardized most
of their regional goals. This could be seen as evidence of the priority of
self-;ireservation over the USSR's various other regional strategies‘

Putting aside discussion of the Afghan situation, other developments
in South Asia should now be interpreted in relation to the longstanding
Soviet regional goals noted above. The addition of a new state to the
region in 1971 was not a por.::itive development for SO\r‘iet goals by 1979,
when Bangladesh was clearly rallying behind the cause of fundamentalist
Islam and entertaining relatively close relations with China. With regard
to technological developments, Moscow had not made any real effort to
I.;revent the rise of the ;Jclear element in relation to India, but the
possibility of a nuclear-level arms race between India and Pakistan did not
bode well for the USSR's peacekeeping goals.

As for the political situation in the subcontinent, the rise of
authoritarian governments in Pakistan and Bangladesh and the revival of

Ir )
Islam in those countries made them less open to Ssoviet friendship than
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before. The Soviet Union thus found it difficult to compete with American

and Chinese influence there. Even in India, the Janata government was less
accommodating to Soviet interests than the Gandhi government had been.
Generally, 1979 wvas a year Of political volatility in South Asia, creating

opportunities for foreign influence-building, but the USSR was virtually

‘shht out of Pakistan and Bangladesh because of the ideological attitudes of

their political leaders. By 1980, at least, Mrs. Gandhi was back in power,
but this was a time of deteriorating relations between India and her
neighbours.

American presence in the region as a whole had been gradually
increasing and peaked after the Afghan crisis. Chinese presence, on the
other hand, was taking 6n a less aggressive tone and Beijing was opting for
a more conciliatory approach toward India. Thus, the Soviet goals of
reducing American influence and of maintaining India as a counterweight to
China were not being met, and the USSR was very vocal in its opposition to
both the Sino-Indian rapprochement and the expansion of American presence.
On the other hand, the hostile relations between Pakistan and India as well
as the strained relations between Banglgdesh and India, not to mention the
hostility of most everyone to Soviet-dominated Afghanistan, did nothing for
regional stability and multiplied opportunities for the US and China to
exercise influence by'taking sides. o

Overall, the situation in South Asia was thus dismal with respect to
Soviet ob)ec;}ves in 1979-80. The only positive event was Indira Gandhi's
return to power in India and her endorsement of the Soviet explanation for
Moscow's 1nvolvemen£ in Afghanistan. Soviet statements and speeches on the

subject reveal Moscow's very real concern over the American military

Pt

presence and Sino-Indian normalization.(Horn, 1982: 191 and 198)

J
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D. Bilateral Environment

0 Back in Familiar Territory

l. Indian Domestic Politics - )

As in 1969-1970, this nev period brought with it change in the Indian
political scene. This time, the shifts were more dramatic, at least in
appearance, involving general elections and a change in the ruling party.

A few years after the Bangladesh_crisis, Mrs, Gandhi's government had
faced serious social and political pressures. Her .response had been to
proclaiﬁ a state of emergency in India in 1975, allowing her to 1mprisoq
her opponentsygnd q;ush social disturbances.<8> Whén the state of emergency
vas I;ftaa in 1977, Mrs. Gandhi called general eleFtions and, for the first
time since India's independence, the Congress Party vas not victortious.
‘The Janata Patﬁy, a coalition under the leadership of Morarji Desai, took .
over the task of governing India. The coalition represented by this party
vas a tenuous one, however, and was soon besieged by internal rifts. Des;i,
was finally forced to resign in July 1979, and a caretaker government took
over pending national elections: These took place in.December and Mrs.

_“ Gandhi vas re-elected by a landslide. ,

The Janata interregnum had represented a period of political
uncertainty in India. The leadership was dividéd and had no clear dolicy
orientation. Overall, however, its policy decisions were more conservative
than those of the COQgress Party. It had, amo;g other things, brought a
halt to economic planning and to several other socialist policies
/_ggdettaken by Mrs. Gandhi.(Horn, 1982: 180) |
o '( L\,;g' ~ In matters of foreign policy, ‘the J;nata government had generally been

more conciliatory towards its heighbours than its predecessor. 1Its
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relations with the Soviet Union remained cooperative, but it did not adopt
foreign policy stands as close to Moscow's as was the case under Mrs.
Gandhi.<9> However, Horn maintains t:.hat the Soviets were pleasantly
surprised by the general continuity in Soviet-Indian relations under the

new government:

Indeed, while these important differences kept relations from
being as "close and cordial" as Moscow liked to contend, the
"coincidence or similarity of views".- (in the words of the joint
statement) on world political issues continued to be substantial.
An examination of the voting on key issues in the 1979 General:
Assembly reveals a continuation of a far greater coincidence of
views with the Soviet Union than with the United States. (Horn,

1982: 173)

In sum, Indian domestic politics was in flux in 1979. The Soviet
Union had had less to fear from the election of the Janata Party than it
might have anticipated, but Indi.:.-x vas undergoing a per'iod of instability
wvhich the soviets could not have been very comfortable with. In general,
the Ssoviets were pleased with Mrs. Gandhi's return and had high hopes that,
under her leadership, India would return to more progressive domestic

policies and greater support for Soviet international positions.

2. Level of Deper'udence of India on the Soviet Union

In 1979, India was not facing any extraordinary circumstances _“such as
natural &isaster or war. 1India enjoyed unusually éeacetul relations with
‘ its neighbourg. and was not in need of any special external assistance. 1In
fact, India was in a very good bargaining position with the USSR due Fto
increased tJ'estern interest in India. Although the éoviet contribution to
Indian industry remained substantial, with respect to technoiogy transfers,
Western terms had softened from 6-7 percent interest and short
repayfent periocds, to 0-2 percent with some grants and 40-50
years to repay, compared to the Soviets' 2.5 percent repayable

over 12 years. In addition, the Janata government was more
‘interested in Western technology, more tolerant of multinational

/
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corporations, and more sympathetic to India's private

sector.(Horn, 1982: 169) e

with Mrs. Gandhi's return to power and her friendlier posture towards
the Soviet Union, as well as her more socialist economic vievs, India's
relations with the West gradually shrank again. | Disagreements wvith the US
on various issues resurfaced with the Afghan crisis; India's refusal to
Place its nuclear program under full-scope international safeguards, the
American military presence in the Indian Ocean, Americ’an arms transfers to
Pakistan, as well as American protectionist trade policies --‘all tended to
lead to divergence in Indian and American interests in the';—egion as a
whole.(!-lorﬁ, 1982: 203) Aas such, India lost this leverage to bargain with |
the Soviets and therefore was to some extent in a more dependent or
vulnerable position. 1In addition to India's deteriorating relations with
the US, the Afghan situation polarized the opinion of Indian versus
Pakistani leaders; the renevéd tension between them put India in a
situat‘ion wvhere it was in need of Soviet defence assistance.
‘Y~ all in all, India's level of dependence on the USSR went from an
l\mprecedented lov in 1979, back to a more usual level in 1980. Its usual,

level was relatively high because of the potentially explosive situation

which always exists among the South Asian states due to superpower rivalry

Py

and to soclo-political difterent\eé among those states themgelbes.

'3. Areas of Disaqreement with the Soviet Union

At this time, the most important subject of éisaqreement between 1India
and the Soviet Union concerned development of closer ties between India and
China. The Soviets felt thr;atened by this development, but India, und;r
both Desai ‘and Indira Gandhi, argued that the process of normalization with

China was having the effect of lovering tensions in the region.(Donaldson,
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position of the nonaligned movement which the Soviets were trying to get
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in ziring, 1982: 185) _

_y
Under Desal, two other disagreements surfaced. The first concerned

the status of the government in Kampuchea established under the aegis of
vietnam; Desai refused to recognize this regime. The second concerned the
support from. Desai firi'mly resisted Soviet pressure to support a
resolution which proclaimed the socialist camp as ther "na:tural ally” of the
nonaligned movement. (Horn, 1982: 171-173)

Later on, Afghanistan became an important source of disagreement and
vas one of the main reasons behind Brezhnev's visit to India in the summer
of 1980. 1India had accepted Moscow's line on the explanation for the
1n‘vasion, but continuously called for the speedy withdrawal of Soviet
troops from Afghanistan.(Donaldson, in Ziring, 1982: 197)

On the other hand, Mrs. Gandhi's‘governmﬂent moved to regcognize the
Heng Samrin regime in Kampuchea, much to China's disappointment, and was
qenerally‘supportive of Soviet international positions within the
nonaligned movement. Furthe.rmore, the fact that the US had rapi¥dly
multiplied its naval capacity in the Indian Ocean engendered gimilar

-~

concerns in Moscow and New Delhi over the militarization of the Ocean. The
Soviets failed, however, to extract statements from India which aimed
condemnation specifically at the US.(Horn.,\l982: 195-200)

The change of government in India in 1980 brought an atmosphere of
greater understanding and coincidence of Indian international positions
vith those of the USSR, but this coincidence only went so far. On issues
wvhich flev in the face of India's moral stand in international relations,
such as Afghanistan, or India's immediate security interests, such as the

[+

improvement of Sino-Indian relations, Soviet and Indian perceptions of

\

their own interests differed. In these cases, India either vent its own

-
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'way or at best came to some compromise between its first impulse and the

position Moscov urged it to take.

4, Soviet Perception of the Bilateral Environment

Soviet goals in relation to India had not changed, it seems, since the
early 1970s. The Soviets continued to seek India's support for their
1nterﬁational positions, the development ofﬁgndia's economy in a soclalist
direction, the stability of India's democratic "progressive" polity, as
wvell as strong and lasting economic and cultural ties with )
India.(Donaldson, in Ziring, 1982: 184-185)

What Charles McLane wrote in 1963 about Soviet.motivations behind
these goals still held true:

Russian objectives in India had from th;‘start been to decrease

New Delhi's dependence on the Western powers, especially the

, - United States, and to increase its obligations to the

USSR. (McLane, in Banerjee, 1977: 158)

The Soviets employed mainly economic means to loosen American
influence in India, which is only natural as the West has always gained
politically from its economic relations with the developing countries by
tying aiq to political concessions. ‘

Chiha, however, is another matter entirely. Most authors agree that,
after 1969, Chinese influence was the most crucial issue to the
50¢1et;.<10> In certain instances, where China had strong economic -
relations with other countries, the SOQiets would attempt to compete with
them in that wvay. ﬁut in the case of India, the Soviets seemed to rely on
the high degree of hostility, which usually existed between India and
China, to keep Chinese influence lov in the region as a whole. These

dimensions ©of great power rivalry need to be taken into account in

understanding the Soviet assessment of the bilateral situation.
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The Soviets'had been disconcerted by the Janata electoral victory in

1977, but had adapted relatively well to éhe new government.(Horn, 1982:
»

148-149) The unexpected results of that election made the Soviets wary
about the 1980 elections and they held back from openly supporting Mrs.
Gandhi. The Soviets had had to adapt to a more conservative style of
government with the Janata Party, but mosf worrisome to the Soviets had
been the instability of that coalition. The re-election of Indira Gandhi
removed the element of uncertainty and tension, which had existed in 1979
in particular, and the large majority she won was a reassuring sign for
Indian political stability in the foreseeable future. The nev regional
circumstances at the time of Mrs. Gandhi's reelecton also increased India's
dependence on the Soviet Union.

Finally, with regard to areas of disagreement between India and the
Soviet Union, a much better climate was ushered in with Mrs. Gandhi's

victory. However, the questicdh of improving relations between India and

China as well as India's sentiments about the presence of Soviet troops in

- Afghanistan continued to cause a certain amount of friction in official

encounters.

" Nevertheless, the overall picture of the transition from 1979 to 1980

was one of tremendous improvement of the bilateral environment for the

.

achievement of Soviet goals in India. The Soviets had every reason to be

pleased with events and to be hopeful for the immediate future.

) E. Domestic Environment
©

Fearg for the Future

-

¢

. Economic Conditions

An overviev of Soviet economic growth by Morris Bornstein divides the
‘ LS

LT
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economy into five sectors and examines the condition of each throughout the
19608 and 1970s. The sectors area,agriculture, energy resources, labour,
capital and technology -~ all the elements needed for an overall economic
assessment &nd projections for the future.

Beginning with agricultur;, the situation had gone from bad to worse
from the early to the laée 1970s. Bornstein cites decreasing government =
investment, and the cont%nuing policy'of shifting labour from agricultpre.
to industry afa\tgf/servike sectors, as reasons for deciining agricultural
productivity, QBxcessive entralization and rigid policies which #tfect all
other sectors also have a negative effect on agriculture.(Bornstein, in
Bialer, 1981: 237)

with reggrd to energy resources, the Soviet output of oil is also
experiencing a certain number of probiems. Analysts disaqrge on the impact
of these problems and therefore there is little consensus on the future
outlook for this resource. .Ln this student's view, the key factor is the
technology needed for exploration as the unéxplored reserves are vast. At
any rate, the sitﬁation was not critical in 1979 and 1980 and clearly the
future of this resource depended.on the policies of the Soviet government
7fncerning import and development of technology as well as a shift towards
exploration of new reserves. SOViet natural gas exploration is also
hampered by technological backwardness, but analysts generally project good
returns on natural gas exports well into the future.<ll> For the production
of electricity, steam and hot vater, coal is preferable to oil or gas, bit
coal-mining also faces technological and labour problems in the foreseeable
future, and the conversion of plants now using oil or gas over to coal
requires new equipment and is expensive.(Bornstein, in Bialer, 1981:

239-240) Overall, the future of Soviet energy resources will depend on a

' number of adjustments on the part of policy-makers, and one nust agree with
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Bornstein that "the USSR faces serious energy problems in the next five to
ten years.” This point is corroborated by Gaddis, who also gives us the
broad picture concerning the ramifications of the Soviet energy p&oblem. He
states that, as concerns .the energy shoftage,
...there is a major potential for conflict, since the West is,
and the soviet Union is becoming, energy deficient. The most
important single issue between Washington and Moscow in the 1980s

may well be whether the search for foreign oil both will need to
undertake is to assume competitive or cooperative forms.(Gaddis

in Melanson, 1982: 32)

In terms of the domestic situation, on the other hand, the shortaqg of
labour & a far more immediate and serious problem for the Soviets. Thé
overall rate of growth of the labour force is declining, and the number of
vorkers in northern and eastern Soviet Union is actually decreasing. The
continued growth of the population of southern Soviet Union is not
ansvering the need of 1ndustr; predominantly situated in the European

‘Fepublics, but i§ rather aggtgvating the nationalities problem. This
situation requires.the immediate attention of Soviet policy-makers in order
to offset the problem.(Bornstein, in Bialer, \1981: 241-242)

Turning to capital reserves as an indicator of Soviet economic health,

Bornstein notes that the Soviets have done much better on that score than

they have been doing on labour inputs. 1In fact, the expansion of capital

stock has been a major source of overall Soviet/ economic growth. However,

the Soviets have not been very efficient utilizing their capital stock
or in(reinvesting their floating capital. \Bornstein cites the usual
dravbacks of the centralized planning system, such as the numerous
unfinished projects, and insufficient investment 'in new technology. One of
the maindqoals in the 1976-1980 plan, therefore, vas to modernize ;xisting
facilities. Obviously, the Soviets are aware of their problems, put,

vithout a restructuring of some vital aspects of. their economy, a number of

these problems vwill remain unsolved. Nevertheless, the Soviets do have the



' make it run smogihlf had disintegrated by the late 1970s.
\ o . ,

capacity to undertake short-term measures to at least mask the
nanifestations of more serious .and difficult problems by reordering
priorities. (Bornstein, in Bialer, 1981: 242-243)

One of the elements which could help to alleviate labour shortages,
inefficiency in agriculfure,Qand shortages of fuel is the development of
labour-saving technology. With more advanced iechnology, the Soviets could
do more with what they ba\'re in alﬁl sectors. In the last chapter, it wvas
mentioned that the lack of competi'tion in the Soviet economy seriously
limits their capacity to innovate outside the realm of arms
production. (Levine, in Bialer,6 ~198l: 177 and 184-85) This has prompted the
Soviet Union\ to import such technol?gy from the developefl capitalist
countries. » In order to import, hovever, the Soviets need hard currency
whi::h they mostly obetain through thé export of rav materials and energy
resources. Therefore; in view of the impending energy deficiency in the
USSR, the need to develop domestic technolc;gy cannot be substituted b&
imports in the loong run. Already, the Soviets face a growing debt to the

Wwest for which creative solutions can only be found with Western

cooperation.<12> ) ’

~

2. The Domestic Political Situation’

The description of the political situation given in the previous
cha;pter\sti}l generally held for 1979-1980. However, different
commentators perceive the degree of’ turmoil among Soviet leaders
differently. The imperative of detente which existed in the early 1970s '

- L Q s
continued to be strong, but the cooperative political climate needed to

¢ N L

©

Clemens presents the situation prevailing vithin the léadiny circles
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of the Soviet system as composed of divergent political tendencies.
Autarky, implying an isolationist foreign policy -- leaving the destruction
of capitalism to the forces of history -- is one. The forward strategy of
expansion into the Third World and containment of American_ and Chinese

power is another. Detente and trade is the preferred stategy of some

- leaders, whereas yet others speak of "globalism" or the expansion of

cooperation among all powers to solve the problems facing the whole of
humanity. Clemeng argues that each of these tendencies vaxes and wanes in
the support it receives at different junctures in history.(Clemens, in
Hof fmann and Fleron, 1971: 427-8) -

A, t{anov, a Soviet expatriate, links these dif érent tendencies to
specirfic socio-political groupings among the leadqgrs of the Soviet systenm.
For him, the basic division is between (1)"cosm0po-1tan" officials --
representing something akin to Clemens' globalism, But including an
important component ;.n favour of domestic reform and decentralization --
and (2)the Military-Industrial Complex (MIC), which favours an
"imperial-isolationist"” strategy, requiring no domestic reform and
justifying military buildup. Brezhnev and his oligarchy formed a bridge
between these two extremes and favoured detente and trade plus an activist
foreign policy. Yanov saw Brezhnev's "centrist" coalition as being
forcefully challenged by the conservative MIC. (Yanov, 1977: 63-67) - -

These two views contrast sharply with those put forward by the
proponents of the bureaucratic model, the state capitalism model, the
organizational model, or the Soviet government's own stated position
concerning the true nature of the Soviet political system. All.-of these
other characte;izations of the Soviet political system emphasize the unity

of purpose and interests among the Soviet leaders. However, if the

frequent adjustments of Soviet foreign policy are a reflection of change in




domestic politics, it is easier to believe "that constant shifts occur in
the influen® of different interest groupings among Soviet leaders, than to
believe in a well-oiled “"machine" of Soviet policy. Soviet foreign policy

in its broad scope has varied in the type of approach it projected from one

[y

- period to another, even under the same leader. From cold war to detente to

reneved cold war, the changzng international context could not have changed
the minds of the vhole Soviet leadership overnight. 1International events,
however , could strike responsive chords among certain leaders or lend
credibility to the supporters of one strategy over the supporters of
another, thus changing the general position of the centrist medigﬁgrs.

what was mentioned in the previous chapter about the broadened base of
the decision-making apparatus under Brezhnev still applied. Within that
broadened base, however , the conservative elements were apparently gaining
ground wicih the events of 1979-1980. Surely, the decision £® invade
Afghanistan vas part of the Politburo's accommodation to the MIC.
Internally, the ability of the centrists to take decisions independently
had been reduced. The various interest groups engaged in bargaining and,
according to Ashok Kapur, no single interest group was dominant at the
time.(A. Kapur, 1982: 99) However, the strength of the MIC had probably

——

been enhanced by the breakdown of detente in the international arena.

