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 SOVIET-AMERICAN STRATEGIC RELATIONS
 AND EUROPEAN SECURITY

 What is the common interest of the West Euro-

 pean states in the triangular relationship USSR -
 Western Europe -USA? If we are to go by their
 behavior, it consists in that US-Soviet relations be

 normal and pacific, and based on principles of
 peaceful co-existence and strategic stability. As is
 exemplified anew by the 1980s, the aggravation of
 Soviet- American relations, exacerbation of con-

 frontation between the two powers causes anxie-

 ty in West European capitals that is easy to
 understand and to explain. Similarly, any prospect

 of overly close friendly relations between the
 USSR and the US is met with no greater en-
 thusiasm in influential West European quarters,

 when they start a hullabaloo about a "con-
 dominium", purporting that Western Europe is
 being "thrown overboard", etc. though, if reality
 is to be squarely faced, Soviet policy has never
 given any grounds for such accusations.

 But if we are to ponder over the interests pur-

 sued by the ruling elite in Washington within the

 same triangular relationship, then we are to con-
 clude that most obviously it consists in per-
 petuating strained Soviet-West European rela-
 tions, regardless of the evolving shape of relations
 between Washington and Moscow. Hardly in-
 advertently, even in time of Soviet-American
 détente, while on his way to Moscow and back,
 President Nixon personally, or through the ser-
 vices of Henry Kissinger, would try to scare West

 European leaders with the "red menace", or lec-
 ture them, just in case, on the subject of "Russian
 perfidy", so they would not be overenchanted
 with détente. And this line is also understandable,

 albeit patently insidious.
 Since the American approach to the Old World

 is primarily guided by the principle of "Divide and
 Rule", the greater the strain in Soviet- West Eu-

 ropean relations, the easier it is for Washington to

 exploit contradictions (perchance artificially in-
 cited) between Western and Eastern Europe, to
 act as a self-appointed "protector" of Western
 Europe and to ensure its own hegemony in
 NATO's mechanism. The fact is that in conditions

 of growing economic and foreign policy potential
 of Western Europe (the West European Ten
 primarily), this mechanism becomes really in-
 dispensable for Washington, and not so much for
 the "defense" of Western Europe as for the pro-
 tection of America's own interests in Western

 Europe and against it. As a matter of fact the
 North Atlantic alliance is the only lever left in
 Washington's hands to manipulate West Euro-
 pean foreign policies. The issue is abundantly
 clear to necessitate any further comment.

 Finally, coming to Soviet interests in the USSR
 -Western Europe-USA triangle, we are to
 observe that these are geared to maintaining nor-

 mal pacific relations of political, as well as military
 détente and mutually advantageous business-like

 cooperation both with the US and Western
 Europe. In a situation which emerged by the late
 1970s, when the US ventured afresh to revitalize

 the Cold war against the Soviet Union, the latter

 was mostly concerned with preserving détente at
 least in Europe, by maintaining regular good-
 neighborly relations with West European coun-
 tries. This line of the Soviet government elicited
 an accusation from across the Atlantic that

 allegedly the USSR is trying to drive a wedge bet-
 ween the US and its West European allies. In all

 probability, to avoid such accusations the Soviet
 Union should have had to worsen its relations with

 Western Europe as soon as Washington chose to
 spoil its relations with Moscow. However, such a
 "logic" is inimical not only to common sense but

 -6-

This content downloaded from 86.159.236.182 on Sat, 02 Apr 2016 09:55:14 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 to European tradition as well. The fact that nor-
 mality has by and large survived in relations be-

 tween the East and West of Europe (regardless of
 certain complications brought about by the US
 policy, and primarily by American attempts at
 disturbing the nuclear balance in Europe), was in
 itself a significant contribution to safeguarding
 European peace and proceeding with the all-
 European process, initiated by the Helsinki Final
 Act. In the long run, preservation of the roots of
 détente in Europe was an important factor which
 led Washington to start to normalize again its rela-
 tions with the USSR.

