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 CONTAINMENT
 WITHOUT
 CONFRONTATION

 by Robert Legvold

 How inauspiciously and dangerously the new
 decade has begun. The Soviet-American re-
 lationship has collapsed. The Soviet invasion
 of Afghanistan has cut short the superpowers
 fitful dialogue, waylaid the SALT II treaty,
 paralyzed a half-dozen other arms control
 talks, choked off trade, disrupted scientific and
 technical cooperation, and restored a level of
 recrimination and military competition be-
 tween the superpowers not seen since the
 worst moments of the Cold War. Never since

 Joseph Stalin's death in 1953 has the Soviet-
 American relationship been so sheared of di-
 plomacy and political contact; never since
 the Cuban missile crisis in 1962---and then

 for only 13 days-has it been so subordi-
 nated to a single issue: never since the out-
 break of the Korean War in 1950 has it been

 more imperiled by the risk of direct US-USSR
 military conflict in the Third World.

 Does this portray events as more dramatic
 than they are? After all, the relationship is
 not so much wrecked as ruptured, the conse-
 quence of conscious U.S. retribution for what
 the Soviet Union has done in Afghanistan.
 Once U.S. policy loses steam or the Soviets
 lose their gamble, or the world simply loses
 interest, Afghanistan will presumably fade
 into the normal crowd of issues dominating
 U.S.-Soviet relations.

 If so, the passing of the Afghan crisis will
 obscure the long-term crisis in U.S.-Soviet
 relations. For the Soviet invasion of Afghani-
 stan comes not like an isolated whirlwind,

 battering an otherwise sturdy relationship,
 but as a watershed in a long-deteriorating,
 deeply distressed relationship. In truth, rela-

 ROBERT LEGVOLD is a senior fellow and director of
 the Soviet Project of the Council on Foreign Relations
 and adjunct professor at Columbia University.
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 tions have been in decline since before the
 arrival of the Carter administration.

 The discussion that follows rests on two

 premises. The first is that the improvement
 in U.S.-Soviet relations in the early 1970s
 was substantial, not illusory. The second
 premise is that the deterioration in these rela-
 tions results from an interaction between the

 two superpowers, accentuated in part by an
 intertwining of deceived hopes and misunder-
 stood motivations. To begin with the first
 of these propositions, while detente doubtless
 rested on a sizable measure of calculated in-

 sincerity and stirred excessive expectations, it
 was not the hocus-pocus so many Americans
 have come to assume. Indeed for a period of
 time the leaders of the two countries let them-

 selves believe, albeit timidly and tentatively,
 in the possibility of confining and even regu-
 lating the rivalry between them.

 This attempt to alter the character of what
 both leaderships knew to be a permanent
 competition--to manage what could not be
 eliminated--distinguished the efforts of the
 early 1970s from prior relaxations of ten-
 sions. By taking arms control seriously (at
 least at the strategic nuclear level), blessing
 the growth of economic ties, and launching
 a serious discussion of the broader principles
 that would govern a safer, more stable com-
 petition, U.S. and Soviet leaders changed the
 structure of the relationship. They also
 created a bench mark against which the steady
 retrogression in these relations since 1974
 can be measured.

 Despite the progress achieved, however, the
 attempt to regulate U.S.-Soviet rivalry was
 flawed and vulnerable. Neither leadership gave

 the process adequate conceptual underpin-
 ning, particularly the Soviets who thought
 that the hortatory language of peaceful co-
 existence and the momentum of events would

 suffice. Neither adequately appreciated the dif-
 fering assumptions each brought to the new
 relationship-the Soviets wanting to regu-
 late the central, direct, bilateral aspects of the
 relationship but not the indirect interplay be-
 tween the two in third areas; the United
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 States looking for a new form of containment
 more within its means. The Soviets wanted

 detente to help transform the existing frame-
 work of international relations; the Ameri-

 cans wanted it to help draw the Soviets into
 the existing framework of international re-
 lations. Nor did either pay sufficient attention
 to the fragility of the process.

 But most important, both sides lived too
 easily with what they had left out of the
 process. And, of the items left out, the one
 that mattered most-indeed, the one that

 proved fatal to detcnte-was superpower ri-
 valry in areas of regional conflict. More than
 any other factor, the failure to begin regu-
 lating their behavior in Third World crises
 destroyed a fraying detente. During the de-
 mise, it was Soviet behavior that most needed

 regulation, but the problem is intrinsic, and
 eventually U.S. interventionism in response
 to Soviet moves would return as an issue-
 the sooner, the more license the Soviet leader-

 ship took.