Concerning Soviet evaluation of their own economic problems, such as
the labour shortage and depleting energy resources, it was quite

forthright. 1In the Soviet press, vhich often serves as a tool for the

rgovernment to advance the application of its policies, there has been

frequent mention of labour shortages. Statements are usually couched in
r.elativeiy optimistic terms and consider various alternative solutions,

folloved by an appeal to the population to do their part in applying those
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solutions. Nevertheless, theé"range of opinion which is alloved to be
0 expressed on this and other economic problems suggests that the Soviets
vere, indeed, worried and wished to have as much social input as possible
toward the resolution of these problems, without, of cour;e, restructuring
the economy.(CDSP, Livermore and Schulze, 1981: 29-90) The Soviets wrote at
length about agriculture, labour shortages, the depletion@of energy
resources, and the need for more advanced technology, but did not mention
\ the need for im};orting technology from the West.'

Clearly, the Soviets acknowledged the problems and were deeply
‘concerned about their economy. This concern has led tO a mOre open
discussion of the issues within the Soviet Union and a more consultative
approach to their solution. To the most prominent interests represented in
the leadership by the M had been added the very urgent voice of the \
domest‘ic economic interests and, with it, clamour to reform certgin aspects
_°f, the economic system. It is difficult to predict, however, the relative
impact of these two voices on foreign policy except that \they would
probably each influence one particular aspect of policy. The ﬁIC, tfor
instance, was probably responsible for the Soviet arms buildup, vhereas
economic cinterests wvere behind thﬂersistent Soviet efforts to expand
economic cooperation with the West and with the developing countries. The
former aspect of Soviet policy seemed to have been encouraged by

developments outside the USSR, whereas the latter stemmed from internal

developments. '
' F. Summary of Environmental Changes
O On the global level, the Soviets had to be worried about their 7
. ,

standing relative to the US in terms of economic competition and the arms

-



race. The situation was mot one of one-sided disadvantage, however. The
Soviets could point vith glee to unusually bad American domestic ecor;omic
per formance ar?td American political weakness under Carter in 1979-1980.

In terms of influence, the Soviets had, through the use of force,
reaffirmed their authority over their satellites and increased their real
sphere of influence throughout the 1970s. However, in terms of the
countries which were not as closely knit to the Soviet Union, their image
suffered. The US and China gained in world public Qpinion as the majority
of countries stood behind them on the issue of Afghanistan. The Soviets
had broadened the scope of their alliances, but found their capacity to
influenée other countries reduced, especially in the Middle-East. |

"rhe ;.ncreased level of tension among the major powers represented an
important financial drain for the Soviets and crea‘ed p’btenti‘ally serious

security risks which vere likely to persist for as long as the  Soviets

remained in Afghanistan.

On the regional level, increased-American involvement in South Asia
vas the most important development of this period. As a result of Soviet

actions in Afghanistap, American and Chinese military presence in the

region vas considered justified by the world community, but the regional
peace process as a result was compromised. Quite apart from the Afghan
issue, Sino-Indian relations wvere improving, much to Moscow's displeasure. *

Most of these regional problems arose in 1980 @nd have remained troublesome

LY

up until the present. .

with regard to bilateral ties, the situation'improved enormously

between 1979 and ‘1980 with Indira Gandhi's return to power in India. Over

-5

' \
these two years, India's political situation stabilized itself, India

became scmewvhat more dependent on the USSR, and the two countries disagreed

on fewver issues. However, the issues on which they sti}l disagreed were of
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paramount importance to the Soviets, namely, the situation in Atghanista,n
and Sino-Indian relations.

on the domestic front, Soviet leaders weré facing growing pressures
from the conse'rvative element in the Pariy and from the representatives of
the MIC. Several economic prablems were being openly discussed, all o\f
which were likely to have increasingly serious erfectsﬁover the long haul.
From these developments, it seemed, the Soviets were not likely to slow
down the arms race,»but would still seek economic cooperation with other
countries to the extent possible and probagly at an ever-growing rate over

time. The influence of the MIC on policy could, on the other hand, be

short-1i1ved, depending mostly on international developments.

o
II- SOVIET POLICY TOWARDS INDIA
Throughout ‘the 1970s, the SDViefgs maintained their friendly relations
with India. There is some evidence that Moscow was worried about the
potential repercussions of the election of the Janata Party in India in
1977. - However , Indo-Soviet ties remained quite close and became even

stronger once Indira Gandhi returned to power.

-

-

A. Soviet Aigd

As was the case 1;1 the previous period, the Soviets only rarely.

authorized new loans to India.. In the more recent period, they 4id so only

.

in 1977-78 and again in 1980-81 (see Table III.l). The amount offered in

S8
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the ;ccond 1@1\& was also more than twice the amount offered in 1977-78.
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B Table III.1
: Soviet Loans tOo iIndia (Rs. crores)

Year * Authorized Utilized N
. 1976-77 0 26.3
. 1977-78 208.3 25\. 7
« 1978-79 ‘ 0 21.6
1979-80 0 34.0
1980-81 485.7 . 32.9
« 1981-82 0 22.6
1982-83 0 40.0

Source: G.0.I., Economic Survey 1985-86, pp.175 and 177.

However , what Table II.l showed was that, after their loan in 1967-68,
the Soviets did not authorize a new one until 1977-78. 'rhi“s new loan
coincided with the election of the Janata Part/y in India. The next loan,
which was larger, came in 1930-81, following Mrs. Gandhi's reelection and
at a time during which the Soviets were trying to influence india‘s .
position on Afghanistan, the Indian Ocean, and on-the threat represented by
China. It would seem that the bilateral environment had some effect on
Soviet lorn policies in this instance. Also, the se'cond loan was laz:ger
than the one*‘?‘roffered to the Janata government, suggesting that it was
something\ moz;; than just a gesture of goodwill for the Congress victory.

Horn maintains that Soviet assistance and, especially, the promise to
1ncrsase deliveries of crude o0il to India were part of a package of
inducements ,which Brezhnev brought with him when he visited.India in
December 1980. The main goal of th:ée inducenents was apparently to move

India from mere abstention in its UN vote on Afghanistan to full support of

the Soviet position.(Horn, 1982: 196-199)

.
@ . v
,
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B. Soviet Trade with India
. Throughout the 1970s and into the 1980s, 1ndo-Soviet trade continued

to flourish. .Th€ value of goods traded steadily increased from year to

" year and always resulted in a positive trade balance for India with the

e?(ception of twvo consecutive years: 1978-79 and 1979-80.

Table II1.2 '
Indian Trade with the USSR (Rs. crores)

As vas the case for 1969-70, 1979-80 also stands out amon§ the other
T figures because of the high n;gative tra;de balance it shows for India. One
might note that in 1977, tphe year the Janata Party took over power in
India, India recc;rded a good positive trade balance whereas, in the last,
éear of Janata rule and during the transition, the trade balance declined

and registered the high negative figure.
~

~

In the last\chaptgr, it was postulated that the Soviets may have
lacked confidence in the Indian economy or in the security of Indo-Soviet
economic :elatic;ns when the Indian government was undergoing ceértain
challenges in 1969. For this reason, perhaps, the Soviets had chosen not
to import so moch from India 11_1 case the situation soured Indo-Soviet

relations, thus jeopardizing future trade arrangements. The Janata

qovernufent vas already facing political difficulties by 1978 and, by the

time that government vas dissolved in 1979, the Soviets were uncertain how

1
|
i
i
~ a ;
{

year Exports Imports Balance of Trade

1975-76 416.69 309.78 +106.91

19 77 453.81 376.05 +77.76 >
1977&8 656.88 446.38 +210.50 .

1978-79 £~ 411.36  470.59 -59.23

1979-80 638.23 824,33 -186.10 . b
1980-81 1226.29 1013.71 +212.58

_1981-82 1661.05 1136.88 +524,17 o .
1982-83 1669.75 1413.23 v 34256.52

Source: G.0.I., Economic Survey, 1985-86, pp. 166-67. .
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the elections would turn out. In 1977, the Soviets had Beh’n confident that
0 Nrs. Gandhi would vin, but had been caught off glard by the Janata victory.
In 1980, they did not take anything for granted. All of these conclusions
are, of course,6 merely speculative and no evidence or explanation has been
found in the literature which either supports or rertutes these

possibilities. ,
Table III.2 also shows that the Soviets are very much in control of
the balance of trade and that such patterns are thus not accidental._
Soviet exports to India rise on a very regular basis from one year to the
next, vhereas Indian exports to the USSR generally rise, but occasionally
fall slightly, producing negati\{g trade balance figures for India. What
needs_to be exflained, then, is why the Soviets import less from India and

accumulate a small Rupee surplus for themselves in years when the Indian

'political situation is most unstable. The answer to this question still

remains to be found.

C. Soviet Arms Sales

Filgures on the value of Soviet weapons transfers to India are not

available Jfor individual years during the period from the mid-1970s to the

o
/ early 1980s. Therefore figures on overall Indian arms imports (Table

111.3) as vell/as a listing of major weapons delivered to India by the

Soviet Unfon (Table III.4) are used as indicators of Soviet military

pbi{cy. Table III.4 will be used more extensively in order to draw

2
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conclusions about Soviet policy. -
: - Table 111.3
Overall Indian Arms Imports (mn. current US$)
Year Value (mn. current USs) \
1973 . 190 g
1974 190 :
1975 170
1976 490
1977 725
1978 ; 290
1979 490
1980 : 825
1981 1000
v 1982 1400
1983 950
Total 4695 R
From USSR 3400

--------------- S — e — - — ., — - ——————————- ‘"

Source: US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World.Military Expenditures
and the Arms Transfers, 1985-86 pp.108 and 134.

«,
3



/ \ figures. However, what concerns us here is the volume of Soviet arms
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‘ Table ITI.4 '
Soviet. Transfer of Major Weapons to India

No. Weapon Weapon ‘ of ot No.
ordered designation description order delivery delivered
.o AA-5 Ash AAM 1980 1980 90
1981 140
. 1982 140 -
95 An-32 Cline Transport 1980
. . AT-3 Sagger ATM 1980
.o FROG-7 Landmob SSM 1980 —_
(30) 11-76 Candid Transport 1982 .
3 Kashin Class Destroyer 1976 1980 1
1982 1
85 MIG-23 Fighter 1979 1980 15
1981 35
g 1982 35
18 Mig-25 Fighter/interceptor 1981 1981 2
8 Nanuchka Class Corvette 1975 1977 1
: 1978 -+
1979 1
L 1980 1
- Petya Class Frigate 1980
.o SA-9 Gaskin Landmob SAM 1982
.o T72 MBT 1982,

------------------------------------------------ L R

Source: SIPRI Yearbook, World Armaments and Disarmament, 1984, pp. 239-240.

With respect to overall Indian arms 1mport:,s (Table III.3), one can see
that, between 1979 and 1983, imports from the Soviet Union accounted for
just over 72 percent of the total. 1In the previous chapter, it was shown
that betwveen 1965 and 1974 the Soviet share of Indian arms imports was,
nutfy 80 percent. The shift can be explained by the size of Indian arms
imports from other countries, which has been steadily increising since the

"late 1970s. Indian arms imports have fluctuated a good deal from one year '

-
-

to the next. From 1979 to 1980, there was a spectacular leap in the

ﬁmstorl to India as a measurement of Soviet policy.
The SIPRI major veapons transfers list (Table III.4) gives one a

bety idea of the kind of veapons the Soviets were delivering to India.

4

/ . ‘ °
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The years 1978 and 1979 wvere apparently not significant in terms of Soviet
military policy. The Soviets only delivered one Ranuchka Class égrvette in
each of those years. 1In 1980, on the other hand, 90 Akti-aircrart
Missiles, 1 destroyer, 15 M1G-23 fighters, and another NanuchkaQCIaas
Corvette were delivered. In 1981, 140 Anti-aircraft Missiles, 35 MIG-23
fighters, and 2 MIG-25 fighter/interceptors (apparently as part of a
weapons deal to counterbalance the sale of F-16s to Pakistan) were
delivered. One of the most plausible causes for this pattern would seem to
be a high level of tension in the region. But In 1978-79, the region was
unusually peaceful, and India had little reason to pilewup armaments. In
1980-81, hoveﬁer, vith the reneval of US arms transfers to Pakistan and the
very tense Indo-Pakistani situation, causing many to predict imminent war,
India's need for armaments 1nc;eased, as can.be seen from Table III.3.
According to Leo Rose, the real threat of a clash between India and
Pakistan came in 1981 when tension peaked.(Rose, in Ziring, 1982:-44) 1In
1980, there may have been another reason for the variety of major weapons
supplied by Méscow. Horn maintains that the issues of Afghanistan and
Sino-Indian relations, as well as the Soviet desire to have'?ndia condeme_
the US directly for the militarization of the Indian Ocean, were all on
Brezhnev's mind at the time of his yisitnto India.(Horn,’1982: }99) Some of
the inducements Brezhnev brought with him'included weapons (such as the
MIG-25), but these would be delivered in 1981. However, this process of
using weapons sales as an inducement could have -begun prior to Brezhnev's
visit f§?1980 wheﬁ most of the disputed issues cropped up.

In sum, SOVLFI military folicy seems tOo have generally folloved the
l;vel of conflict in the regional environment. An escalation of the arms

race between India and Pakistan djd not serve Soviet interest in regional.

peace, but India's need for more sophisticated weapons provided an

-
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opportunity for the Soviets to re-emphasize their dedication to protecting

indian’ 1ntete‘sts and to attempt to obtain Indian support on a number of

.
|

regional issues. e

D. Soviet Diplomatic Policy

It is important to note hov closely related diplomatic, economic, and
'Q “ o
military aspects of foreign policy are, as shown above. Daily diplomatic
encounters and agreements seem to followv an uninterrupted” course as is

shown by the list of events that took place the year before and the year

afterj, Qur critical period.

—
'/

Jan. 1978 -Joint Indo-Soviet Teitbook Board, Protocol.

Feb. 1978 -s<wi§t Minister of Hﬁ;her Education calls on Indian Minister of
Education. x
-Tal‘ks for ‘Indo-so‘viét Joint Commission on Econonmic,

RN
Scientific, and Tecr;nological Cooperation.
-Indo-Soviet Protocol on non-ferrous met;ﬁurgy
Mar. 1978 -Indo-Soviet Joint Commission is in session.
o ’-Ptofpcol signed at conclusion of Commission sessions.
Sep. 1978 -Minister of External Affairs, A. B. vajpayee goes to Moscow.
< Oct., 1978 -Indo-Soviet protocol on cooperation in agriculture.
Dec. 1978 -Talks on Trade and Economic Cooperation.
~Trade prof:ocol for 197§ signed.
Feb. 1981 ~-Indo-Soviet Textbook protocol signed.
-Indo-s;viot trade protocol for 1981 signed.

Aug. 1981 -IPdian‘Prnident and Prine‘uipister send messages to Brezhnev

-
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and Tikhonov on 10th annivorsu‘glp ot the Indo-Soviet Treaty of -
Priendship.

0ct: 1981 -Indo-Soviet protocol on coal industry signed.