 Thus, theoretic as well as factual analysis of
 relationship in the USSR-Western Europe-USA
 triangle shows that the USA is the only side which

 is interested in Soviet- West European tensions,
 which it endeavors to uphold even when Soviet-
 American relations are satisfactory. This, in my
 opinion, is the key to understanding the problem
 of contemporary European security. Given the
 close bond between the US and the leading West
 European powers within the NATO alliance, it is

 impossible to achieve stable peace in the conti-
 nent when the US chooses the course of Cold war

 and confrontation. At the same time, given the
 general European concern for stability and collec-

 tive security and in view of former tragic ex-
 periences in Europe (unshared by the
 Americans), European efforts, jointly undertaken,

 may still provide for a modicum of tranquility on
 the continent, even when the US gets enmeshed

 in the game of aggravating tensions and pursuing
 confrontation. As a Russian proverb says,
 "Mediocre peace is better than a good quarrel".

 However, if Washington pursues confrontation,

 no truly stable peace in Europe may be expected,
 since American military presence on the conti-
 nent, as well as the American role in the NATO

 mechanism, are not insignificant factors in the
 evolution of the regional situation.

 Such are, in my opinion, certain important con-

 clusions, emanating from the experience of the
 four postwar decades. During the second week of
 May the countries of Europe, together with the
 US, commemorated the 40th anniversary of the
 victory over fascism by the peoples of the anti-
 Hitler coalition. This victory, gained through the
 decisive contribution of the Soviet people,
 ushered in a perspective of lasting peace and co-
 operation in the European continent. Principles of
 post-war settlement in Europe through collective

 efforts of all European states were laid down by
 the Yalta and Potsdam Conferences.

 Ab initio European security was defined as
 security for all - the victors and the vanquished
 - with the proviso of adopting certain measures
 against the revival of German and Italian mili-
 tarism. But while signing the documents of Yalta
 and Potsdam, the leaders of the USA and Great
 Britain concurrently initiated policies literally
 meant to revise the balance sheet of World War

 II in Europe and to alter the political and territorial

 realities brought about by the Allies' victory and
 the peoples' liberation struggle.

 The Fulton speech by Winston Churchill, which

 turned into an ideological apologia for the Cold
 War, is notorious not only for its appeal to the
 Anglo-Saxon powers' crusade against the USSR
 and socialism. It also contained a clear-cut thesis

 that "the old doctrine of a balance of power (in
 Europe-H.T.) is unsound! We cannot afford, if we

 can help it, to work on narrow margines, offering

 temptations to a trial of strength".1 This thesis,
 further developed by the proponents of "contain-
 ing" and "rolling-back" of socialism, evolved into

 a theoretical base for the policy "from the posi-

 tion of strength' ' , which in turn provided the foun-

 dation for the American Cold War strategy. This
 led to the creation of the NATO alliance, devised

 as the main instrument to do away with the
 balance of power in Europe, and to substitute it
 with Western power superiority. In full accor-
 dance with the aim of establishing its nuclear pre-
 dominance, nuclear deterrence was chosen as the

 alliance's military strategy. It was intended "to
 power pressure the Soviets" and to enforce Pax
 Americana on the USSR on the European conti-
 nent as well, where, according to Washington
 leaders, socialism had to be rolled back to within

 prewar boundaries, and, ideally, liquidated even in
 the Soviet Union by means of "transforming" or
 ' 'mellowing' ' of Soviet power through external in-
 fluence.

 As the recently declassified documents of the
 British cabinet show, it took only eight years for
 Mr. Churchill himself to realize the futility, if not

 outright adventurism, of American military
 pressure on the Soviet Union with the help of
 nuclear "sabre rattling". Are not Americans aim-
 ing at a head-on clash with the Russians, counting
 on their strategic superiority - queried Sir
 Winston. Such a course, in his estimation, in-
 creased tremendously the risk of total conflagra-
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 tion. That is why, since the mid-1950s, Churchill
 became an advocate of European détente and con-
 structive dialogue with the USSR. But it took
 American leaders 20 more years of trial and error
 of strength in order to arrive at a conclusion that

 attempts to forcefully alter the results of World
 War II are leading nowhere, that it is in the best
 American interests to finally recognize new Euro-

 pean realities and to draw a line officially under the
 results of the war. The countries of Western

 Europe who were first to enter the path of
 détente with the USSR made a noteworthy con-
 tribution to such a swing to realism by
 Washington. One may even venture to observe
 that it was they who literally dragged Washington

 in to the process of détente. The Final Act of the

 Conference on Security and Cooperation in
 Europe, signed in 1975 by 33 European states, as
 well as by the US and Canada, reconfirmed the
 political outcome of World War II and of post-war
 evolution, and signified a new stage in détente.
 The results of the Conference represented a
 careful balance of interests of all participating
 states.