 "We broke the rules, and we know
 it. In Angola the rules were am-
 biguous. Not in Afghanistan."

 Looking back, it is striking how absent
 this problem was from the dialogue in the
 early creative stages of detente. Neither side
 seemed to recognize the potential damage to
 come from leaving it unattended. The U.S.
 side, at the outset, did press the Soviet Union
 on Vietnam but primarily for help in extri-
 cating itself from a war it was trying to
 wind down. And one has the feeling in read-
 ing the record that both sides thought they
 were closing a book, not its first chapter.

 Even when the strains introduced by the
 October 1973 Arab-Israeli war provided
 more warning, the two did not refocus de-
 tente's agenda. Secretary of State Henry
 Kissinger instead busied himself with the
 diplomatic opportunities the war opened to
 U.S. policy in the Middle East, and the
 Soviet leadership occupied itself with sus-
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 picions and grousing about what the Ameri-
 cans were doing. When Angola began to
 come apart in early 1975, the two had ac-
 complished nothing that would allow them
 to deal with events in a way strengthening
 detente, and so they destroyed it.

 The Americans would later protest that
 they had all along been laboring to make
 improved Soviet behavior in the Third World
 a prerequisite of detente. That in part is what
 the Basic Principles-a document from the
 1972 Moscow summit-was all about, they
 would say. The American drafters, Kissinger
 would write in his memoirs, were determined
 to have a document emphasizing "the neces-
 sity of restraint and of calming conflicts in
 the world's trouble spots." In these years he
 also talked about the two sides ending the
 "constant jockeying for marginal advan-
 tages" in the outlying regions of the world.

 But, for all the rhetoric, as a practical mat-
 ter the Americans never seriously tried to en-
 gage their Soviet counterparts in an effort to
 work out some set of standards by which the
 two would begin managing the way they in-
 truded "in the world's trouble spots." The
 Soviets, for their part, with smug myopia,
 evidently calculated that they could let this
 sphere of competition run free and still get
 on with elements of detente precious to them.

 By summer 1975, with Vietnam collaps-
 ed about his shoulders and the Angolan civil
 war spreading, Kissinger had probably al-
 ready come to doubt the possibility of hand-
 ling Soviet adventures by any method other
 than facing them down. It was a fateful tran-

 sition: Detente's most important American
 protagonist, a leader who 18 months earlier
 had defended the Soviet-American interaction

 in the October 1973 war as proof of detente's
 value, now began the conversion that would
 eventually convince him that the Soviet
 Union was bent wherever possible on upset-
 ting local equilibriums and on turning the
 geostrategic balance against the United States.

 As one critical result, when the SALT II

 agreemcnt-largely completed in January
 1976-was threatened by the Ford adminis-
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 tration's sudden election-induced timidity,
 Kissinger did little to rescue it. The Soviet
 leaders should have paid keener attention to
 the change of mind evident in people such as
 Kissinger.

 Inventory of Grievances

 The second premise guiding this discussion
 concerns the malign interaction between the
 United States and the Soviet Union. For most

 Americans, history begins these days with the
 Soviet-Cuban intervention in Angola, con-
 tinues with their troublemaking in the con-
 flict between Ethiopia and Somalia, Viet-
 nam's Soviet-supported occupation of Cam-
 bodia, the steady accumulation of Soviet mili-
 tary power, and culminates in the Soviet in-
 vasion of Afghanistan, the last straw in an
 escalating series of bold Soviet probes.

 The Soviet inventory of grievances ex-
 tends from the adoption of the Jackson-
 Vanik Amendment (whose linking of most-
 favored-nation status to the liberalization of

 Soviet emigration policies the Soviets viewed
 as American double-dealing) to the NATO
 Brussels decision on theater nuclear force

 (TNF) modernization (viewed as a move to
 circumvent SALT). The list is a long one and
 includes American efforts to deal the Soviet
 Union out of southern Africa and the Middle

 East, Carter's human rights policy, the flap
 over the Soviet brigade in Cuba, the tortuous
 retreat from the SALT agreement, and the tilt
 toward China.