Dec. 1981 -Mrs. Gandhi interviewed-by Tass ,1n New Delhi

-Indo-Soviet protocol on expansion of machine-building plants‘ '

in Ranchi, Durgapur, and Hardwar signed. PR

_ =Indo-USSR trade protocol signed.

Source: G.0.I., Ministry of External Affairs, Foreign Affairs Record‘ - .

(monthly), 1978 and 198l.

One can see that the list of protocols, talks, joint statements, etc.,
do not vary considerably from one year 'to the next. This testifies . to the

' - .

solid basis of the Indo-Soviet relationship vhich is no&fis;xed by regular,
positive contacts at various levels.

within the crucial period frqm 1979 to 1980, on the other hand, there
vere a number of much higher-level visits exchanged. In February 1979,
Soviet Premier Kosygin visited India and coOncehtrated his remarks on the—

—

subject of Chinese "crimes"” , referring to their invasion of Viétnm and
their designs on South Asia.(Horn, 1982; 166-168) This visit was made just;
after the Indian t::reign ministe;"s return flz)'om a visit to China. 1In June
1979, the prime minister of India himself went to Moscow. What wvas
origirglly intended as a transit stop on f( general Europe‘ah tour wvas turned
into an official visit by the Soviets, vho again used this occasion to
bring India's position on China and the Indian Ocean closer to their
ownf(liorn, 1982: 171-173) In February 1980, Gromyko arrived in India to
feel out the newvly elected go&ermnent's foreign policy preferc.ncn and to

vin its support for Soviet positions as well as to place the blame for the

Afghan crisis squarely on American and Chinese shoulders. Soviet deputy

4
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foreign minister, Firyubin, visited in April 1980 and again the main theme
during his visit was Afghanistan. Soviet officials again visited on the
occasion of the 25th anniversary of Indo-Soviet cooperation and offered all
kinds of economic assistance. Again in May, another Soviet delegation
signed a very big military deal with India. Indian foreign minister Rao
visited Moscov in June and Eresident Reddy did the same in September and '
finally, Brezhnev made his historic visit to India« in December.(Horn, 1982:
186-196)

Clearly, a number of Soviet foreign policy moves were denounced
internationally in 1980, and the Soviets desperately sought Indian suppprt
for these moves -- enough to send Brezhnev himself who had not visited -
India since 1973. The number of high-level diplomatic exchanges, then, and
the inducements accompanying them, would seem to depend on the level of
‘disagteement between the Soviet Union and India. The word "level" is used
here, because there vere probably a greater number of disagreements between
them under Desal, but the issues of Afghanistan and China which cropped up
in late 1979 were far more signif:icant 1:1 Soviet estimation. The level of

disagreement in the bilateral environment, then, would seem to be the key

determinant of Soviet diplomatic policy toward India during this period.

E. Conclusion |

As expected, the‘ Afghan issue dominated Soviet concerns in 1979-1980. /
The higher level of superpowver conflict, reinforced by the Soviet 1nv¥sion
of Atghaﬁistan, resulted in—‘a"more notable shift in Soviet policy than
would have been othervise expected, all other things being equal. -

The Soviets offered a loan to the Janata government shortly after its
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election, because of their uncertainty about the attitude of that
government towards them. 1In 1980-81, in spite of the fact that the Soviets
knev more what to expect from Mrs. Gandhi, they offered to her
newly-elected govetnmént a loan more than twice the size of that offered in

1977-78 to the Janata government. The Soviets presumably wanted to make a

~

stronger statement because of the new, more hostile, East-West relationship

and the high level of regional conflict which pqgsuaded‘dthbr povérs to
el

1involve themselves to & greater extent in the region. Soviet trade policy

L] — >

. -
shifted only during the period between 1978 and 1980, before the outcome of

—

the factional conflict and elections in India was certain. In 1980-81,
trade policy returned to normal.
Soviet military policy shifted as regional tension increased. Since

regional tension was high from 1979 to 1981, it is difficult to determine
7 ,

-
whether any other factors independently influenced the rise in the value of

\

Soviet arms transfers. Howvever, Soviet military policy can surely be
!

linked also with the rising competition with the US as Soviet arms

transfers to India often attempted to match US arms transfers to Pakistan.

.
&

Increased Soviet concgrn over the spread of American.?nd Chinese
influence, in the context of the new and stronger relationship between
these two powers, was also in the forefront of factors influencing Soviet
diplomatic policy. Faced with what seemed like a dangerous coalition
aéalnst the USSR, especially with regard to its intervention in
Afghanistan, the Soviets exerted an unusual amount of effort to enlist
Indian support for their international positions,

Thus, although the bilateral situation improved at the turn of the

——

decade of the 1980s, all aspects of Soviet policy toward India vere

~

affected by regional and international pressures.

.
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NOTES

In their dealings with Japan, the Soviets had been adament about
keeping the four small "northern” islands which they had taKen from
Japan in the Second World War. Their "absolute refusal to negotiate on
this matter soured Soviet-Japanese relations.

k4

Pakistan withdrew from CENTO mainly because of vociferous American
disapproval over rumors that Pakistan was developing weapons-grade
uranium. China, on the other hand, did not express any dismay over

the rumors.

Furthermore, with increased American activism in the region after late
1979, Bangladesh stood to benefit even more from its anti-Soviet

stange.

Horn notes that India was the second country to recognize the Amin
regime in Afghanistan, but soon saw it as a source of instability in

South Asia.

King Zaher Shah, with Iranian encouragement, improved relations with
Pakistan until he was overthrown by Daud. Daud again made overtures

toward Pakistan in 1976-1978, but this process was aborted following

the marxist coup. ’ﬂf\

Among these latter authors are: Kanet and Bahry, buncan, and
Donaldson.

For example in Iraq and, of course, in India.

Full accounts of the causes’behind the state of emergency can be found
in R. M. ROy, Indian Democracy in Crisis, 1976 and in H. C. Hart,
Indira Gandhi's India: A Poltical System Reappraised, 1976.

Refer to the joint statement issued during Desai's visit to Moscow in
Overseas Hindustan Times, June 28, 1979. ' -

Refer to the description of the regional environment in chapter II.

For detalls on Soviet energy resources, see CIA, Prospects for Soviet
0il1 Production, 1977. . ’

The Soviets are seeking "industrial cooperation agreements” with the
West through which they can repay debts by exporting products to the
West that have been manufactured thanks to Western loans of
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CHAPTER 1V

FRIENDSHIP IN INDEPENDENCE: 1983 AND 1984

I. ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

A. The Changing Context ;

The years 1983 and 1984 actually represent the middle sec'tion of a
- period of change which began as early as 1981 and essentially continues up
to the present., The two years were chosen as a critical period mainly
because they represent a period of consolidation of processes begun one or
tvo years earlier. As far as this student has been able to discern, most
/ of the official steps initiating the new relationshipf being forged among
the major actors were taken in these two years, and further steps taken in
1985 merely confirmed the new direction of eachﬂ country's foreign policy.
For numerous reasons, the most important of which will be explored in.
the next section, the x"elationships among‘the three major powers, the US,'
- the USSR and chi.na::l began to shift away from the two-against-one
quasi-alliance wvhich had been the mark of the latg 1970s. A process of
détente vas developing ‘in Sino-Soviet relations. 1In 1981, a shift in US
Asian policy wvhich placed a greater emphasis on Japan. than on China, again
helped Sino-Soviet detente along. By 1985, all types of economic and
cultural relations had b:en established between the two communist giants to
a level unprecedented in the last 20 years. Meanwhile, the "special
relationship” between the US and China had also undergone a certain

e

. transformation, Wwith Reagan's accession to the presidency of 'the us,
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Sino-US relations had deteriétated over his attitude toward Taiwan,
Howéver, starting in 1983, relations began to improve again, but on
different foundations, given the development of Sino-Soviet detente.

Certain events can be isolated in 1983-1984 which brought about shift4/
iﬁ global relationships as well as in the relations among lesser povers.
In,1983, the Soviets shot down a South Korean commercial airliner flying
over Soviet airspace. Thisieveét triggered a strong negative reaction in,
the US and set US-Soviet relations béck even furthér. The Afghan situation
continued to provide opportunities for indirect Soviet-American conflict.

In Nicaragua, American support for the Contras and h:avy rhetoric against
the spread of communism reéached panic proportions. The US also 1nvadeq
Grenada in 1983 in order to put out what it sawv as the beginnings of a
Cuban takeover in that country. B
# ' v

Most of these events could be seen as evidence of the mounting
ideological conflict between Washington and Moscow and. an increasing
sensitivity to the spread of the other's influence. The number of
hot-spots in the world seems to have remained constant from the previous
period: Nicaragua, Afghanistan, Lebanon, and Iran;Iraq. These same
conflicts were still being fought out but, in the new atmosphere of
East-West tension, these.conflicts were magnified and intensified. With
Reagan whipping up anti-Soviet sentiment in the US, and successive aging
1eaders‘ih the xremlJn having litt%e time to absorb and react to this”n}u
climate before being [replaced by a new leader, East-West relations reached
an impasse.

In South Asia, the US continued to expand its presence in the Indian

Ocean and in dealing with the South Asian states. The region experienced a
good deal of political and social change, foremost among which vas the -

social and political turmoil in India which culminated in the assassination
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of Indira Gandhi.

Overall, the period witnessed a good deal of environmental cﬁange at
the global and bilateral levels. It is expected that with the nev stage in
superpover relations, competition for influence would be a priority in
Soviet foreign policy and would in some cases supef;ede other equglly
important environmental determinants which might otherwise have influenced
Soviet policy. It is expected that the Soviets will respond to the

American international challenge by increasing their commitments to India

in order to safeguard Indo-Soviet relations.

A

B. GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT

The Superpowers Play Hardball

»

1. Distribution of Capabilities

Needless to say, on the domestic politic;1 front, the Soviets vere
taéing a situation which they had not had to deal with in the preceding 20
years. However, the "succession crisis"? which many Western analysts had
.been predicting did not come. Leaders succeeded one another without
siqnit@%aut repercussions on Soviet policy, as the lines laid down by
Brezhnev continued to be followed for the most part. The Soviet economy
registered a very sllqht improvement in 1983 and 1984, but continued to be
plagued by the difficulties vhich had caused the Soviets to pursue a policy
of detente with the West at the beginnipg of the 1970s.(Gorlin, 1984: ‘
318-319) In terms of foreign trade, the pictut;—had not changed; the
Soviets continued to import technology and agricultural products from the

West, but this time with some assurance from Reagan that they would not. be

,
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subject to more embargoes. In order to pay the West back for these

~

imports, the Soviets counted a great deal on their oil exports. 1In 1983
and 1984, the Soviets‘faced the particularly disadvantaq;ous situation of
falling world oil prices, which greatly affected their standing in the
internatignal economy. The only positive aspect concerned Soviet natural
gas exports which continued to flourish.(Gorlin, 1984: 318 and 321)

For their\part, the Americans experienced a high level of conservative
patriotism in the nation, which produced a wave of support for Fheir new
president's policies, both domestic and foreign. Reagan's popularity had
brought him into the White House with a substantial majority and had not
waned py 1983 and 1984. ' The American dollar had soared in value and the

American economy seemed generally healthy in spite of a rising national

debt.

In China, the biggest foreign policy shift of this period wvas its
reorientation in relation to the two supétpovers. By 1984, this new
Chinese policy of entertaining better relations with both superpowers alsgo
permitted China to gain economically. China's foreign policy change was_a.
reflection o( a number 6f internal shifts which had occurred a few years
earlier. According to Hsiung, the shift in Chinese foreign policy
originated after the sixth plenum of the eleventh Party Congress in June
1981:

At that session, Hua Guofeng vas replaced by Hu Yaobang, a Deng
protege, as general secretary of the Party. This new policy has

a number of componénts, including improving relations with

China's Soviet neighbour; continuing the friendly ties with
washington, but avoiding any commitments which might upset

Moscow; and reneving friendship with the Third world.(Hsiung,

1985: 330)

with regard to the arms race, the situation was very unfavourable to
the Soviets in this period. Reagan had increased American military

spending and the Soviets were finding it even harder to keep up, given the

o
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constraints imposed on them by a failing economy and especially decreasing
income from oil exports. The development of ABM technology by the US had
set back- Soviet plans to achieve military superiority over -the US.

...United States ballistic missile defense develop- ments (e.g.,
a successful ABM test above Kwajelein Island on June 10, 1984)

raised the unhappy prospect that Moscow's 20-year investment in o
offensivé ballistic technology would soon be obsolete. (Hsiung,
1985: 332)

Caldwell agrees with Hsiung in terming this situation a "strategic
crisis” for the Soviet Union.(Caldwell, 1985: 215) As a result of this
perceived crisis, the Soviets were ready to resume strategic arms talks
Qith the US by the end of June 1984. The Soviets were clearly lo;ing
ground in the arms race and tried to compensate for this inferiority by
initiating positive disarmament action which did a good deal for the 80vief

peace-making image.

In sum, the Soviets were -in ; precarious position politically,
economically and militarily in 1983-1984. The US, in contrast, was doing
very well on all scores and seemed tO be very much in control., China
opened its doors to investment from both superpowers and encouraged a more

balanced relationship among all three major powers.

2. Distribution of Control and Influence
This section will look at five regions of the globe, as each éf these
reqioﬁs held special importance in terms of great-power competition in
_1983-1984. They are: Europe, Latlin America, the Middle-East, the Persian
Gulf, and s;ntheast Asia.
In Eastern Europe, Pbland's Solidarity movement was finally put down
by the Soviet-backed authorities under the command of General Jaruzelski.

In the context of leadersip succession in the USSR and the economic’crisis
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affecting all of the Eastern Bloc, the lack of flexibility of the Soviet
system took its toll across the board. None of the East European countries
left the fold, but all experienced internal difficulties in adjusting to
the new international situation, both politically and economically.<l>
Under Reagan, especially in 1983 and 1984, Europe became the central stage
for NATO's more aggressive milita}y buildup. The issue of the deployment
of Cruise and Pershing missiles‘in Europe was widely debated and brought
numerous intra-bloc conflicts to the surface. Generally, however,K the
deployment of these missiles in Western Europe was taken as a sign of the
US reasserting itself on behalf of its European allies. The US accepted
the first track of the NATO two-track decision taken in December 1979 to\
modegnize the European missile system, but did little to promote the seco;d
traci which called for nggotiations on other nuclear torce,
reductions.(Stevenson, 1985: 205)

In Latin America, the US confronted what it perceived to be
Soviet-backed terrorism in Nicaragua and El Salvador. Most notably, the US
invasion of Grenada showed how far the US was willing to go to counter the
growth of Soviet and Cuban influence in the region. The Soviets had
enjoyed strong ties with several Latin American countries.(Saivetz and

Woodby, 1985: 86-89) Whatever one may think of American reaction to Soviet

influence, there is no doubt that, in the administration's view, there was

. & full-blown crisis taking place in its own "backyard".<2>

In the Middle-East, the situation Qas much less clear cut. The
Iran-Iraq var and the Israeli invasion of Lebanon placed a number of the
s;viet Union's friends on opposite sides of these issues: on the one side,
Syria and Libya, vhich tend to be mavericks in the Middle-East and, on the
other side, more moderate Arab states. When lsrael invaded Lebanon in

1982, the PLO and Syria, both backed by the USSR, disagreed on.the solution

4
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to the crisis. Sytib.a hampered all efforts to negotiate peace and stood in
the wvay of the Lebanese government's attempts to function effectively. The
split vithin the PLO caused more confusion still. The d}sintegration of
unity among the USSR's Arab trien-ds prevented the Soviets from exercizin'g
in’fluence across the board in the Middle East and the US remained the only
serious arbiter in the region. The Middle Eastern ‘states have virtually
ignored Soviet attempts to contribute to the Arab-Israeli peace process.

The Persian Gulf war contributed to the general confusion in the

Middle East. Apart from Syria, Libya and South Yemen, Arab states felt

threatened by Iran's fundamentalist revolution and sought to protect
themselves through gréifer cooperation among themselves as well as with the
'US. The Soviets had at first thought that Iran's anti-USs sentiment could

i»provide a good foundation for Soviet-Iranian friendship. 1In attempting to
move closer to Ilran, the Soviets alienated Irag and other moderate Arab
states. Only later did it beco;cleu to them that Iran's new leaders
vere also staunchly anti-Soviet. The Soviets thus entirely miscalculatei
in terms of gaining influence at the expense of the US in the Iran-Iraq
conflict.(Saivetz and WOod!;y, 1985: 78-82) ‘

In Southeast Asia, ;.he dominant conflict concerned the Vietnamese
occupation of Kampuchea, According to Saivetz and Woodby, this issue,
combined with the Afghan issue, prevented Moscow from improving relations
vith most Asian states. The Chinese continuved to support opposition forces

,in Kampuchea headed by Prince Sihanouk.(Saivetz and woodby, 1985: 82-83)
ASEAR nations took the same stand as China on the issue of Kampuchea, and
continued to be generally hostile toward Soviet presence and interests in
the region. On the whole, the China-US-Japan axis still dominated the
foro}qn po\licy of Southeast Asian states.