 The Conference was a milestone on the road

 towards turning the principle of peaceful co-
 existence into the basic norm of contemporary in-

 ternational law. It provided fresh impetus to equi-
 table cooperation among states belonging to dif-
 ferent social systems. The very convening of the
 Conference and its results demonstrated the

 futility of power politics and the Cold War, and
 opened up new ways for fulfilling the main task of

 our times, i.e. strengthening of peace and securi-
 ty for the peoples of Europe and the entire world.

 At the same time one cannot escape the conclu-
 sion that while orienting its NATO allies towards
 "containing" the Soviet Union, the US devoted
 the last three post-war decades largely to
 wholesale penetration into former European col-

 onies. The majority of these, having rid them-
 selves of West European colonialism, became
 entwined by the fetters of American neo-
 colonialism, embraced by the iron tentacles of
 American transnational corporations and banks.
 The US built its own unproclaimed empire on the
 ruins of European colonialism, doing its utmost to

 undercut there the interests of West European
 business, which was in its turn attempting at a
 realistic adaptation to the post-colonial situation
 and establishment of fairer political relations and
 economic practices with newly independent na-

 tions. So if there was anyone to be contained, it
 was not the Soviet Union. And you don't have to
 be a Marxist to realize that such American

 egotism did little for trans- Atlantic friendship. On

 the contrary, it made West European states
 search for greater equality and foreign policy in-
 dependence in trans- Atlantic relationships.

 It is patently clear for those in West European
 capitals that preservation of peace and strategic
 balance between the USA and the USSR is a

 decisive prerequisite for attaining this goal. Only
 under these conditions may European states ac-
 quire greater manoeuvrability and political in-
 itiative to have, if you please, a more equitable
 dialogue with their overseas partner. And,
 naturally, this analysis is not an attempt to draw
 any "wedges" but is just the statement of things
 as they are now.

 It appears that it was these considerations that
 prompted Helmut Schmidt - the then Chancellor
 of the FRG - to strive at fixing the existing parity

 in European, primarily nuclear, armaments, after
 a similar parity had been established in "central"
 nuclear armaments of the USSR and the US in ac-

 cordance with the SALT-2 Treaty. In my view,
 Schmidt and many of his colleagues in the upper
 echelons of West European states intended to use
 the threat of the deployment of new American
 missiles in Western Europe in order to make the
 USSR agree to codify the balance of
 "Eurostrategic" weapons between the Warsaw
 Treaty and the NATO alliance. But no threat
 against the Soviet Union was warranted to
 achieve this aim. The USSR, as has been publicly
 reiterated by Soviet leaders, was satisfied with
 the existing nuclear balance in Europe between
 the two alliances and never intended to disturb it.

 Soviet deployment of the SS-20s was nothing
 more than a modernization of Soviet medium

 range nuclear forces, which never led to any
 changes in the balance of nuclear arms existing in
 Europe since early 1960s. In a situation where the
 US and other NATO nuclear powers had under-
 taken at least two modernizations of their nuclear

 arsenals in Europe, the Soviet Union had every
 legitimate right to act likewise. Thus with little ef-
 fort, stabilization of the balance in medium range

 nuclear weapons in Europe was imminently feasi-
 ble.