 These admittedly disparate lists are not in-
 troduced to belittle the challenge Soviet policy
 presents the United States. Nor are they
 introduced to excuse Soviet actions in Af-

 ghanistan. No preceding events or sense of
 grievance can justify Soviet aggression in Af-
 ghanistan. Dealing firmly and effectively
 with this use of Soviet military power con-
 stitutes a crucial task of U.S. policy.

 But the United States does not help itself
 understand the challenge it faces by denying
 or disregarding the Soviet view of events. It
 does policy still greater harm by ignoring the
 long-term and generally pernicious impact
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 each side is having on the perceptions and
 choices of the other.

 None of this implies that the Soviet Union
 is less ambitious, less a country on the make,
 or less antipathetic to much that the West
 values in the world. The issue is not whether
 the United States and its allies face a Soviet

 challenge, but what kind. How crudely ex-
 pansionist, how implacably hostile, how
 rigidly unchanging, how divorced from a
 swiftly evolving, complex, and often intract-
 able environment is this adversary? U.S. pol-
 icy will scarcely benefit from the simple, stark
 answers to these questions increasingly in
 vogue-particularly since Afghanistan.

 The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan is mo-
 mentous. Never have the Soviets done any-
 thing quite like it. It combines elements of
 their recent African interventions, their de-
 struction of Czechoslovak liberalization in
 1968, their war on Finland in 1939, and
 their repression of the Basmachi in central
 Asia in the 1920s. But the invasion itself is
 not the only or even the primary drama. More
 important are the events that led to the deci-
 sion and its ramifications.

 The Soviet move to save a collapsing Af-
 ghan regime by military conquest had two
 contexts, each essential to the decision. The

 first stemmed from developments in Afghani-
 stan itself. By late 1979 Afghan leader Hafi-
 zullah Amin was losing the civil war in Af-
 ghanistan, and the Soviet leadership, hav-
 ing plotted unsuccessfully against him in
 September, was losing his loyalty or so they
 thought. They were unsure how soon he
 would turn on them or when the insurgency
 would overrun Kabul.

 Doubtless Soviet leaders were deeply ap-
 prehensive about the dimming prospects of
 their untrusted clients in Kabul and were pre-
 pared to go to great lengths to avoid a hostile
 regime in a neighboring country where they
 had never had to suffer one. Doubtless they
 also cared about the uncertain effect an un-

 friendly Afghanistan would have in the long
 run on problems in parts of Soviet central
 Asia and within South Asia. And in the
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 short run, they also, it seems, fretted about
 the durability of their recently proved repu-
 tation as the protector, or promoter, of revo-
 lutionary change if they could not or would
 not save a revolution on their very borders.

 But these considerations, while imposing,
 would not have been enough to risk the
 heavy price attached to acting so ruthlessly,
 were it not for the Soviet leadership's in-
 creasingly dour view of larger international
 trends, at the center of which was the trouble
 in relations with the United States. This

 broader context also significantly influenced
 the decision made. True, the price turned out
 to be even higher than they had expected, for
 the invasion momentarily damaged the Soviet
 position in the Third World, united Islamic
 nations against them, and utterly disrupted
 their relationship with the United States.

 The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, how-
 ever, cannot be explained as a miscalculation,
 though miscalculation there was. In the most
 fundamental sense, the Soviet leaders knew
 the magnitude of their decision when they
 took it. They knew it would complicate an
 already difficult international situation and
 ravage an already stressful East-West re-
 lationship. They were well aware that every
 facet of the U.S.-Soviet relationship critical
 to their concerns would be undermined. In-

 vade Afghanistan, and they could kiss the
 SALT II treaty good-bye, at least for the next
 year and possibly for good. The United
 States and NATO would be sure to go for-
 ward with their burgeoning defense efforts.
 The United States surely would draw still
 nearer to China, and any chance of persuad-
 ing the United States to remove the barriers
 to economic cooperation would evaporate.

 Soviet leaders, however, were already con-
 vinced that early ratification of the SALT II
 agreement was unlikely and maybe not worth
 the price considering the military IOUs Carter
 was offering SALT critics at home and the
 peculiarly exaggerated effect the whole process
 was giving to nonevents like the fury over
 the Soviet combat brigade in Cuba.