L

The only regions in which Soviet and American influence undervent
. .
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change were Latin America and the Middle-East. 1In Latin America, the
spread of- Soviet-Cuban influence was great enough to cause the US toO commit
several embarrassing reta'liatory actions. 1In the Middfe’-East, the US vas
definitely gaining from the fear Arab states had of Iran. This overview
suggests that Soviet influence in 1983 and 1984 was a mixed bag. The
opportunities broadened with heightened conflict and the Soviets used these
openings cautiously and well in Latin America, but not so wisely in the

Middle-East.

3. Pattern_ Sources and Level of Conflict

<

In 1983 and 1984, the level of con,flict between the US and the USSR,
in terms of the rhetoric employed and the unvillingnes’s/to extend
cooperation, was somewhat legs' sharp than it had been at the beginning of
Ronald Reagan's term in office. ' This slight shift seemed to follow a
reordering of the relationships among the three major world povers. 1In
}969, Chinese rapprochement with the US had brought the superpowers closer
together even as it pushed the .50viet Union and China farther apart. But,
in 1981 and 1982, as the Soviets began a process of rapprochement with
China, the US and China }-;ere n.c;t split apart as a result, nor vas there a
reneved East-West detente. 'I;\s/tead, a kind of all-round balance seemed to
emerge where neither the positive nor the neégative processes wvere as
extreme as they had been in 1969-1970. The shift occurring from the
1979-1980 period to the 1983-1984 period vas from a 5ino-US quasi-alliance
against the USSR to a looser Sino-US relationship permitting a positive
opening of China to limited relations with the USSR. Soviet-American

relations remained relatively unchanged from what they had been in

'—1979-1980, although many nev areas and dimensions of conflict and )

-
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cooperation had emerged in the meantime.<3> If we schematize this

6 triangular relationship in terms of cooperation and confrontation, it would

.- look like this:

Fiqure Iv.1l
Relations Among the Major Powers

———

T , USSR USSR cooperation
~ o\ 2\ ~ _ _ conflict
/ \ / \ '
& / \ / \ the thicker the line
,/ \ / \\ the stronger the
US «———.Ch1na s o= China relationship.
1979-1980 1983-1984

The sources of conflict betweqn the US and the Soviet Union -continued

to stem from the incompatibility of their interests 1in each expanding their

own 1nfluence in the Third World, in seeking some form of military

¢

superiority, especially as expressed in-the deployment of missiles 1in

> Euéope, and in maintaining the security of their borders. The leVel of
their involvement in Third World conflicts increased as the number and
intensity of these conflicts increaséd (Lebanon, Iran-Iraq, Afghanistan,

g}cggagué, Kampuchea). The superpowers were involved only indirectly in

-

most of these conflicts, but in Afghanistan and Grenada where they were

IS

directly involved, American and Soviet trbops never came face to face.

perhaps the most dangerous aspect of the Soviet-American conflict in this

’ period, however, was the rapid escalation of the arms race and the
i

. — development and deployment of weapons which significantly changed the

strategic environment. (Hsiung, 1985: 332) And to add to-the obstacle in

o

Eiﬂt-west relations represented by the military buildup, the shooting down
of the Xorean commercial airliner over Soviet airspace only intensified the

o acute mistrust between the superpovers. A \’

g,”
Trust vas not the main feature of Sino-Soviet relations in this period

i XN

~

L s
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eifher. The rapprochement between the Soviet Union and China occurred in
spite of a number of ongoing conflicts and the geopolitical competition
between them. The Chinese fglt threatened by what they sawv as a Soviet
encirclement -"that stretches from Vladivostok to Indochina through
Soviet-occupied Afghanistan and an India allied with Moscow."(Hsiung, 1985:
331) Thus, Soviet activities 1nﬂ;;§hanistan and Kampuchea remained serious
stumbling blocks in khe relationship. China also felt milftarily
threatened by the Soviet plan to deploy $S-20 misslles in Asia in
conjunction with their deployment in éuroPe. Although the Soviets and
Chinese held high-level talks and signed various non-political agreements
throughout 1983 and 1984, no progress wvas made towaré-removing the sources
of conflict between thenm.

The one issue which brought conflict into Sino-US relations concerned
American relations with Taiwan and the status of that island. Reagan had
originally been against the mere unofficial status of US-Taiwvan relations,
but gave in to pressure to accept that status. However, the sale of
weapons to Taiwan created a great deal of friction in Sino-US relations and
put off joint security plans between the two countries.(Caldwell, 1985:
67-68) Eventually, the US changed its course on the Taiwan issue in order
to mend relations with China when Sino-Soviet relations improved. By late
1984, negotiations on US sales of defensive weapons to cgina had resumed.
H;vever, unlike in the previous decade, the economic side of Sino-US
relations began to take on more significance than the political
dimension.<4>

Increased military spending in the Soviet Union and the US was the
most prominent aspect of Soviet-American conflict in 1983-1984. Given
Reagan's preference for a policy of economic varfare against the Soviets,

cooperation did not expand in this period although the embargoes of the

1 4



Carter administration had disappeared. Sino-Soviet conflict continued, but
no longer represented a barrier to economic and cultural cooperaiionu
Between 1983 and‘1984, the US compromised on the issue of the status of

Taivan and relations with China improved, though not at the expense of

Sino-Soviet relations.

r

4. Soviet Perception of the Global Environment

According to Caldwell, the Soviets continued, throughout the last
years of Brezhnev's rule and during the succession period, to consider
detente the only appropriate and desirable framework for superpower
relations. {Caldwell, 1985: 73) Blacker, on the other hand, maintains that
in 1983 -- as a result of two speeches by Reagan (one calling the Soviet
Union the "focus of evil in the modern world" and the other outlining the
Strategic Defense Initiative) -- Andropov and his successor hardened their
line toward the US and left the notion of detente by the wayside. To the

Soviets, deterrence -- based on the existence of strategic parity between

the US and the Soviet Union -- was the foundation of detente and peace.
S.D.I. clearly changed the context of superpowver competition to a point
beyond deterrence.(Blacker, 1984: 312) The Soviets thus saw a fundamental
change in American foreigh policy motives and would seek all possible mearns
of disrupting American plans:

In other words, Soviet officials claimed to see in the

administration's military programs and in its rhetoric a toherent

political-military design, aimed at the reestablishment of

American hegemo?y on a global scale.(Blacker, 1984: 313)

It would seem then that the hardening of the Soviet position was a
reaction to American intransigence, aggressive policies and rhetoric.

However, to call this change of tone an abﬁndonment of detente as the

. . 4 n
natural basis for siperpover relations is to attribute too much importance
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to this nevw stage in East-West relations, It is also to ignore repeated
<
calls for a return to detente made by Soviet leaders consistenly since

then. The Soviets have always called for detente since the early 1960s and
: 2

have alwvays considered it the safest and most beneficial \bas:is on vhich to
deal with the West. However, during Reagan's first term in the White
House, the Soviets felt that, in order to reestablish detente, it vas first
necessary to discredit the administration's threateninlg political and

military stance toward the USSR. Thus, their goals for this period

?

centered on embarrassing the US as much as possible in all direct contacts

and

’

on the other hand, meeting its more aggressive stand in the Third-
World's hot spots.
Hsiung's characterization of the Soviet atfitude toward China

beginning in 1981, best explains Soviet openness to Chinese overtures:

N

The Soviet strategic reorientation toward China‘was prompted by a
concern to stave off what appeared to Moscow to be an anti-Soviet
grand alliance consisting of China, the United States and Japan
in the late 1970s. China's turnaround, with its "independent"
foreign policy, has helped ease much of the Soviet anxiety.
Soviet leaders foresee a dafente wvith €hina as a necessary
condition for strengthening Moscow's hand in dealing with the
United States as well as reuniting the socialist camp.(Hsiung,
1985: 332)

Turning to the distribution of capabilities between the superpowers in

a

1983 and 1984, it should be noted that the Soviet Union was not in a very

advantageous position. The Soviets had very little leverage with the US in
/ '/
order to pressure it to keep economic exchanges going. These exchanges were

necessary for them to help solve some of their economic difficultiesn.

The pattern of influence in the world achieved by the three major
povers was not entirely as clearly against the Soviets. In most parts of
the world it remained stable, changing only in the Middle-East and Latin

America. The Soviet Union's misplaying of the Iran-lraq crisis shut‘ then

out of Southwest Asia and ruined their chances for better relations with a

£
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number of moderate Arab countries. The var in Lebanon permitted one of
their closest Middle-Eastern allies, Syria, to play a starring role/ bu.t
not to the benefit of the USSR's peace-loving image. The US was not any
more sucéessful in bringing about a negotiated solution in the Middle-East,
but at least its efforts were acknowlfidged by the regional actors. 1In
Lat\in America, the US made li~tt1e headwvay in bringing down the Sandinista .
government in Nicaragua and gave the Soviets plenty of opportunity to
denoun::e its activities in 'that country and in Grenada. As a whole,
howvever, the international situation in 1983 and 1984 provided the Soviets
with few bargaining chips in Sovigt-American negotiations, and the Soviets
even managed to cause Vthemselves serious embarrassment by shooting down a
South Korean commercial airliner over their territory.

The dévelopment of friction between the US and China, and the latter's
shift to a\o;called "independent” foreign policy, no doubt cheered the
Soviets up immensely and provided them withq‘some leverage with the US. as
Soviet-US relations became ever more conflictual, and the prospects for a
return to East-West detente grev dimmer, the Soviets welcomed improved
Sino-Soviet relations and the hopefully concomitant easing of -

intra-socialist disputes., However, the Soviets proved that they would not

relinquish any of their influence elsewhere nor compromise their security

requirements in order to bring Sino-Soviet relations closer.

\d

C. Regional Environment

e India Stands Alone

l. Political, Social Homogeneity/Diversit

India continued t.c;\ R\ie the most democratic systi’em'in South Asia in




1983 and 1984 although Mrs. Gandhi's style of governing was somewhat
authoritarian. When she was assassinated on October 31, 1984, her son and
successor applied a number of measures to increase the accountability of
government representatives and advisors and to decentralize authority.
Indian society was at the same time becoming more awvare and participatxngy‘
more fully in the political process.(Manor, 1986: 101-102) Mrs.. Gandhi's
government had had tense and often violent confrontations with some of the
more militant minority groups (notably the Sikhs) and indeed the violence
stemming from ethnic unrest was very severe in 1983 and 1984. Rajiv Gandhi
seemed to take a more 0conc111atory approach toward the m1nori§y groups 1}1
India when he took over as prime minister.

In contrast, the conflict vith Afghanistan obscured the nationalities
problem in Pakistan for some time. 1In addition, the government of
Zia-ul-Haq was taking some steps toward the liberalization of the Pakistani
political system at this time., However, the level of democracy in Pakistan
was far from that whlch'exlsted in India.(Rode, 1986: 99)

In afghanistan, Soviet troops continued to defen‘d the government
against rebel attacks in 1983 and 1984 with no end in sight. The
determination of the poorly-equiéped rebels seemed to mount as time pa'ssed.
The government thus faced basic opposition to its very exi;tence, but
alternattves’ wvere disorganized and fragmented. Thé Marxist-Leninist
leadership nevertheless needed Soviet help in order to continue governing.

Bangladesh vas under the_ martial law government of }?resildent H. M.

Ershad in 1982. 1In 1983 and 1984, the opposition alliances had refused to

participate in parliamentary elections until martial law was lifted. To

make matters worse, Bangladesh vas besieged by natural disasters which took.

a heavy—toll on the already failing economy. (Bertocci, 1986: 224-227)
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Another SqQuth Asian state should be included among the major s_outh
Asian actors in 1983 and 1984: Sri Lanka. The reason for i'ncluding it is
thaé it wvas the focus of much international attention at this time due to
the bloody internal conflict between the minority Tamils and majority
Sinhalese. The Sri Lankan government seemed to be harbouring a number of
Sinhalese chauvinists who turned a blind e;e to the massacre of Tamils in
Sinhalese-dominated regions, In light of these massaéres, the Vforld, and
especially neighbouring countries, could not v;r':y wel(i— rematn neutral about

the events taking place in Sri Lanka.(Manor, 1986: 103-4)

2. Extent of Material and Social Links Among States

Soviet ties with India, both social and material, remained very‘
~ N

extensive 1in 1@ and 1984. Wwith the return of Indira Gandhi to power in
1980, the two states came closer to;;ether on a number Of issues and their
relations continued to expand. Soviet relations with Pakistan, on the
other hand, have been very poor since the Afghan crisis. The situation in
Afghanistan had not changed since 1979, and Afghanistan continued to have
official ties only with the Soviet Union and India. The military coup in
Bangladesh in 1982 brought an anti-Soviet group to power, halting much of
Soviet-Bangladeshi cooperation yntil 1985 when Bangladesh made new
overtures to the USSR. The rightist government of Sri Lanka had also
complicated Soviet policy, and Soviet trade with, and assistance to, that
country declined as they had in relation to Pakistan and Bangladesh at the
same time.(Saivetz and Woodby, 1985: 67, 82-83) N
The United States had also expanded relations with India in the 1980s,

s

especially since Indira Gandhi's visit to the US in 1982. A number of

L
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disputes remained between them, but they had definitely come a great deal
closer together economically and politically since the end of Carter's term
as president.(Crunden, Joshi and Rao, 1984: 93-97) American relations with
Pakistan wvere even stronger and involved a heavy military commitment.
American aid to the Afghan rebels was also chanelled through Pakistan:

Pakistan was also considered crucial as a host for over two

million Afghan refugees and numerous insurgent movements against

the puppet regime of Babrak XKarmal. It alsg served as an

uncertain but essential conduit for aid to the
guerrillas.(Crunden, Joshi and Rao, 1984: 86)

-

Y ® *
US ties with Bangladesh have also been very extensive and have

survived the rapid political turnover in Bangladesh. The same could also
be said for American ;elations wvith Sri Lanka. Indeed, the US expanded its
relations with this region at the expense of the Soviet Union. The USSR has
not been successful in its relations ;ith Bangladesh,‘Pakistan and Sri

Lanka since they experienced internal political shifts to the right in the

second half of the 1970s.

China had been seeking to improve 1ts.re1ations with India in recent
years and some basic cooperation between the tvo had emerged after 1980, at
least the level of hostility betweén them had been at a record low.

China's relations with Pakistan, on the other hand, have been very

extensive and China alone among external powers has supported Pakistan's
nuclear programme.(Sutter, 1985: 52-53) Bangladesh enjoyed quite extensive
economic ties with China and was a recipient of Chinese aid. More

_ interesting still is fhe amount of attention which China has been paying

Sri Lanka. §ri Lanka receives the second largest percentage of Chinese aid-
to South AsiﬁBafter Pakistan.(Dhanapala, 1985: 115-116) However, it is
important to note that in the 1980s, the Chinese substantially reduced

their participation in assisting developing countries and were particularly

cautious in South Asia where American presence was oOn the rise. Much of
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) this shift is attributed to China's focus invard in this period to deal
0 vith its own modernization. )
There have been numerous ups and downs in Indo-"Paxistani relstions,
and 1983-1984 was no exception to this fluctuation. Throughout this period

\
talks and agreements took place, but they added up to very little

cooperation. The worst time came in late 1984 during the Indian election
campaipgns. Indira Gandhi and later her son Rajiv warned that Pakistan
geemed to be preparing for an offensive against India. This vas, no doubt,
a campaign tactic, but‘it reflected the condition of Indo-Pakistani
relations at the time. On the other hand, India had extensive links with
all the other South Asian states. Pakistan, in contrast, has always had

far more extensive links with countries outside South Asia than with other

. South Aslan states.

Pakistan's'relative isolation in South Asia may have been draving to

an end as a new development unfolded in the subcontinent: regional
cooperation. Some cooperation has always existed among all South Asian '

states (excluding Afghanistan) even if it onlylinvolved diplomatic

o

dialogue. The birrth of SAARC,(South Asian Association for ‘Reqional
COoperagion) may bring a number of changes in the links among South Asian
states as well as between South Asia and external powers. India's economic
super-iority in the region and its highly developed technology and
manutactaring capacity could and already does compete with Western exports
and assistance to other South Asian couhtri:es.(cho&h, 1984: 276-278) Thus,
as South :\sian regional cooperation expands, India's power in the region
would increase. In addition, the collective power of the region would.
~1ncruse a_nd individual countries could have more leverage in dealing vith

external powers. But in the absence of unity over strategic issues,

cooperation may remain only a hope.
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Thus, overall, the USSR had liftle involvement in the region except
through its ties with India. China and the US wﬁere heavily-involved and
vere gaining, it seemed, at the Soviet Union's expense. On the other hand,
India has extensive ties with all her neighbours and regional cooperation

stood some chances of increasing these ties.

3, Pattern, Souces and Level of Conflict

The lack of friendship between the Soviet Union on the one hand, and
Bangladesh, Pakistan and Sri Lanka, on the:other, is due in large part to
the USSR's special interest in India and the resentment these countries
feel tovard Indian power. The misunderstanding between the US and India,
in contrast, is far more concrete and relates to: American military support
of Pakistan; US military presenc; .in the Indian Ocean; and American
protectionism in its economic dealings with India. The source of conflict
between the government of Afghanistan and both the US and China is too
obvious to need elaboration. India and china still disagreed on various
issues, sué:h as border territory and their respective roles in the region,
but negotiation and dialogue was the central feature of their interactions
in this period. ‘

The only truly threatening conflict in the region wvas that between
India and Pakistan. The 1980s witnessed the increasing relevance of, and

-

heated debate over, the issue of nuclear proliferation in these two
countries. India constantly accused Pakistan o; secretly dgveloping
nuclear veapons and thus escalating the arms race with India. Another
issue concerned the continuing dispute over the division of Kashmir. 1India

also accused Pakistan of stirring up and aiding Sikh extremists in the

Punjab. By late 1984, the tvo sides were farther from any kind of

'
A 4



122

agreement than ever and there was talk of war preparations. on both sides.