 But then if many European leaders were
 sincerely eager to strike a deal, Washington was
 only interested in exploiting the smoke screen of
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 negotiations to distract attention from its prepara-

 tions to deploy its new missiles in Western
 Europe. This deployment was necessary to
 realize the Pentagon option of a limited nuclear
 war in Europe and thus to decouple the United
 States from the European theatre of war.
 Washington strategists also viewed the proposed

 deployment of the Pershing-IIs and cruise
 missiles in Western Europe as a convenient
 means to overcome the parity in Soviet and
 American "central" nuclear armaments confirm-

 ed by the SALT-2 treaty and to change the
 nuclear balance in US favor.

 For all practical purposes, these two contradic-

 tory stands - different dreams in a single bed of
 NATO, as Chou Enlai would have put it, - were
 combined in the so-called double-track NATO

 decision of December 1979. While giving their
 more or less enthusiastic support to the double-
 track decision, the leaders of European NATO
 states were convinced that the SALT process
 would continue and negotiations on nuclear
 weapons in Europe would become part of the
 SALT-3 discussions. They never thought that this

 process would be derailed by the Carter ad-
 ministration and that in its turn the Reagan ad-

 ministration, besides attempting to sidetrack the

 Soviet-American parity by deploying new types of

 nuclear weapons in Western Europe, would ven-
 ture to crush the parity directly, initiating a new
 round of race in "central" nuclear armaments.

 The most recent dash at superiority is rep-
 resented by the so-called strategic defense in-
 itiative by President Reagan, nicknamed "the star
 wars" by the press.

 The Reagan administration covered up all these

 attempts at restoring the "position of stength"
 by sham negotiations with the USSR, which it had

 to conduct under the pressure of the world, most-

 ly European, public opinion. But since the US had
 the same aim in these negotiations as in the arms

 race, namely to put the Soviet Union into an in-
 ferior position and to unsettle the existing
 strategic balance, they were doomed to be futile
 and futile they were. The US violated the
 previously agreed upon basic principle of equality
 and equal security which should govern negotia-
 tions, thus leading them into an impasse.

 At the same time, by the spring of 1985, the US

 deployed all of the scheduled Pershing-IIs and a
 considerable number of cruise missiles in Western

 Europe - in the FRG, Great Britain, Italy and

 Belgium, thus confronting the opposite side with
 a fait accompli. The Soviet Union could not ig-
 nore this deployment and reacted accordingly to
 the threat. Thanks to reciprocate measures on
 the Soviet side, nuclear equilibrium is being re-
 established, though on a higher level. Both sides
 increased the number of available warheads, while

 the period for adopting a decision on nuclear at-
 tack retaliation or in response to an unexpected
 nuclear situation was drastically shortened, and
 confidence between states was further undermin-

 ed. That is to say that the emergence of new
 American missiles in Europe increased the pro-
 bability of a nuclear conflict.

 The question arises in this connection, whether
 European security in general, and West European
 security in particular, was augmented. The an-
 swer is clearly negative. Despite the measures
 adopted by the Soviet Union in response, the very
 accumulation of ' ' Eurostrategic ' ' nuclear
 weapons undermines the existing balance. This is
 self-evident. And as far as the European NATO
 states are concerned, especially those which con-
 sented to American missile deployments, their
 emergence as bridgeheads for newest American
 nuclear weapons (strategic in their quality from

 the European standpoint) does little to enhance
 their security. If, for example, previously Soviet

 military planning had to be concerned solely with
 the conventional weapons' arsenal of the FRG,
 then presently we can not ignore the Pershings on
 West German territory, capable of striking
 targets deep inside the Soviet Union and possess-
 ing an increased launch readiness as compared to
 other nuclear weapon systems. Such a situation
 may hardly be regarded as conducive to greater
 security of the FRG.

 Moreover, by such deployment Americans are
 trying to realize their favorite concept of a limited

 theatre nuclear war, where Europeans would be
 killing Europeans, while they would safely while
 away time in their overseas "American for-
 tress", staking on that the existing equilibrium in
 "central" nuclear weapons would prevent escala-
 tion of such a war to a global level. As they further

 reason in Washington, the creation of a space-
 based ABM system could become an additional
 guarantee that US security would be decoupled
 from European security. Someone may say that
 such calculations are unrealistic. But the truth is

 that Pentagon whizz-kids toy with plenty of
 calculations and scenarios that have little to do
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 with realism or with sanity. Whatever you call it,

 planning for limited nuclear war in Europe goes on

 in the United States, and the persistent attempts

 by influential American senators and politicians to

 withdraw most of US troops from Western
 Europe are but another proof to this effect!