 The upward course of Western defense
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 programs for the 1980s, the Soviets now sus-
 pected, was largely set. Since Chinese Deputy
 Prime Minister Deng Xiaoping's visit to
 Washington in January 1979 following nor-
 malization of U.S.-Chinese relations, they
 also assumed that the United States had al-

 ready made its choice, and the tilt toward
 China would gather speed no matter what
 the Soviet Union did. Finally, the quiet
 burial of the Stevenson Amendment in sum-

 mer 1979-legislation lifting trade restric-
 tions and undoing the earlier Stevenson
 Amendment limiting credits to the Soviet
 Union-persuaded them that the adminis-
 tration would not soon take on the guardians
 of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment.

 [Kissinger] and his second presi.
 dent bequeathed Carter a Soviet
 policy in pieces..... The Carter ad.
 ministration never improved on
 the bequest.

 Indeed, the Soviet leadership was increas-
 ingly convinced that by not acting, it had
 much to lose. Here was a major departure in
 Soviet policy: When the Soviets and Cubans
 went into Angola in 1975 and into the
 Ogaden war between Somalia and Ethiopia
 in 1977, the Soviets still thought adventur-
 ing of this sort could be made compatible
 with detente. When they sent their divisions
 into Afghanistan, they no longer did. As one
 analyst said to me in Moscow in February,
 "We broke the rules, and we know it. In
 Angola the rules were ambiguous. Not in
 Afghanistan."

 They moved anyway, not only because
 they looked at Soviet-American relations and
 saw few reasons not to-nor, as many argue,
 because we were too weak to discourage them
 militarily-but also because suddenly a little
 too much was out of control: China, Japan,
 and the United States colluding in Asia: all
 the talk about a massive Soviet military threat
 in Europe, and NATO and the United States
 bestirring themselves for what began to look
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 like a serious military effort; turmoil to the
 south that, despite the damage done to U.S.
 power in the area, was a mixed blessing. In
 Angola, vigorous military countermoves by
 the United States-had the cost to U.S.

 Africa policy been disregarded-probably
 would have frightened the Soviets away. In
 Afghanistan the prospect of U.S. military
 involvement would only have deepened the
 general apprehension impelling them to act.

 Last fall, as SALT and the U.S. Soviet

 relationship sank in mire, many among the
 foreign policy elite in Moscow were appar-
 ently urging-gingerly urging-a policy of
 prudence, a wait-and-see policy, a damage-
 limiting strategy, hoping that once through
 the American elections, relations might take
 a turn for the better. They were not con-
 sulted on Afghanistan, for as one of them
 speculated after the invasion, when the crunch
 came late in the fall, "the old bosses" had no

 need of their musings---"the old bosses felt in
 their bones" what they must do.

 Both the implications and the consequences
 of what they did are crucial, but not for the
 reasons usually given. The tendency is to see
 as the gravest implication of the Soviet
 invasion an accelerating strategic offensive
 against Western interests in and around the
 Persian Gulf. But the graver implication is
 that the Soviets invaded Afghanistan largely
 for the reasons they say-reasons usually
 couched in terms of national security-and
 are prepared to do it again in roughly com-
 parable circumstances. More worrisome,
 should the war they have now made their
 own require it, they are probably prepared to
 strike beyond Afghanistan.

 In assessing the consequences of the in-
 vasion, the tendency is to feature the Soviet
 Union's putative strategic gains, for example,
 the shortened distance to the Persian Gulf or
 the lengthened frontier with Iran and Pak-

 istan. As or more important is the dangerous
 acceleration that it has given to a deteriorat-
 ing U.S.-Soviet relationship and the height-
 ened risk of direct Soviet-American conflict
 in Pakistan or Iran.
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 Ragtag Strategy

 Whatever one thinks of its approach, the
 first Nixon administration clearly had a no-
 tion of the kind of a relationship it was try-
 ing to build with the Soviet Union and a
 strategy for proceeding (based on linkages
 among problems and a calculus of risks and
 benefits to be imposed on the Soviet leader-
 ship). It also had a reasonably systematic
 agenda of issues to be raised with the Soviet
 Union. In short, it had a Soviet policy.