India and Bangladesh never came tl';at close to armed conflict, mainly
be;:i;sé of its unfeasibility for Bangladesh and that country's dependence
on India. They continued to disagree over the division of the Ganges
waters and islands. Their foreign policies remained at odds with one
another, but they are unlikely to come to blows over any of these issues.

Sri Lanka's problems witr‘x Tamil guerrillas and Sinhalese retaliation
concerned India greatly. Some have speculated that India had even
discussed the possibility of invading Sri Lanka in 1983 when the anti-Tamil
pogrom reached horrific proportions.(Manor, 1986: 104) Thus, in 1983 and
‘ 1984, India vas not sympathetic to the Sri Lankan government's position and
did nothing to stop arms shipments from India to the querrilla camps in Sri
Lanka. At the same time, no action was taken by India against ‘the Sri
Lankan government

On‘ the other hand, India seemed to be Afghanistan's only friend in the
whole region. Everyone in South Asia but India had voted in favour of the
UN resolution calling for immediate withdrawal of Soviet troops from
Afghanistan in 1;79. Throughout the early 1980s other SOutl'; Asian
countries ‘continued to feel hostile towards the' Afghan government ann_d ‘
supported the insurgents,6 at least in spirit if not materially. This
attitude, of course, was in line with the general antipathy of these
countries tovard the Soviet Union and to the Soviet-Indian axis of power in

south Asia.

Overall, hostility in South Asia was rampant, both internally and
between states, but the only "hot" conflicts vere those between India and
Pakistan and between Afghanistan and virtually the rest of the world. On
the other hand, there was relatively little hostility between most South

Asian states and either the US or China.
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4, Soviet Perception of the Regional Environment

The Soviet Unio’n, because of its geographic position which actually
makes it part of Asia, has alwvays given a higher priority to Asia in its
foreign policy than the US has. Mikhail Gorbachev, in a ceremonial speech
given in July 1986, highlighted the security value of this region to the
Soviets:

In summing up, I want to emphasigze again that ve favour the

inclusion of the Asian-Pacific region in the overall process of

the creation of a comprehensive system of international security

that vas discussed at the 27th CPSU Congress.(CDSP,VOl XXXVIII,

no.30: p.8)

In this same speech, Gorbachev emphasized the need to reduce arms in
this region and called for resumingA talks aimed at turning the Indian Ocean
into a zone of peace. Furthermore, India's special role in South Asia and
in the Third wWorld as a whole, and as leader of the nonaligned movement,
was ﬁreiterated and ’)lauded as a source of peace in Asia. 1Indeed, Leo Rose
maintains that the/Soviets do not feel that they need to be extensively
involved in South Asia because they allow India to play a supervisory role
in the region.(Rose-, 1986: 135) At any rate, the Soviets have had their
hands full with the Afghan situation since 1979 and do not need to seek
other opportunities to be involved in the region except perhaps as
peacemakers.,

w

Within the giobal context elaborated on earlier, Harry Gelman

-

maintains, on t{he other hand, that the Soviet .pnority scheme changéd, and
that competition for. influence was not just important, but became the most
important aspect of superpower relations after 1980:

With the drastic downturn in the -bilateral rélationship in 1980,

the competitive thrust of the Brezhnev Politburo's policies

affecting the United States, long dominant in Soviet thinking,
became all-embracing.(Gelman, 1984: 25)



S S
vt

L3

124

The rise of competition over cooperation in US-Soviet relations must
be considered vhen evaluating ;H@ Soviet perception of the regiongl
environment. However, the Soviets sought to minimize the impact of their
own offensive action; on world opinion, but emphasized the militarization
and intervention of the 65 or China. In this vein, US military buildup in
the Indian Ocean served as a useful diversion from the USSR's own military
expansion in the area. At the same time, the Soviets intensified their
efforts to conso{idate and defend their gains in such areas as Afghanistan
whg;e a Soviet security relationship had been established.(Gelman, 1984:
23) *

Thus, in South Asia,6 Soviet goals could be roughly enumerated as
follows:

1. Safeguarding its position in Afghanistan

2. Seizing opportunigies to blame China and especially the US for creating
instability in the region

3. Extending ties with 80uth‘Asia as an alternative to Western ties with
South Asian states.

4. Encouraging South Asian cooperation.in security and economic areas to

create a stronger opposition to Western “imperialism” and to provide India

with another forum for influence.

Poiitical and social change in South Asia in 1983 and 1984 vas
generally not advantageous to the Soviets in terms of expanding ties with
the region. Sri Lanka and Bangladesh were under anti-Soviet governments,
and not on the best of terms vith India either. Liberalization in Pakistan
helped US-Pak relations, as it gavé Pakistan's military regime legitimacy.
The US and China expanded their ties with Pakistan, Sri Lanka and N

Bangladesh in 1983 and 1?84, much to the disappointment of Moscow. The

L
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latter was virtually shut out of meaningful relations with all South Asian
states but India and Afhganistan. On the other hand, discussions began on
the establishment of SAARC which may increase regional cooperation and put
India in a position of 1nt1uence‘vis a vis its neighbours. This was
considered a positive development by the Soviets.

Although the Soviets have traditionally sought stability in the
region, certain types of conflict would not necessarily be undesirable to
them. Indo-Pak hostility would not be advantageous to the Soviets as it
would rule out the possibility of any Pakistani rapprochement with Moscow
and would only increase the American and Chinese hold over i@kistan. Thus
the level of Indo-Pak hostil&ty in 1983 and 1984 was alarming‘to the
Soviets. On the other hand, the Soviets would inevitably gain from any
hostility between the South Asiaj states and either the US or China. The
only occurrence of this in 1985 z;;EI}BT';;; the disagreement between the
US and India over the American militasy presence and assistance to
Pakistan, a disagreement which nonetheless did nog prevent the growth of
Indo-US ties. Sino-Indian conflict was also at an all-time low. Intergal
ethnic conflict within South Asian states coulé also provide the USSR with
interesting opportunities, but the Soviets were unable to turn such
conflicts to their advantage in 1983 and 1984.

It seems that, overall, South Asia provided the Soviets with few
opportunities in this period in terms of competition with the US and China.
As in 1979 and 1980, their attention was concentrated on Afghanistn wvhere
they vere most actively involved. As for the rest of Sdbuth Asia, the
Soviets would have to rely on India's activity and leadership in order to
reap benefits in the longer run. The main obstacle to the Soviets making
hquway in tgis region was the ever-increasing American presence and the

shift of Chinese interaction in the region to more peaceful and

~
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'conventional_Etounds as an attractive alternative to Indian-Soviet

political and economic influence.

D. Bilateral Environment

. ' Turmoil and Tragedy in India

A

l. Indian Domestic Politics

‘Indian politics faced several serious challenges in 1983 and 1984.
First and foremost among these was the terrorism by Sikh extremists who
called for the establishment of a separate Sikh state. This issue sparked
a high level of violence and confrontation with the-central government,
culminating in the assassination of Indira Gandhi by her Sikh bodyguards on
October 31, 1984.

Apart from these serious problems, the Indian government was also
assailed by centre-state tensions which wvere largely responsible for the
outbreak of ethnic violence. Meanwhile, the opposition to Congress(I) was
taking on a more unified shape as the various national parties formed
conclaves in which demands for the fundamental restructuring of government
policies were put forth. Specific complaints were aired concerning Mrs.

+ Gandhi's particular style of governing: ,

In short, their [the conclaves'] main grouse was against Mrs.

Gandhi's style of functioning, her inclination to undermine the

independence of the judiciary, "misuse” of State Governors for

partisan objectives, "impostition” of chief ministers on states,
pursuit of centralized politics and "intolerance" of non

Congress(I) state governments.(Mirchandani and Murthi, 1985: 41)

These concerns vere realistic by all objective “accounts and indeed had

»-

led many to question the actual level of democracy in the 1Indian system.

RS

-The natural and smooth transition to Rajiv Gandhi's leadership after: his

ik 14
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- mother's assassination tends to corroborate the impression of many that

India had become somewhat of a dynastic systenm.
Mrs. Gandhi made many enemies among the~elites in various states by

overstepping the usual bounds of her jurisfiiction and using state governors

to dismiss state governments, in Kashmir and Andhra Pradesh notably, in

. the opposition may have

had a good chance in challenging her on a numbkr of issues had it not been

1984. (Mirchandani and Murthi, 1985: 208) Indeed

for her untimely death. As it was, 1984 ended wizh"a“ surge of national
emotion over the loss of Mrs., Gandhi and of sympathy for her son Rajiv, vho
vas quick to capitalize on this sentiment. Since assuming the position of
prime minister, Rajiv Gandhi has made a great deal of effort to eli:;xinate
many of the idiosyncracies which his mother had brought to the position got
prime minister and which had so annoyed the opposition and the state
governments.(Manor, 1986: 102-103)

Overall, Mrs. Gandhi's government faced a high level of @x‘;usually
coherent opposition in 1983 and 1984, not least due to 1ntér‘nal violence
and terrorism unprecendented since the years following’ the partition of
India. This situation éould not be considered stable by any outside
observer and is certainly not the norm in Indian politics. By late 1984,

vhen Rajiv-Gandhi took office, few could predict what The next fev years

might bring.

2. Level of Dependence of India on the Soviet Union

A8 vas noted earlier, the level of conflict between India and Pakistan
vas quite high in 1983 and- 1984, and this goes hand in hand vith increased
military expenditure. The Soviet Union still was, of course, the primary

supplier of military equipment to India. Therefore, on the military side,
Q

Y \
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India remained relatively dependent on the USSR. 1India had been
diversifying its sources of weaponry in this period, but few could or even
tried to match the Soviets' generous deals with India. Western technology

,‘2\
continued to be sold for much higher prices than roughly equivalent Soviet

technology. The level of regional conflict in 1983 and 1984 did not

represent a significant shift from the situation in 1979 and 1980 when

v . o]
India wvas faced by a similar levg} of threat from Pakistﬁ?. However , the
situation was aggravated somewhat in 1984 when both sides wccused one

r

another of preparing for an offensive, while the nuclear issue became a
very live question.

With regard to India's economic situation, the country's relative
dependence was much less acute. He;e it should be explained that
dependence 1is not meant to signify that India could not survive without the
Soviets, only that it would experienhce an important level of economic

disruption in disengaging itself from its relationship with the USSR.

India had far more extensive economic than military ties with other

s

developed countries, including the US. In!1985, the US was India's largest
trading partner. Indian trade with the USSR would be far more extensive if
the Soviets had items other than ©il and weapons wg;ch vere attractive to
India. Apparently, the Soviets are not pleased with this state of affairs
and have been trying to persuade India to import ﬁore from them. As it
vas, India had a substantial and ever-growing trade surplus'with the USSR
vhicﬁ vas useless because it was in non-convertible rupees and could not be
used to import goods from any other country.(Rose, 1986: 135)

Thus, with wide-ranging commercial relatigns with Western countries as
wvell as the purchase of certain weapons from the West which the Soviets
could not offer, India Jés in a relatively good bargaining position with

the USSR in 1983 and 1984. Leo ROse maintains that the Indians use this
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diversification, particularly in military supplies, as leverage with the
Soviet Union. It would seem that they are quite successful in using this

leverage as the Soviets have been offering military equipment at

13

increasingly appealing prices.(Rose, 1986: 135) Nevertheless, 1983-1984 did

—

not represent a major shift in India's level of dependency on the Soviet
<
Union, and several sectors of India's economy, as well as a number of

priv'ate firms dealing with the Soviets, continued to be heavily dependent

on Moscow. ~~ “

3. Areas Of Disagreement with the USSR

{

The main area of disagreement with the USSR had nor; changed since

1979-/1'980; it still concerned the vithdraval of ’30v1et troops from
Afghanistan. India continued to urge the Soviets at every opportunity to
disengage themselves from Afgr}anistan. Nevertheless,‘lndia supported the
Soviet view that other foreign powers continued to supply and fuel the
rebels, which could lead to a very unstable situation and very prot?ably the
overthrow of the Afghan government should the Soviets_yithdraw. Thus India
felt it had to take a stand in favour of speeding ug; a Soviet withdrawal,
but at the same time accepted Soviet explanations for staying. A volatile
situation in Atghan{stan would be no more in ¥ndia's interest than it was
in the Soviet Union's. Gelman argues that Indian "concern over ‘the Soviet
adva[nce'in Afghanistan and the ongoing war there led New Delhi to mend its

fences with the United States and to diversify its foreign sources of’

S

weapons supply.”(Gelman, 1984: 198) This description of events exaggerates

India's concern, for there has been nothing to indicate that New Delhi felt

any kind of threat from the Soviet "advance" into Afghanistan.

Other issues of disagreement also presented continuity with the

.
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previous period studied. The Soviets would have liked India to name names
wvhen it complained about military buildup in the Indian Ocean, but India
refused to blame the buildup entirely on the US and, in view of the

1mpr6ved relations between India and the US, it was not likely to change

its mind on this issue. ﬂh?

-

Still troubling the Soviets a good deal was the mending of Sino-Indian
relations.‘ ihe rappfochement between the USSR and China did not eliminate
Soviet concern over the spread of Chinese influence in Asia. Sino-Indian
relations did not: howevetr, make such great progress in this period as to

be of enormous concern to the Soviet Union.

Overall, India's attitude toward all three major powers seemed to Ee
at the crux of the disagreeg@zza;ith Moscow. The Soviets were not pleased
at India's favourable attitude toward China and the US, and felt that India
was not positive enough wtg&\it came to the Soviet role in the region and

in particular its position on Afghanistan,

&,

4. Soviet Perception of the Bilateral Environment

The Soviets continued to count on India as their only stronghold of
influence in South Xsia during the period under study here. The Soviets
vere vell ;ware of the possible repercussions of the Afghan adbenture on
Indo-Soviet relations and were not about to jeopardize what they had built
up in India over so many years.(Steele, 1983: 121)

The Soviet goals of containing American and CQinese influence remained
central and actually increased in importance, given the new more N
confrontational and competitive nature of Soviet-US relations. The role of

India, in the Soviet perception, was still one of leadership of the

nonaligned countries and of example to all developing countries. The model

¥
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of Indo-Soviet relations was still very much a showcase of the benefits of
) .

Soviet assistance and trienﬂs:;g& India's influence in the international

arena vas still highly regardedd by the Soviets and India.could serve as, a

kind of préi} ambassador, promoting Soviet interests by virtue of the
coincidence of their interests ang by virtue of India‘s own power.

The political situation in India in 1583-1984 was thus very worrisome
to the Soviets as .a good deal of India's respectability in the
international community rested on its develo;ed democratic system,
virtually unpaéalleled in the developing world. Further?ore, political
instabilit; creates an atmosphere of uncertainty, and the Soviets had a
good deal to lose if some unpredictable political change took place in
India. When Rajiv Gagdhi took over as prime minister, the Soviet; had
nothing to go by in 6}der to predict how much this new Indian leader would
value Indo-Soviet relations. | ;

India's diversification of sources of military equipment was, no
doubt, extremely disconcerting to the Soviets, who could not match the
sophistication of some of the weaponry India obtained from Western
jﬁaunttieg. India's stfengthened economic ties with other Western

countries, particularly the US, was no consolation either. As the USSR
sought to .contain Western influence, its closest friend in the subcontinent
permitted the expansion of that influence, at least potentially.

One positive side of the bilateral environment was the relaﬁive
absence of -disagreement between India and the Soviet Union. No nev‘issues
had been added to the few issues which had separated them since the return
to pover of Mrs Gandhi. Obviously, however, this state of affairs had

little to do with the effectiveness of Soviet diplomacy as they had not

managed to change India's mind on the earlier issues in the preceding four

~

years. R
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Thus, the Soviets were deeply concerned-in 1983 and 1984 that they

~

might be losing ground in India to superior Western economic and military

offers, a situation vhich might be aggravated by the political instability
in India. The huge importance of India to the Soviet Union, combined with
the increased importance of East-West competition for influence, made this

situation a very salient concern to the Soviets in this period.

-

E. Domestic Environment

-

The Invisible, Transition

1. Soviet Economic Situation

/ - N

As was ﬁentioned earlier, one of the biggest problemé facing the

Sovimt economy externally has been the declining returns from oil exports,
. |

This problem decreased the amount of hard currency coming into the USSR and
thus reduced its capacity to import the technology it needed from fBe West
to improve its productivity. This fact is significant when one considers
tha; the Soviets tend to increase exports of oil in order to cut back their
Western debts; in 1982, 80% of Soviet hard currency earnings came from oil
exports and served to reduce their Western debt.(Caldwell, 1985: 206) .