 Besides undermining European security and
 destabilizing the European situation, new
 American missiles on our continent, coupled with

 the course of military confrontation with the
 USSR pursued by the first Reagan administration,
 have narrowed down the manoeuvrability of West

 European countries. Paradoxically enough, what
 many West European leaders tried to avoid, i.e.
 a deeper split of Europe, higher tensions in the
 continent, greater dependence on American for-

 eign policy decisions, was enforced on them as
 the result of the triumph of the American track in
 the doubletrack NATO decision.

 For example, what did Bonn gain from the
 Pershing-IIs? Greater security? Obviously not!
 But they clearly increased Western Germany's
 dependence on the US and on its strategy, its
 diktat and even whims of American leaders.

 They complicated the Federal Republic's rela-
 tions with the USSR and other socialist states of

 Europe, as well as the relations between the two
 Germanies. They piled so many new hard pro-
 blems on the shoulders of the Bonn government

 that it has practically no time at all to aspire at
 leadership in the European Community... And the
 list could go on.

 The same goes for Great Britain and Italy. It is
 not incidental that the leaders of all these coun-

 tries are at their wit's ends to save whatever is

 left of détente in Europe, and to revive it by
 whatever will make Washington conduct con-
 structive, businesslike talks with the USSR on
 limiting armaments and normalizing relations. And

 this is being done not for the sake of "appeasing"
 the Soviet Union, but because the best national in-

 terests of these as well as other West European
 states demand normal relations in Europe, renew-

 ed trust, wider political and economic cooperation
 on the basis of the 1975 Final Act.

 Nevertheless, despite such sentiments and ac-
 tions by leaders of numerous West European
 states, it is still premature to suggest that the
 West European members of the North Atlantic
 alliance have made an irreversible choice in favor

 of the Helsinki process. Western Europe, having
 come the full circle - from cooperation with

 Eastern Europe and early stages of military relax-
 ation to sharper confrontation and frantic military

 preparations - has arrived at a crossroads.
 One of the alternatives leads to a further split of

 Europe, to militarization and confrontation, as is
 demanded by Washington. The latter, faithful to
 its traditions, strives to keep Western Europe in
 the "reserve" of the Cold war, even when there

 are signs of a fresh Soviet- American thaw. The
 whole issue is being projected as a dilemma:
 either détente, or NATO. To make the choice
 clear-cut, everything is being done to have more
 of NATO and less of détente.

 Now that the White House and the Pentagon
 consider the problem of the deployment of new
 American nuclear "Euro weapons" as more or
 less settled, American NATO partners are con-
 stantly being pressured from the other side of the
 ocean in favor of faster conventional weapons
 rearmament, though it is common knowledge that

 some of the newer systems of this type approach

 the destructive potential of the weapons of mass
 annihilation. As is known, bending to pressure
 from Washington at its last November session,
 the NATO Council officially approaved of a new
 military concept called the "air-land battle' ' or the
 "follow-on force attack".

 In order to push NATO's West European
 members toward a new round of arms buildup,
 overseas politicians and strategists declare that
 allegedly such a rearmament of NATO would con-
 tribute to "stabilizing the situation" in Central
 Europe at the watershed between NATO and the
 Warsaw Treaty, and could in the final analysis lead
 to NATO's renouncing of the first-use of nuclear

 weapons. That is, if we are to believe the official
 version. In reality, American strategists attempt

 at creating such a potential of conventional ar-
 maments that would allow the alliance "to con-

 duct operations inside Warsaw pact territory",2
 and to launch "an offensive into Eastern

 Europe".3 Never before has the issue been
 presented in such an offensive way by American
 strategists, even when NATO troops were being
 saturated with nuclear weapons in the 1950s and
 1960s. In other words, we are dealing here with
 far-reaching aggressive designs, fed to NATO's
 West European members by the originators of the
 doctrine of limited nuclear war in the European
 TOW.