‘Iﬁternally, the 1ncrea;es in defense expenditure, engendered by the
faster pace of the arms race, sputrég on mostly by Reagan, was a burden on
the économy. In additlon, the long-standing problems of efficiency in the
Soviet econony as well as the problem of labour shortage remained
unrcaélved. However, general secreta;y Andropov brought in certain

rneasures to combat corruption and to increase labour discipline. As a

result of these measures, combined with a little luck, short-term
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improvements appeared in 1983:

-

The discipline campaign evidently helped produce a considerable
spurt in industrial production early in the year [1983)], although
the rate of increase fell off rapidly thereafter. Thanksrlargely
. to much better weather, crops also improved in Andropov's first
year over the previous year's bad performance, and the rate of
growth of the economy as a whole, vhich had declined to 2 percent
in previous years, also seemed likely to be somewhat
better.(Gelman, 1984: 190) o

This slight upswing in general economic performance may have been
pleasing to the Soviet leadership, but surely they were aware that ar more
drastic measures would be required to really turn the economy around.

Thus, overall, the Sovie} economy was not in much different a condition in
1983-1984 than it was in 1979-1980. 1It was not in a crisis situation and
had actually registered some ihprovement. What had changed vas that the
global energy crisis, bequn in 1973, hqd‘ended. The price of oil had begun
to fall and the Soviets found theﬁselves obliged to sell more 011 to the
West in order to earn precious hard currency, which permitk the Soviets taq

-

participate in the world economy.

; -

2. Soviet Political Situation

The gradual deterioration of the economic situation was one of the
main factors, along with Brezhnev's deteriorating health, which, according
to Gelman, led to "a factional erupt;on and r§d1ca1 realignment that took
place in 1982."(Gelman, 1984: 174) Gelman states that Brezhnev's carefully
construct;d consensus was breaking down in his last year in power as many
of his former supporters withdrew their support and his h;ad party
ideologue, Suslov, died.(Gelman, 1984: 175) Andfopov brought in a newv
coalttion of power 16 a very smooth succession to Brezhnev. Andropov vas
able to build up his support in the party and vas aided by his stronq.

relationship with Gromyko in this process. Andropov, hovever, had to\face

¢ v
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the inertia of the Soviet system and was forced to.curb his anti-corruption

campaign and c;uld not implement the economic changes he might have wanted
to in order to bring about lasting change in the Soviet economy. In turn,
Andropov's health deteriorated and Ae vas succeded, again wvithout incident,
by Chernenko. Chernenko had neither the time nor the inclination to bring

about any effective changes or reforms, but rather remained faithful to the

principles of government of the Brezhnev era.

It is always di{;icult to know about the kinds of struggles taking

f

place among Soviet leaders because such things occur, of course, behind
closed doors. The only way to deduce such shake-ups is to evaluate the
number of people who were taken out of high office and replaced. At this

level, Andropov certainly seemed to have instigated a newv convention for

tu;nov;}. Under his leadership,

¢

In a mere 15 months, more high-ranking officials were removed
from officeé than in the course of Brezhnev's last ' five years in
pover. Two categories of officials made especially inviting
targets: provincial party secretaries and ministers.... Of the
309 full ‘members of the Central Committee who were alive in
November, 1982, 41 vere retired or demoted under Andropov....
Andropov vas attempting to redraw the lines of Brezhnev's sotial
+ contract to include the political leadership, but to exclude the
political and administrative elite.(Beissinger, 1984: 339)

)}

The shake-up was such that, according to Beissinger, some officials began

rallying around Chernenko for protection by t@e spring of 1983, Andropov:s
plans to root out corruption and to decentralize certain branches of the
economy required a good deal o} change among administrative cadres.
Perhaps, had he remained longer in power, the world might have witnessed
the kind of large-scale purge which would have eyabled him to overcome some
of the entrenched interests which blocked real economic reform. 1In fact,
the choice of Chernenko to succeed him is considered by many to have
reflected leadership resistance to Andropov's initiatives. It is thus not

unlikely that Andropov had caused quite a stir among Soviet leaders and
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that the latter were concerned for their own network of support among
lesser elites. .

Potentially there could have been the "radical realignment" referred
to by Gelman but, in reality, none of the Politburo members were changed
and the succession period as a whole presented more continuity with the
past thanlchange:

Under Brezhnev, Andropov and Chernenko, the powers of the General

Secretary were dispersed.... Over the past two years, there has

been greater turnover in the post of General Secretary than in

the post of advisor to the General Secretary.(Beissinger, 1984:

341)

Although the desire for change was present, and will perhaps become
more evident with newv more vigorous leaders, the Soviet Union hasz for over
two decades now, been governed by consensus and has o?erated through an
immense bureaucracy with a mind of its “own. Radical reformwand change 1is
not likely to come about by a simple within-system succession.

The situation of the economy seemed still to concern the Soviets quite
a bit as one can see by the flurry of articles on the subject in the Soviet
press as well as by the initiatives undertaken by Andropov. Howevef, as
concerns the domestic economic system, Gorlin states perceptively:
"Bureaucrats at all levels have too many vested interests in fhe current
system; the economy is in trouble, but the establishment 1is doiqgivety
well."(Gorlin, 1984: 338) More concern was directed toward hard currency
earnings and military development which permit the Soviets to comﬁete
economically and politically with the West. . -

As for political change in the Soviet Union, it has not resulted in
transformation of the system either.- However, the procéss of succession

vas something which the leadership™had become unaccustomed to and it could

have led to a more isolationist attitude. As Caldvell states,



) . 136

4
historically, successions have led to a preoccupation with domestic

affairs. (Caldwell, 1985: 230) Nevertheless, at this time when competition

with the wWest had become the focus of East-West interaction, this

<

isolationisn was hardly noticeable.

=

F. Summary of Environmental Changes

Environmental éhanges can be seen either as new opportunities or as
new setbacks: from the Soviet standpoiht.r In order to best summarize those
events which the Soviets may have reacted to in setting their policies
towvard India, one needs to evaluate these changes in relation to the Soviet
perception of 'that environment. Therefore, the following is a list of the
most important environmental changes as perceived by the Soviets in
relation to their objectives:

Nev Opportunities: Globally, China's new orientation toward fhe USSR
‘provided an opening for many forms of mutually beneficial cooperation
and the possibility of a closer political relationship which could also
provide some leverage to the Soviets in dealing with the US.L The k
situation in Latin America presented opportunities for the Soviets to
propagandize against US interventionist policies and ta detract
attengion from thetr own involvement in Afghanistan. control was
established iﬁvfoland and the Soviets were relieved of the embarrassment
of a small group (Solidarity) succes8fully challenging their authority
.in Eastern Europe. ‘ |

Regionally, the development of cooperation among South Asian states

offered an opportunity to Moscov's friend, India, to play a leading role

in the region and could serve to lessen Western economic influence in
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the region.

On the bilateral level, in late 1984, increased tensions b;fveen
India and Pakistan permitted the Soviets to reinforce their position as
military supplier to India. Also, India and the USSR disagreed on fewver
issues in this period than they had in 1979-1980, and the Soviets may
have been reasonably confident that India would support most of Moscow's
positions in the various internationa] fora.

On the domestic level, the leadership succession in the Soviet
Union proveé to the vhole world that the Soviet political system's fate
did not rest with the individual léading it. A slight economic

improvement also increased confidence and demonstrated that

within-system reform could bring temporafy relief.

Setbacks: The earlier pattern of detente in superpower relations had heen

—transformed by 1983. The US and the Soviet Union continued to cooperate

in certain areas, but this no long?r eased confrontation. The Soviets
now sought every possible means to change the course of American policy
vhich wvas attempting to move beyond the familiar framework of deterrence
that the Soviets were more confortable with. What Moscow needed was
some farm of leverage which, however, was not being provided by their
econonic or military capabilities. The Soviets also lost a potential
source of leverage in Iran when they falled in their attempt to
influence that country.

Regionally, most developments in South Asia seemed to work against
Soviet interests. The Soviets had very little influence in Bangladesh,
Pakiétan or Sri Lanka in 1983 and 1984. The Americans and Chinese had
gained influence and the us, in pérticular, had increased its presence

in the region as a whole. 1In addition, the possibility of another

Indo-Pak clash set the US up for an even more influential position in
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Pakistan.

On the bilateral level, India's politici} and social turmoil’did
not augur wvell for a ssronger India playing a leading role in South
Asia, but much would obviouslybdepend on what actions were taken by
Rajiv Gandhi, a man with vhom the Soviets had never dealt before.
India's policy of diversification in external-relations was not a good
sign either as it, at least potentially, reduced Moscow's cap&city to
inflgénce India. Lastly, India's refus#l to endorse the presence of
Soviet troops in Afghanistan as well as the contihuing Sino-Indian
rapprochement were issues which also made the Soviets nervous about the

future of Indo-Soviet relationms.

In terms of domestic developments, the Soviets were restricted in

their external activities because of the swift changes in leadership
throughout this period. 1In spite of some slight improvements in the

-~

Soviet economy, {t was clear that more far-reaching reforms were needed
in order to bring lasting 1mpr06;;ents. Thus the Soviets needed to pay
more attention to their internal problems qggﬁ to their role as
superpover.

It is to be noted that a number of changes in the environment have
. been listed both as opportunities and éetbacks. This {5 not because of
some uncertairnty as to how to cateéorize certain events, but rather

reflects the true nature of most international events as comprising

elements of opportunity and constraint at the same time.

LY

’

II. SOVIET POLICY TOWARD INDIA

| . » "1
’ In this »ost recent period, Soviet policy toward India reflected a

3

Fis
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gogd deal of concern on Moscow's part. In spite of many problems affecting

the Soviets at the global and domestic levels, Moscow. continued to pay ever

more attention to its relations with India throughout ‘the first half of the

1980s.

by

A. Soviet Aid

Between 1981 and 1985, the Soviets continued to offer loans to India
in an erratic manner. Thus, the years in which loans vere authorirzed
represent breaks in the pattern. The Soviets loaned monies to India in

1983-84 and in 1985.

Table IV.l
Loans from USSR to India (Rs. crores)

- e e = YD - - - - . - - - . - —— - - -

Year Authorized Utilized

1981-82 0 22.6

1982-83 0 40.0 .
1983-84 ,144.6 . 74.7

1984-85 0 108.0

1985 1143 ) 130.0

- S . S S e S D R SO S G AP D S e P e W Y N P D R G -

Source: G.0.I., Economic Surgax 1985-86, pp. 175 and 177.

The Soviet Uniﬁn loaned Rs 144.6 crores in 1983-84 and then a much
larger amount i; 1985-86 (Rs.1143.4 crores). 1India began using greatér
amounts of this aih in 1983-84. It is’ditficult to see wvhy India might
have hgsgzg greater sums of money beginning in 1983-84 than it did
préviously. The real question would seem to be then, why did the Soviets
give a relatively small loan in 1983-84 and such a large one in 1985-86?

One possible explanation for this sudden increase th Soviet aid could

be the fear of losing Indian friendship to Western economic competition.

gp—
.

. ..
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The mending of Indo-US relations, which had already begun to improve in
19683, sped up under the leadership of Rajiv Gaxdhi, and included a heavy
economic component. The Soviets may have been trying to counter an ensuing

increase in American influence by offering attractive aid packages.

»

B. Soviet Trade

The value of Soviet trade with India continued to increase year by
\year in the 1980s. Indian exports to the Soviet Union increased steadily
until 1983-84, when their value fell slightly, resulting in a negative

trade balance for India.

Table IV.2
Indian trade with the USSR (Rs. crores)

Year Exports Imports Balance of trade
-~ 1980-81 1226.29  824.33 +212.58
. 1981-82 1661.05 1136.88 +524.17
1982-83 1669.75  1413.23 +256.52
1983-84 1305.87 ' 1658.58 -352771
1984-85 1654.59 1803.38 =  -148.79

Source: G.0.1. Economic Survey 1985-86, pp. 166-67.

Once again, the critical period chosen in this study represents a
sharp drop in the balance of trade for India. Again, one notes that this
qccurred during a period of political turmoil and change in India. 1In

" 1983-84, Sikh terrorism reached a peak and Mrs. Gandhi faced—a strongly
united political opposition. 1In 1984-85, Mrs. Gandhi was assassinated, and
her son, Rajiv, with little previous political experience, took over as
prin‘ ninister.

In order to evaluate this shift in the Soviet trading pattern, one
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must first understand what the norm is. 1India, as one can see from the

table, has run up a very high cumulative trade surplus with the USSR. This
. B

surplus, according to their bilateral agreements, remains in the form of

non-convertible -rupees and can be used only to import more from the Soviet

Union. However, the USSR does not have. many items for export which India
*

is particularly interested in, other than oil. As a result, the trade
surplus keeps piling up as India continues to export large quantities of
goods to the USSR. 1If India Leve earning hard cur?ency through this
unbalanced trade, it would have good reason to be pleased but, as it is,
having a positive or negative trade balance does not make much of a
difference to its trading capacity. Thereforej when the Soviets cut back
their imports from India, as they did in 1983-84, the Indian economy was

not greatly disrupted and the cutback can thus not be considered effective

as a punitive measure. What reason, then, would the Soviets have to

A

-—

%//iuddenly interrupt their normal pattern of trade with India? Lack of //

! confidence in the future of Indo-Soviet relations couldaotter an
explanation. As_uas‘squested earlier, this‘lack 6f confidence could have
been fostered by the political situation in India as well as India's

foreign policy diversification: Of course, given the fact that all

speculation on this matter 1% unsupported, one cannot reject thé
possibility that the negative trade balance coincides with po#;tical

Kl
turmoil in Indfa purely by chance, and that other factors which have not

been analysed are really the cause of this break in the trade pattern.

‘o C. Soviet Military Policy

The data on overall Indian arms imports put out by the U§ Arms Control

-~

8
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and Disarmament Agency do not include information on arms transfers past
1983. All that is available is data on major weapons deliveries from the
USSR to India, provided by SIPRI (see Table IV.3). But the SIPRI table
does give an idea of the extent of attention the Soviets paid to their
military relatienship with India between 1982 di 1986.

Table IV.3
Soviet Delivery of Major Weapons to India

- T - - YR N = R e D e D A6 0D Gk G W G R G T R L D e TR e WS D v G0 R G S TR D .

Year year:
NO. Weapon Weapon of of No.
ordered designation description order delivery delivered
¢
95 An-32 Cline Transport 1980 1984 9 i
1985 24
25 I11%76 Candid Transport 1984 1985 6
100 MI-17 Hel. 1984 1984 10
40 MiG-29 Fighter 1984 1986 10
3 Tu~-142 Bear Recce/ASW 1984 1985 1
BMP-1 MICV 1983 1984 S0
1985 50 P
80 AA-7 Apex AAM 1984 1986 30°.
200 AA-8 Aphid AAM 1980 1981 50
1982 50
1983 50
1984 50
160 AA-8 Aphid AAM 1984 1986 30 .
AT-3 Sagger ATM 1980 1982 200
- 1983 200 .
1984 200 :
SA-8 Gecko Landmob SAM 1982 \1983 48
1984 48
‘“ 1985 100
' 1986 50
36 SA-N-4 SAM 1978 1983 12
ot " 1984 12 °
1986 12
18 SSN~2 Styx SSM 1978 1983 6
4 Natya Class 4 MSO 1982 1985 1
1986 1 o
6 Yevgenia Class" MSC 1983 1983 3
\ 1984 3

D D S S D 0 T R WS Y R G P R T D G G R W G T e G e S G e S TR N D R G D M DGR Gy D R YO WD W D AL w4 TS D e e e

Source: SIPRI, World Armament and Disarmament Yearbook,
and 1986 (pp.379-380).

r

\

O

1985 (pp. 397-98)




)

143

Table IV.3 yields information which 4s difficult to evaluate at first
glance. If we calculate the total number of weapons delivered in each
year, | 1984 st§nds out‘with the highest value -- 382 weapons -- 1983 comes
in second with 319 weapons, 1985 is third with 282 weapons, and 1986 comes
last with 133 weapons. In 198l and 1982 many fewer weapons were delivered
than in any of the other years. What do these totals signify in terms of
Soviet policy?

Interestingly, in August 1984, an article in the Indian press warned
of increasing Indian military dependence on the USSR just as India was T -
purchasing MIG-29s from Moscow. The author claimed that thi:s sale'vas part
of a nev Soviet offensive "to outbid and outmanceuvre its western rivals’
for India's burgeoning arms requirements."(nopb,'19844: 84) The information
about the MIG purchase was apparently beiné kept under wraps by the
government since June t.;o as not to upset its Mirage-2000 deal %::ith France.
The MIG sale was seen as a desperate Soviet move, as this fighter aircraft
wvas not yet even active in the Soviet Air Force. Though the author of the
article was critical of what he saw as increasing Indian dependence on
Moscow, the evidence he presented showed that India vwas fairly successful
in d‘iversifyinq its sources of military equipment and‘ in bargaining with
the Soviets. |,

It is to be noted that many of the weapons in each category mentioned
in Table 1V.3 wvere delivered over severai years, probably as part of a
longer-term agreem%nt. Thus, the fact that more weapons were,delivered in
o|ne year rather than in another may be a function of agreement':s sighed
Jseveral years earlier and have nothing to do with environmental or other
pressures in that given year. If we look only at the categories of weapons

one by one and count up the number of agreements begihning in each year,6 ve

find that in 1981 delivery begam©on only one agreement, in 1982 delivery

» )

<
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began on two agreements, in 1983 delivery on four agreements began, and
from 1984 to 1986 three agreements were begun each year.