 Similar intentions to pit Western against
 Eastern Europe make American strategists
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 countenance the revival of West European Union,

 surmising that any military activity of the latter
 would contribute to NATO, or at least to the
 preservation of tensions in Central Europe. Some
 American theoreticians go even further and try to

 prove that the raison dêtre of the reformed
 NATO should consist in widening of its "zone of

 responsibility". Giving vent to this idea, the well-
 known American sovietologist Richard Pipes,
 former Director of East European and Soviet af-
 fairs in the National Security Council during the

 first Reagan administration, states: "The unwill-

 ingness of a fully reconstructed and prosperous
 (Western) Europe to join the United States in a
 policy of global defense, its political and military

 parochialism, have been the principal cause of the
 discords troubling the Alliance during the past
 twenty years".4

 Besides all this, the U.S. demands that its part-

 ners participate in applying economic pressure
 against the Soviet Union, in undermining tradi-
 tional West-East ties in Europe, in attempts to
 split socialist East European countries away from
 the Soviet Union. One would not find a single
 Soviet publication with only abstract, theoretical
 discussion on how to drive a wedge between the
 US and Western Europe, although, according to
 Western press, Moscow dreams of nothing else.
 On the other hand, one may quote literally dozens

 of American scientific and other publications
 which analyse the strategy of "wedgedriving" in
 between the USSR and countries of Eastern

 Europe in minute detail. On top of that, this
 provocative task is usually considered the one for
 West Europeans to fulfil, within the Atlantic "divi-
 sion of labor".

 Such is the perspective drawn for Western
 Europe by eminently responsible American
 government and military leaders.

 Are all these plans and intentions by
 Washington consonant with the long-term vital
 aims of West European states, or aren't they?
 Naturally, this is the question for the peoples of
 the respective countries and their governments to
 answer.

 The other alternative, which I would call the

 European one, consists in overcoming the division
 of Europe, in demilitarizing European politics
 through furthering the process started by the
 Conference on Security and Cooperation in
 Europe, through limiting nuclear and conventional

 armaments, by means of elaborating at the Stock-

 holm Conference and implementing confidence-
 building and other measures aimed at revitalizing

 European détente.
 This alternative has every chance to succeed

 since it is supported by the Eastern part of
 Europe - the USSR and other Warsaw Treaty
 members. These states do not have to ponder
 over the choice between military preparations and

 the path of détente. They have made an une-
 quivocal decision in favor of détente and co-
 operation and are forced to increase military
 readiness only to the extent it is necessary to
 counter NATO's preparations. The Soviet Union
 and other countries of the Warsaw Treaty are
 concerned only with preserving the military
 balance and are fully prepared to do their utmost

 to keep this balance at the lowest possible level of
 nuclear as well as conventional arms and armed

 forces.

 Such a position was reconfirmed at the
 December (1984) session of the Committee of
 Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the Warsaw Trea-

 ty member states in Berlin. The participants in
 the session reiterated that they consider the ter-
 mination of the arms race and the shift to negotia-

 tions as the imperative problem of our age.
 Before it is too late, they stressed, everything
 possible should be done in order to relax military
 confrontation, to bring international relations back

 into the mainstream of détente and equitable
 mutually advantageous co-operation of states.
 Vital interests of all European peoples, the par-
 ticipants in session declared, demand a course
 towards cessation of the build-up of nuclear
 weapons on the European continent, their drastic
 reduction up to complete liberation of Europe
 from such weapons, both medium range and tac-

 tical. They reminded once again of their construc-

 tive proposals aimed at reestablishing détente in

 Europe, in particular of a proposal to conclude a
 treaty between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty
 Organization on mutual renunciation of the use of
 military force and on maintaining peaceful rela-
 tions. The substance of such a treaty would con-

 sist in renouncing the first use of nuclear as well
 as conventional weapons. As is well known, the
 USSR had already given a solemn promise not to
 be the first to use nuclear weapons against any
 side. At the same time the conclusion of the pro-

 posed treaty could give an important impulse to
 reducing conventional arms and armed forces.