Thus, vhen military policy is looked at in terms of diplomatic
agreements the picture is quite different than when one 100ks at simple
totals. Agreements are usually signed in the framework of diplomatic
visits in order to serve as direct bargaining chips with the receiving
government, as was exglained in the previous chapter. Actual amounts of
arms deliveries may indicate an aspect of Soviet policy which is not part
of their diplomatic bargaining‘: suc_r'x-;s competition with other sources of

military equipment in India. Perhaps a look at diplomatic policy for the

same period will help us to understand its probable linkage with military

equipment deliveries.

D. Soviet Diplomatic Policy

:rhe government of India publishes a very useful mgnthly review by the
Ministry of External Affairs called the "Fdreign Affairs Record". By
looking through this periodical mo;xth by month, one gets a good overview of
the diplomatic events of each year. 1982 vas relatively uneventful, with
several months passing by without any diplomatic interaction of note.
However: one significant event yas the visit by Soviet Minister of Defense
Ustinov in March, accompanied by a very large delegation. 1In 1983,
diplomatic activity was more frequent and the deputy minister of trade,
Grishin, visited in A\f:él, and the deputy Chairman of the Council of .
Ministers, Aykhipov, visited India twice,. once in May, and)a“gain in

December. The "Foreign Affairs Record"” does not mention ‘any military

agreenents ’ but obviously from 'Table IV.3 above, four of them could have
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been signed in that year. At any rate, the Soviets :Iere Paying a good deal
of diplomatic attention to India in 1983, with an unusually large number of
high-level visits. Fewver visits took place in 1984 but, on the other hand,
more agreements were concluded on various subjects. 1984 was also thé year
of Andropov's death and Indla sent condolences, but Mrs. Gandhi did not
attend the funeral. In 1985, Rajiv Gandhi did attend Chernenko's funé"ral,
and visited the Soviet Union again in May as part of an extensive \:Iorld‘
tour which he continued throughout  the year. I}E one disregards the
agreements which came as the resylt of these two state visits, one is left
with far fewer diplomatic agreements than took place 1n’ 1983 or 1984.
Brezhnev's passing may have left its mark on diplomatic activity in
1982, as the Soviets had to turn their attention inward to deal with the
mattér o£ leadership succession. In the 'following three years, the rapid
succession of SOVie\t leaders did not seem to have the same effect. Some
more pressing considerations must then have intervened to cause the Soviets,
to make a special effort to strengthen Indo-Soviet relations even though
they were facing pressing internal change. One obvious reason Gould be t.he
same one which was suggested for aid, trade, and military policy, that is,
the need to compete with growing Indo-US material ties. However, this is
not the only explanation, as diplomacy usua‘lly uses the tools of material
offers in order to persuade another country of something or to ¢hange the
course of its foreign or domestic policy. The Soviet Union and India did
not disagree on many issues, however, which might have justified Soviet
attempts to influence India with material inducements. The Afghan issue
continued to divide the two, and was surely brought up in diplomatic
encounters, but would not explain an increase in such encounters in 1983
and 1984. Perhaps a more likely explanation can be found in the political

situation in India at this time, which may have worried the Soviets as to
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the future of Indo-Sovipt ties. That is, the domestic political turmoil
vhich ended in the assassiq:tion of Indira Géqghi may have led the Soviets
to believe that they had better emphasize cooperation with Inéia, lest
these new political pressures lead to a change in India's foreign policy
orientation. We do not have a solid basis for this speculation, but Soviet
insecurity in situations of instability may be responsible‘tor the extra

attention paid to India at this time.

P

E. Conclusion

In the new situation of heightened cpmpetition between the
superpowers, the Soviets perhaps reacted to American wooing of India more
than they miéht ordinarily have -- given the internal adjustments they were
qoiqg through -- because it perhaps seemed that, in India's confused

political s{tuation, American influence might be more effective.

The link‘;ith internal political turmoil is still rather tenuous, but
seems to coincidg in time at least with trade policy and diplomacy.
Overall, however, the hypothesis of this chapter -- that the Soviet Union,
would be likely to ignore constraints on its policy toward India in this
time of more aggressive competition with the US -- seems to hold up. 1In
spite ;t the difficult interna} situation that the Soviets were having to
deal with in 1983-1384, they managed to make several important trips to
India and signed numerous agreements on various issues and also offered
handsome amounts of aid to Irndia.

Another effect of the more competitive international situation~arter
1983 seems to have been tﬁe lack of differentiation among the different

4
aspects of Soviet policy. Apart from trade, other aspects of Soviet policy
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intensified after 1983 and maintained this intensity up until 1986. Slight
variations within thiks period ‘were due to regional or bilateral factors,

- b
but the overall pattern seems to have been determined by the level of

Soviet-US conflict.
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See Caldwell, 1985: 24-26.
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See Staar, 1985: 209-211; McMahan, 1985: 166-170; Saivetz and Woodby,

1985: 86-89, for more complete discussion of Soviet activities in

Latin America,

For an excellent analysis of the elements of cooperation and

confrontation in superpower relations since 1969, see Garthoff, 1985.

The impact of SDI on superpower relations is discussed in pages

1026-1038.

Sino-American relations in the 1980s and China's new foreign policy

‘orientation are disciissed in Garthoff,6 1985: 1038-1050.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSTONS

Purpose and Hypotheses of the-Study

This ,study was undertaken in order to better understand the factors
influencing Soviet foreign policy in its day to day fluctuations. India
providedythe most well-documented case of Soviet foreign policy in action,
while Indo-Soviet relations have also been long-standing enough to enable
one to study and compare different periods of Soviet policy. The
literature on Soviet foreign policy is rife with theories concerning the

motivations behind Soviet foreign policy choices, but contains very few

rigorous analyses of the covariation of independent factors or variables

13

w{th measures of Soviet policy. 1In addition, very few studies consider all
aspects of Soviet foreign\ policy in érawing their conclusions §bout to'reign
policy as"a whole. - 4 |
What prompted this study was a need to explain shifts in policy which
vere not simply a reflection of political ,shifts within the Soviet
decision-making system, but of changing Soviet perception of events and
processes in the environment or context within which their policles are
effected. Most authors explain change in Soviet policy as a result of
shiftil.ng Soviet p’ri~orities almost as if these shifts occurred within a
vaccuum. Basic Soviet objectives, hovever, have not changed from one

period to another. Wwhat has changed, rather, is their perception of

vhether the environment wvas favourable to these objectives or not.

RV
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Occasionally, the perception of a strong threat to particular objectives
may cause a shift in priorities, but this would not be eriouqh to turn

long-standing policies around. Even the basic objectives of the Soviet

’ government stem from a particular perception of the environment combined

with ideology, culture and the basic national interests of a great power.
In other words, internal developments and Soviet perceptions are only
intervening variables explaining shifts in Soviet foreign policy. The unit

—

of analysis here has been the overall pattern of policies (loans, trade

. balances, number or value f military transfers, number of diplomatic

visits and agreements). The internal environmént, that is, the needs of
the Soviet economy, énly determines the content of exchanges (i.e.,
technology, fuel, textiles) which would not necessarily be reflected in
overall patterns. The domestic political environment, as far as this
student can surmise, had not undergone significant enough changes until
1982 to explain shifts infpolicy. Political change subsequent to 1982 did

not involve any change in priorities so as to affect Soviet interests in

~

India. .
Given the logic Outlined above, it was hypothesized that the internal
environment would offer a poor explanation of policy and that Soviet policy

towards India would vary according to elements of the external environment

wvhich had some bearing on India or affected Soviet interests in India.

a

Soviet gains or losses in other parts of the world would have little impact
on India, because they would not alter the strong basis of Indo-Soviet
relations. However: the level of competitmp or cooperation among the major
povers could h;ve a significant impact on soviet interests in India. At
the regional level, the changing factors vhich might have a bearing on
socviet interests in Induia are the level of involvement of all three major

povers in- the region, the level of conflict in the region, and the
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socio-political situation of c'ountries in the region. At the bilateral
level, India's political situation, its level of dependence on the Soviet
Union, and the extent of disaqreement.‘ betwee;x India and the Soviet Union
could all affect Soviet interests in India. In addition, each level of
environment may be affected by the larger level or‘context, therefore more
thap one environmental fact':or and more° than one level of environment may
explain shi:fts in Soviet policies. Finally, it was hypothesized that
changes in the domestic level of e;tvironment would not coincide with
important changes in policy because they dictate the content rather than

the fluctuation of policies.

The Pattern of Policy from 1968 to 1985

1968 and 1969 are the or;ly years ‘v:lithin the entire time span studied
here in which Soviet interest in India did not grow, At that time, the
Soviets felt that the best way to protect their interests was to woo
Pa)'tistan avay from China and the US. Even at that time, however, the
’SOVEets gave priority to their friendship with India, based on the stable
factors which had led to the establishment of the relationship in the fi*:'st
place. ;From 1970 to 1985, India became ever more important to the USSR.
The global environment, which vas in flux throughout this period, ;1ad
little to do with the continuity in the relationship. The elements of
continuity were due, rather, to the stable elements in the regional and
bjilateral environment. These elements include: the strategic geopolitical
characteristics of India in South Asia, the technological preponderance of
India over its neighbours, its i)outical stability and democratic system in
a region of general instability and ngn-democratic sytems, the high level

of interaction betvween India and its neighbours providing a ready network

*
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of influence, the general convergence between Indian and Soviet regional
interests, and finally, India's more developed economy, maximizing returns

on, Soviet economic investments. These elements of continuity are many and
=

[

‘apparently count more in Soviet perception than the elements of change,

since change in Indo-Soviet relations is so rare and so minor when it does
occur.

Minor shifts in policy reflect sudden Soviet concern over protecting
Indo-Soviet relations, even in the years prior to 1970. Foremost among
Soviet concerns has been the regional activity of the US and China.
Another ihportant consideration has been the level of regional c;nflict
involving India. Finally, the political situation in India has =
periodically caused the insecure Soviets to worry about the future of
Indo-Soviet relations. These three main concerns have also been affected
by the level of competition or cooperation e£istinq among the three major

\\

! -
Just as different levels of environmental factors are interrelated,

_ powers.

different aspects of Soviet foreign policy are also related to each other.
Diplomatic policy ties the other aspgcts of policy together into one bas;c
pattern and logic for the most part. The day-to-day diplomatic activities
of Soviet and Indian lower-level delegations keep cooperation golng between
the two countries on a consistent basis agg do not involve the kind of
spectacular deals which accompany top leadership diplomacy. Due to this
lower-level diplomacy, Soviet aid to and trade with India increase steadily
year by year, as does the value of military transfers. 1In other words, it
reflects the continuity in Soviet policy towards India.

High-level diplomatic activity, on the other hand, is usually

L J

accompanied by change in the pattern of economic and military policy

because extraordinary deals are usually offered as inducements on these

?
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occasions. Thus, the bulk of fluctuations in economic and military policy
can be explained by the same factors which explain why high-level
diplomatic visits take place.

Economic and military policy are also related to one another,
independently of diplomatic policy. Trade surpluses are often used to
import arms from the USSR, as explained by Datar.{Datar, 1972: 10l1)
However, it was found that large a;ms transfers did not occur in those
years when India had a negative trade balance. This suggests that Eébarate
fEégors are influencing trade and military p?licy as they wvere measured in
this study.

As described by Agarwal, aid and trade are also intimately related in
Soviet planning.(Agarwal, 1985: 96-97) various aid projects are supplied
through trade agreements, and India uses trade surpluses in order to pay in
advance for Soviet assistance to different development projects. This fact
contributed to the decision to use straight loans as an indicator of Soviet
aid policy in order to better distinguish it from trade policy. Aid and
trade policy as measured in this study did not fluctuate in the same wvay.

At this point, it is logical to proceed to the more detailed
evaluation of the ways in‘thch these factors and others have influenced

each aspect of Soviet policy towards India and the interactions among the

different aspects of policy.

Soviet Policies and the Environment

Conventional wisdom has it that Soviet economic policy towards the
developing countries is pursued to increase Soviet influence in relation to
American and Chinese influence, to serve the Soviet Union's own economic

interests, and finally to spread the Soviet economic model to other
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countries.<l> If these are truly the USSR's goals, then~what factors would
appear to the Soviets to threaten their achievement? Loss of Soviet
influence internatonally,/}:egionally, and bilaterally to the advantage of
the US or China, Vould be one factor. A second factor would be economic
disruption in India, and another would be the rise of rightist capitalist
forces in India, undermining socialistic economic trends. And, finally,
Soviet economic needs, would determine the extent of Soviet generosity.
This study's findings support these expectations, but add certain other

' factors to the list and show that aid and trade varied differently and
independently in some cases.

Aid wvas more strongly related to the level of disagreement beétween
India and the Soviet Union, a factor not mentioned in t/he list of expected
factors. cChange in Indian political leadership also explained aid policy,'
perhaps because the Soviets anticipated potential disagreeement with new
Indian leaders. Thus, in 1968, strong Indian resentment of the Soviet
decision to sell arms to Pakistan prompted the Soviet§ to make a show of

. %
goodwill to India by offering it a loan. 1In 1980-—81,\ the Soviets provided

a rather large loan in order to try to eliminate Indian reticence in

supporting Soviet military presence in Afghanistan. In 1983-84, the

Soviets tried to show India the benefits of dealing with the Soviet Union,

rather than with the greedy Western powers that India was favouring, by
again offering a very generous loan. In 1977-78 and in 1985, the Soviets
wvere perhaps worried that the nevly-elected Indian leaders (Desai and Rajiv
Gandhi, respectively) might need some reminding of the advantages of
remaining close to the Soviet Union. The domestic environment affected aid
policy only in the sense that domestic economic considerations forced the

@ Soviets virtually to abandon their grant progranm.

The findings for trade are slightly different from the findings for
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aid polisy. The amount of Indo-Soviet trade increased year by year except
) 0 in those years when India was experieJncing political turmoil. Whereas
political change coincided with most offers of aid, political instability
marks every occasion when India's trade balance with the Soviet Union was
< nedéave. The dates denoting political instability overlap with periods of
regional conflict or Indian disagreement with the Soviet Union, but not
consistently. Because of the consistency of the coincidence of 1indian
political turmoil with change in trade policy in all cases, political
turmoil has been identified as the major determining factor, although oti\er
factors may have aggravated the effects O0f political turmoil on Soviet
. perceptions of threat to bilateral relations. -

The conventional wisdom on military policy is different from that
concerning economic policy. The USSR apparently pursues military relations
vith Indla in order to reduce American and Chinése influence and\increase
its own influence, to increase India's power in the region, and for
economic benefit. Given these goals for military policy, the Soviets would
perce?lve a threat to their intetests if: American or Chinese influence grew
globally, regionally, or bilaterally with India; regional actors other than
I‘ndia increased their power ; and weapon sources other than the USSR

- . 3y

encpoached on the Indian military market. .
Looking again at our tables for Soviet transfers of u‘xajor wveapons to
India for.the three periods under study, one can see that competition with
the US seems to be the only factor, among those expected to influence
policy, that was confirmed by the study's findings. Apart from %nc_rened
competition wi‘th the US, larger transfers ofﬁsoviet weaponsg to 'India vere
linked to tth level of conflict in the region, a factor which dictates
0 l Soviet policy as a function of the needs of the recipient rather than in

terms of Soviet priorities. In addition, the Soviets seem to offer major

N

<
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veapons deals as part of their efforts at diplomatic persuasion when

0 disagreements crop up with India.

Thus, Soviet military policy seems to t;e relatively e\’renlyldetermined
by factors at both the regional and bilateral levels of environment. ‘
Regic;nal competition with the t;s is an important consideration for the
SO\?ets. Regional conflict does tend to aggravate superpower competition
in the region as it provides more opportunities for their involvement. The
Soviets are also, as always, mindfuq to try and iron out disagreements with
India by strengthening various ties. The e;ttent to which the Soviets take
ail ol these concerns to hear.t seems to depend on the extent ST conflict
‘ between the superpowers. In 1979-1980 and since 1983, the Soviets have

responded to the above-mentioned environmental changes with larger and more

} sustained major weapons tranhsfers. Thus, India seems to have benefitted )

+ »
all round from increased superpowd® comp’e{ition.

Two goals are most often associated wiwth Soviet diplomatic policy in
the literature. The first is a desire tc demonstrate commonality of views
in its foreign rélations in order to show its solidarity with other
countries' interests, in particular with the interests of the developing
world. The secon(’;i reasoh for pu;suing diplomatic relations is to enhance
the USSR's superpower standing.(Saivetz and Woodby, 1985: 85-89) One would
ex;ect the Soviets to a;tively pursue or protect these goals when
disagreement or potential disagreement with India arises; when interna{ﬂlﬁ
developments in Indi? cannot be considered "progressive”; and in cases of
- reyional con&fiilct vhen ol;portunities arise for the Soviets to play the role
of peacemaker or protector against "imperialist-backed forces."

y The findings of this s;.udy'confirmed such expectations en_tirely.
Regional conflict at all times brought increased Soviet diplou'xat'ic

attention. mgati}re internal political developments in India in 1983-1984

4
' + 9




157

and to Jlesser extent in 1968 also resulted in a higher level of Soviet

4

diplomatic activity in India. Disagreements with India and regional
conflict often coincided and could be attributed in large” part to a higher
level of major power involvem;nt in the region. The level of diplomatic .
activity in 1’968—1970 and in 1977-1978 shows that minor issues of
‘disagreement or those confined to domestic or regional spheres do not
warrant much diplomatic response. A potential digagreement arise(s when the

Indian government changes or when it is tryk{(g to improve relations with

other major powers (e.g., 1979 and 1983 ‘to 1985)

/

Summar , '
It was found that there was a very strong interaction among the

‘different levels of environment as they affected Sov}et perceptions. How

much coc;perati'on and conflict exists among the major powers affects how the

1}

Soviets viev any expansion of American or Chinese influence. Also, other
~ .

+ environmental chanée is taken more seriously when intense gonflict and

competition exists among the major powers. When the Soviets were in a

period of detente with the US, they did not feel so threatened by changes °

—

in c_:ertain factors which might have afte.cted their relations with India
{e.g., the change in government in 1977). As conflict began to domindte
East-West relations again, the Soviets became morg concerned over such
changes (e.g., the change of government in 1979-80). There was relatively
little regional and bilateral c;hange between 1981 and 1983 and thus
relatively little chan'ge in Soviet policy. From 1983 onwards, howvever,
changes within India and within the region wez"e not taken lightly by fhe
Soviets, given the new more aggressive competition between the superpovers.

L)
We can assume, therefore, that 1f international relations remained at
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a standstill, Soviet policies would belmore exclusively determined by
regional and bilaterél_factors. Perhaps also, if domestic change in the
Soviet Union had occurred during the period of detente, domestic factors
may have had a greater effect on Soviet foreign policf‘changé as well.

All aspects of Soviet policy except trade seem to have been affected
by the level of American 1nvolvemeni in the region, at least in 1983-1985.
Beyond this point, the different aspects of policy all seem to react
directly or indirectly to Soviet perceptions of disagreement or potential
disagreement with India. Numerous different factors may lead to such
perceptions.

Thus, different sources of disagreement or potential disagreement
affected different aspects of policy. This finding was not predicteé at
the outset of the study, bdt the measures used for the different aspects of
policy did clearly separate these aspects and permitted such d:}ferences to
be observed, As to the other findings, they generally do confirm this
study's hypotheses. As was expected, regional and bilateral change had
more direct impact on Soviet policy than other levels of environmental
change. It wvas hard to determine whether dome;tic or globa& level change
had more impact on policy because, the only time wﬁen significant domestic
change did occur in the Soviet Union (1982-~1985), it overlapped with

significant and threatening shifts in the international environment. 1In

that period, however, international factors were seen to override internal
b}

pressures to focus inwards.

In general terms, the most significant and numerous environmental
changes did seem to precede the most important policy shifts of all types,

suggesting that. the Soviets are indeed sensitive to the context within

which their policy operates. 1In India's case, -the geobolitical location of

India within the South Asian region, its superior technological

-
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development, its nonaligned stand, its stable political situation relative
@ other developing countries, as well as its international prestige, form
the basis for strong coﬁ;inuity in Soviet policy toward India. Many of
these factors may not exist Br may be unstable in the case of other
develop{ng countries. However, those factors that cause ciange in such a
stable relationship as the Indo-Soviet one must be very important in Soviet
perception and thus certainly would affect other regions where such factors
vere applicable.

One such factor is the extent of Western and Chinese involvement in a
region. The Soviets seem to increase their own involvement concurrently
vith(SLeir rivals. The degree of effort that the Soviets put into
increasin%,their influence depends on the intensity of conflict existin?
between the Soviet Union and its rivals. Another factor gggulating Soviet
involvement is the level of conflict in the region. This would seem
obvious as conflict generally invites foreign involvement, especially when
it repres;nts an extension of superpover conflict. However, the situation
is less clear-cut than might as first be surmised. 1In the Indian case, it
was shown that the Soviets mainly try to prevent conflict in South Asia,
but would like Sino-Indian hostility to remain high. This contradictory
attitgde originates in the dual international role played by the
superpovers as described by Holbraad:

In their [the superpowers'] rivalry, they not only regularly use

crises for their own ends, but also sometimes instigate them. On

the other hand, the superpowers, undoubtedly recognising certain

shared interests as well as the more obvious general concerns,

take the trouble to control tension and friction both between

themselves and betveen their allies and dependents.(Holbraad,

1979: 13).

Notvithstanding thiz ambivalence toward conflicts, the Soviets do get

more involved in a region when conflicts occur, whether as a participant or

as a peacemaker. Much depends on the'danger of escalation into a majer

= R -
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crisis and the extent of involvement of the’USSR'é rivals.

The Soviets are ‘also surprisingly cautious about political conflict or
turmoil within a country. In this sense, they seem to have learned sc;me
lessons from the grievous economic repercussions of their earlier support
for economies at -the mercy of a volatile political context.

The study's/_tindlngs also revealed what seems like Soviet paranoia
over the possibility of disagreement arising between India and the Soviet
Union on subjects of majorlinternational significance. 1India's prestige no
doubt increases Soviet concern over the opinions Indian leaders express.
However, as was stated in thicle study, the Soviets are generally concerned
with maintaining their image as supporters of Third World issues and
interests. Thus, the extent of disagreement between the Soviet Union and
other developing countries wc’vuld probably also affect their policy choices
in other regionsj/szpecial diplomatic visits accompanied by economic and
military incentives probably result, in most cases, from major
disagreements that the Soviets want to eliminate, depending, of course, on
the relative international standing of the country concerned.

v .

The mutual and longstanding interests of India and the Soviet Union in
perpetuating their relationship is surprisi:ng,fgiven India's nonaligned
stance. The reasons behind the breakdown of Soviet re,latilons with other
developing countries are varied, and usually pertaiﬁ to a decision on the
part of the developing country rather than the USSR. However, when such
relations endure., the fluctuations in Sowiet policy can probably be
accounted for mainly by the factors vhich have been shown in this study to
influence Soviet policy toward India. Developing countries with an
inmportant international standing would be well advised to learn tron;

India's experience about tﬁe advantages of maintaining strong enough

relations with the Soviet Union in order to be able to benefit from the

\
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competition between the superpovex:s in the 1980s.
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NOTES

For a discussion of Soviet objectives in their policy toward
developing countries, see Saivetz and woodby, 1985: 171-181; Duncan,

1980; Donaldson, 1981 (throughout). Regarding India, see Bakshi,
1985: 325 ff.

DA



163

(

_ BIBLIOGRAPHY r/

Y

Agarwval, Sushila. '
Superpowers and the Third World. Aalekh Publishers, Jaipur, 1985.

Andersen, Walter K.
"India in Asia: Walking on a Tightrope". Asian Survey. 19:12, Dec.,
1979,

Azar, Edvard E.
"The Structure of Inequalities and Protracted Social Conflict: A
Theoretical Framework". International Interactions. 7:4, Feb., 1981.

'Bakshi, Jyotsna.
Soviet Union's Attitude towards India. Ph.D. Thesis, Punjab
University, Chandigarh, 1985.

Banerjee, Jyotirmoy.
India in Soviet Global Strateqy. Minerva Associates, Calcutta, 1977.

Beissinger , Mark R.
"The Age of the Soviet Oligarchs". (urrent History, 83:495, Oct.,
1984

Bertocci, Peter J. .
"Bangladesh in 1985: Resolute Against the Storms”. Asian Survey,
26:2, Feb., 1986.

Bhargava, G. S.
South Asian Security After Afghanistan. Lexington Books, Lexington,
Mass., 1983.

Bhasin, V. K. " '
Superpower Rivalry in the Indian Ocean. S. Chand and Co., New Delhi,
1981.

Bialer, Seweryn.
The Domestic Context of Soviet Foreign Policy. Westview Press,
Boulder, Colorado, 1981

Blacker, Coit D.
*The United States and the Soviet Union". Cucrent History, 83:495,
Oct., 1984. )

Bobb, Dilip. -
"Moscowv's New Offensive"”. 1India Today. 9:16, Aug. 31, 1984.



164

Bowman, Larry and Thomas Clark.
The Indian Ocean in Global Politics. Westview Press, Boulder,

Colorado,: 1981,

Brecher, Michael, Blema Steinberg and Janice Stein.
"A Framework for Research on Foreign Policy Behaviour . The Journal

of conflict Resolution. 13:1, March, 1969. ,

Caldwell, Dan.
soviet International Behaviour and US policy Options. Lexington

Books, Toronto, 1985.

Caldvell, Lawrence T. and George Diebold. 7
Soviet-American Relations in the 1980s. McGraw-Hill, Newv York, 198I1.

Cattell, David L.
"Dissent and Stability in the Soviet Union". Current History.

§9:350, Oct., 1970.

.«Chﬂril PORQ
*Indo-Soviet Military Cooperation: A Review"”. Asian Survey. 19:3,

— March, 1979.

éhawla, Sudershan and D. R. Sardesal.
The Changing Pattern of Security and Stability in Asia. Praeger, New
York, 1980.

‘Clarkson, Stephen.
The Soviet Theory of Development. University of Toronto Press,
Toronto, 1978.

Coldren, Lee O.
"afghanistan in 1985: The Sixth Year of the Russo-Afhgan War". Asian

Survey, 26:2, Feb., 1986.

Colton, Timothy.
"The Soviet Union under Gorbachev”. Current History, 84:504, Oct.,

1985. i

Crunden, Robert, Manoj Joshi, and R. V. R. Chandrasekhar Rao.
New Perspectives on America in South Asia. Chanakya Publications,
Delhi, 1984. ' .

Dagli, vadilal. o
India's Foreign Trade. 1973.

Datar, Asha. ‘
India‘s Economic Relations with the USSR and Eastern Europe.
Cambridge University Press, London, 1972. -

Dhanapala, Jayantha. . n
e china and the Third World. Vikas Publishing House, New Delhi,6 1985.




163
»
) Donaldson, Robert H.
- The Soviet-Indian Alignment: Quest for Influence. University of

Denver, Denver, 1979. —

Soviet Policy Toward India: Ideology and Strateqy. Harvard University
Press, Cambridge, Mass.,6 1974.

- - - .

The Soviet Union in the Third World: Successes and Failures. Westview
Press, Boulder, CO., 1981.

Duncan, W. R.
Soviet Policy in the Third World. Pergamon Press, New York, 1980.

Editorial.
"Nev Interest in Nehru's Ideas”. Link. 13:5, Nov. 22, 1970.

Garthoff, Raymond L.
Detente and Confrontation. The Brookings Institution, washingtom

D.C.' 1985.

Gelman, Harry.
The Brezhnev Politburo and the Decline of Detente. <Cornell University
Press, Ithaca, 1984.

Ghosh, Pradip K.
Developing South Asia. Greenwood Press, Westport, CT., 1984.

Gorlin, Alice C..
"Soviet Industry and Trade". Current History,6 83:495, oct., 1984.

Government of India. Ministry of External Affairs.
The Foreign Affairs Record. Monthly, various years.

Government of India. Ministry of Finance.
\ Economic Survey. 1985-86.

»

Griffith, william E.
The World and the Great-Power Triangles. MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass.,

1975.

Hoffmann, Eric P. and Frederic Fleron. ‘ A O
The Conduct of soviet Foreign Policy:. Aldine . Atherington, Chicago,
1971,

Holbraad, Carsten.
Superpowvers and International Conflict. St. Martin's Press, Nev York,
1979. -

. Holsti, Kalevi J.
_<o International Politics; a Framework for Analysis, 2nd edition.
Prentice Hall, Englevood Cliffs,6 N.J., 1972.

T e e T



166

Horelick, Arnold L., A. Ross Johnson and John D. Steinbruner.
The Study of Soviet Foreign Policy. Sage Professional Papers in
International Studies, 4, 02-039. Sage Publications, Beverly Hills,

1975.

Horn, Robert C.
Soviet-Indian Relations: Issues and Influence. Praeger, New York,

1982.

Hsiung, James C.
"Soviet—Chinese Detente". Current History, 84:504, Oct., 1985.

Kanet , Roger.
The Soviet Union and the Developing Nations. John Hopkins University

Press, Baltimore, 1974.

anet, Roger and Donna Bahry.
« _Soviet Economic and political Relations with the Developing World.

Praeger, New York, 1975.

Kapur, Ashok. .
The Indian Ocean: Regional and International Power Politics. Praeger,

New York, 1982.

Kapur, Harish.
The Soviet Union and the Emerging Nations. Michael Joseph, Geneva,

1972, . -

Kapur, K. D.
Sgriet Strateqy in South Asia. Young Asia Publications, New Delhi,
1983. :

Kearney, Robert N.
"Sri Lanka in 1985: The Persistence of Conflict". Asian Survey, 26:2,

Feb., 1986

Keeble, ‘Curtis, D
The Soviet State: The Domestic Roots of Soviet Foreign Policy. Gower,
for the Royal Institute of International Affairs, 1985.

Kende, Moisi and Yannakakis.
Le Syteme Communiste: Un Monde en Expansion. Institut Francais des
Relations Internationales, Paris, 1982.

Krause, Joachim., "Soviet Military Aid to the Third world".
Aussenpolitik. 34: 4, 1983.

Laqueur, Walter. . ‘
Looking Forward, Looking Back: A Decade of World Politics. washington
Papers/100, Praeger Special Studies, Washington D.C., 1983.

. Lowenthal, Richard. ’ :
Model or Ally? Oxford University Press, New York, 1977.

»

¢

™~



167

Manor, James A. d
"India: Awakening and Decay”. Current History, 85:509, March, 1986.

McMahan, Jeff. .
Reagan and the World. Monthly Review Press, New York,6 1985,

Melanson, Richard A.
Neither Cold War Nor Detente? Soviet-American Relations in the 1980s. ™~
University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville,6 1982.

Mirchandani, G. G. and K. S. R. Murthi.
Massive Mandate for Rajiv Gandhi. Sterling, New Delhi, 198S.

Mukherji, Sadham.
India's Economic Relations with the USA and the USSR. Sterling, New
Delhi, 1978.

Narain, Igbal.
"India in 1985: Triumph of Democracy". Asian Survey, 26:2, Feb., 1986

Nayar, Baldev Raj.
American Geopolitics and India. South Asia Books, New Delhi, 1976.

"Take India Seriously". Foreign Policy. 18 (Spring), 1974.

Ra'anan, Urti.
"Chinese Factionalism and Sino-Soviet Relations". cCurrent History,
59:349, Sept. 1970. —~ :

Richter, william L.
"Pakistan in 1985: Testing Time for the New Order”. Asian Survey, ——e
26:2, Feb., 1986 .

ROse, Leo.
"United States and Soviet Policy Toward South Asia". Current History,
85:509, March, 1986. -

Rubinstein, Alvin Z. ,
Soviet and Chinese Influence in the Third World. Praeger, New York,
1975.

Soviet Foreign Policy Since World War Two: Imperial and Global.
winthrop, Cambridge, Mass.,6 198l. . _

i

S.I.P.R.I. )

Arms Trade Register: The Arms Trade with the Third World. MIT Press,
Cambridge, Mass., 1975.

S.I.P.R.I.
Yearbook of World Armaments and Disarmament. various years.




— - 168

Saivttz, Carol R. and Sylvia Woodby.
Soviet-Third World Relations. Westview Press, Boulder,6 CO., 198S5.

Sen Gupta, Bhabani.
The Afghan Syndrome: How to Live with Soviet Power. Croom Helnm,
London, 1982,

he USSR in Asia. Young Asia Publications, New Delhi, 1980.

Sharma, R. K. ’ )
Indo-Soviet Cooperation and India's Economic Development. Allied
Publishers, New Delhi,6 1982. )

Staar, Richard F. )
USSR Foreign Policies After Detente. Hoover Institution Press,
Stanford, Ca., 1985.

Steele, Jonathan. :
Soviet Power: The Kremlin's Foreign Policy. Simon and Schuster, New
York, 1983.

Stevenson, Richard W.
The Rise and Fall Of Detente. University of IIlinois Press, Urbana,
1985.

Sutter, Robert.
" "The Strategic Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation in South Asia for
China". Journal of Strategic Studies. 8:4, Dec., 1985.

The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Vol. XXXVIII, No. 30. (Aug. 27,
1986). )

9

Triska, Jan F. and David D. Finley.
Soviet Foreign Policy. Macmillan, New York, 1968.

US Arms Control And Disarmament Agency. :
world Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers. 1964-1974 and
1985-86.

Valkenier, Elizabeth K.
The Soviet Union and the Third world: An Economic Bind. Praeger, New

York, 1983. A

Valkenier, Elizabeth K.
"Sino-Soviet Rivalry in the Third wWorld”. (Current History. 57:338,
Oct, 1969.

vavilov, V. )
- "The Solid Foundation of Soviet-Indian Relations". International
Affairs (Moscow). (9) Sept., 1986,

Vibhakar, Jagdish.
A Model Relationship: 25 Years of Indo-Soviet Diplomatic Ties.
Punjabi Publishers, New Delhi, 1972.



— v 169
1
f
\

1 4
Yanov, Aiexander.

Detente After Brezhnev: The Domestic Roots of Soviet Foreign Policy. -
University of California Press, Berkely, 1977,

Zhang, Jia-1lin.,
"Assessing United States-China Relatiops*”. Current History, 84:503,

Sept., 1985.

LYY

21rfﬁ;, Lawrence.
The Subcontinent in world Politics. Praeger, New York, 1982. N

[

Periodicals consulted:

Asian Survey

Current History

Indian Statistical Abstracts
L'etopls' Gazetnikh Stat'ei

Survey -

3 N
&
mﬂ!&\ .