 As is known, even in the absence of such a trea-
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 ty, the USSR stands ready to reduce, on a
 reciprocal basis, its armed forces in Central
 Europe by 10-20, or even 50 percent. The very
 Soviet desire to undertake such a reduction

 speaks of the lack of any aggressive intentions on
 behalf of our state. Provided the treaty be con-
 cluded, much larger reductions, and not only in
 Central but in all of Europe, could be considered.

 Understandably, there arises a number of military
 and technical details in this connection. But these

 could be resolved if there emerges a political will

 to do so. And most certainly realistic com-
 promises should be the basis for their solution.

 In the early 1980s numerous American experts
 on a visit to Moscow reiterated one and the same

 idea: if the USSR and other socialist participants
 in the Vienna talks on reducing armaments and
 armed forces in Central Europe express their
 readiness to reduce their armed forces in this

 region down to agreed-upon equal combined
 "ceilings" on both sides, the problem of how
 much each side ought to reduce will disappear by

 itself. But what happened when in February 1983
 the USSR presented such a proposal? Absolutely
 nothing. The Western powers are proceeding
 with a seemingly endless "numbers' game",
 leading negotiations into a deadlock. At the same
 time it is not at all difficult to understand the

 reasons for such obstructionist tactics if we take

 into account that presently NATO puts its stake

 on building up conventionl armed forces and ar-
 maments. Evidently, the United States does not
 aim at mutually acceptable solutions at the Vienna
 talks, which could unsettle "the Rogers Plan". It
 wants to convince its European allies in the alleg-
 ed intractability of the socialist states in order to

 whip up a conventional arms race in NATO.
 Hence all the manoeuvres of American diplomacy

 in order to prevent agreements.
 But presently this tactic of blocking relaxation

 of military tensions, of obstructing in general all of

 the tendencies leading to the alleviation of Euro-
 pean tensions to greater trust among all Euro-
 peans states, is experiencing a snarl. For all prac-
 tical purposes, the mandate of American voters
 given to the new Reagan administration, as well
 as the prevalent moods in the European public
 opinion, deprive respective governments of the
 possibility to stubbornly oppose all Soviet peaceful
 initiatives. A series of meetings in recent months
 between the member of Politbureau of the Cen-

 tral Committee of the CPSU Minister for Foreign

 Affairs of the USSR Andrei Gromyko and Presi-
 dent Reagan and US Secretary of State George
 Shultz and good prospects for a summit meeting
 between Secretary General of the Communist
 Party of the Soviet Union Mikhail Gorbachev and
 President Reagan attest to the fact that there is
 a chance to restore d%etente, to solidify the foun-

 dations of peace in Europe and the world over. At
 the new Soviet-American negotiations in Geneva

 on nuclear and space weapons, the reduction of
 intermediary nuclear weapons is being considered
 in close relation to prevention of the arms race in
 the outer space and the reduction of strategic
 nuclear weapons. To facilitate these negotiations
 the Soviet Union has proposed that both sides in-
 troduce a moratorium for the duration of the talks

 on development, including research, testing and
 deployment of all the strike systems for outer
 space and that they freeze their offensive stra-
 tegic arms. The Soviet Union also announced its
 own moratorium till November 1985 on the

 deployment of its medium-range missiles in
 Europe and suspended the implementation of
 other measures carried out in response to the
 deployment of new American nuclear missiles in
 Europe. The subsequent decisions of the Soviet
 Union will depend on what the U.S. will do in
 Europe, whether or not it stops its own
 deployments. It should also be noted that to a
 considerable extent the success of the new

 Soviet-Ameircan negotiations will depend on the

 position of US West European allies, on the
 realism and vision of their leaders.

 Notes

 1. The New York Times, March 6, 1946.

 2. Dmitri K. Simes, America's New Edge.
 Foreign Policy, Fall 1984, p. 36.

 3. Samuel P. Huntington, Conventional Deter-
 rence and Conventional Retaliation in Europe.
 International Security, Winter 1983-
 1984, p. 41.

 4. Richard Pipes, Survival is not Lnough.
 Soviet Realities and American Future.
 N.Y., Simon & Schuster, 1984, p. 250.
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