 Long before Carter's election, however,
 this all came apart under the blows of critics
 who demanded a different set of quid pro
 quos in the relationship, the enervating effect
 of Watergate, and the failings of detente dis-
 cussed earlier. The opponents of detente
 carried the day, but without being able to
 substitute their own indisputably coherent
 policy. Kissinger spent his last years in office
 attending to fragments of problems, trying
 to patch together a response from reduced
 means and in accordance with his changing
 conviction. He and his second president be-
 queathed Carter a Soviet policy in pieces,
 drained of vision, and lacking any particular
 strategy. The Carter administration never
 improved on the bequest.

 What is seldom noticed is that Soviet

 policy toward America has also disintegrated.
 It happened later; indeed, the disintegration
 has been under way only for a year or two.
 And it shares none of the domestic features

 that have played so prominent a role in the
 unraveling of U.S. policy toward the USSR.
 But the loss of direction, the narrowing of
 perspective, and the consternation that fol-
 lows when the premises of a policy begin to
 collapse are all as severe.

 For more than a decade, Soviet policy
 toward the United States had been predi-
 cated on expansion of ditente with the West.
 The concept was self-serving: a way of ton-
 ing down aspects of the arms competition
 that were deemed counterproductive or risky;
 a means of obtaining goods and services to
 assist in meeting economic goals at home and
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 in Eastern Europe: a way to reduce pressures
 in the shaky parts of the imperium and to
 damp down the nervous sensationalizing by
 Americans and Europeans of so-called pro-
 gressive change in other parts of the world.

 D4tente had come to represent a more effec-
 tive and safer framework for managing the
 Soviet Union's critical concerns. In Europe,
 it offered the hope of Western acceptance of
 the continent's political division, a hope
 never realized through the confrontational
 strategies of the 1950s and 1960s. As im-
 portant was the promise of breaking down
 the economic division of Europe.

 Detente offered a way to soften the edges of
 U.S.-Soviet competition, to circumscribe the
 reach and the use of U.S. global power, to
 give the Soviet Union an equal standing as
 well as access to international decision

 making, and to enlist the United States in
 strengthening the Soviet economy. Detente
 was also seen as a means for limiting U.S.-
 Chinese cooperation, and thus defusing a
 dangerous dimension of the Sino-Soviet con-
 flict. And finally, it was viewed as useful in
 constraining the American urge to intervene
 wherever it feared change would favor Soviet
 interests.

 Long after detente had come under attack
 in the United States and its American authors

 had tried to rid themselves of the very word,
 Soviet leaders clung to this new framework
 of policy. They wrote it into the documents
 of the 1971 24th party congress and reaf-
 firmed it five years later at the 25th party con-
 gress. Their intellectuals and, in reflective
 moments, they themselves explained why
 detente was a durable, objectively determined
 phenomenon, not an episodic turn of events
 They stubbornly persisted in convincing
 themselves that circumstances would force

 Americans to abandon their cold war ways.
 to de-emphasize military competition to re-
 nounce further Vietnams, and to seek a

 broader cooperation with the Soviet Union.
 They still cling to the idea, but more than

 a year ago they began to have serious second
 thoughts about the possibility of U.S -Soviet
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 relations. Until then, they had treated set-
 backs to detente as the inevitable static in a

 new process, more intense, perhaps, than they
 had originally anticipated, but not a refu-
 tation of their hopes. In spring 1978, with
 the outcry over the Soviet and Cuban inter-
 vention in the Horn of Africa, the accusations

 of Soviet support for the second guerrilla
 invasion of Zaire's Shaba province, the storm
 over the trial of Soviet dissident Anatoly
 Shcharansky, the trip to Beijing by National
 Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski, and
 the failure to supply a forceful case for the
 1977 SALT framework agreement in response
 to domestic critics, all culminating in the
 president's Annapolis speech, the Soviets no
 longer were so sure.

 By late spring, there were signs that they
 were beginning to question the premises of
 their policy toward the United States. For
 the moment, notwithstanding a vexed out-
 burst appearing in Pravda in mid-June, they
 drew back from answering. After another
 year's deterioration and a mounting emer-
 gency within Afghanistan, a clearer answer
 came in December 1979.

 Even in the throes of the present crisis,
 Soviet leaders have not repudiated the idea
 of detente. Editorials and speeches continue
 to speak of ditente as an essential objective
 of Soviet policy as well as an historic neces-
 sity among nations. With Japan and West-
 ern Europe they continue to stress the urgency
 of saving detente wherever possible. This ex-
 hortation reflects less a determination to pre-
 serve the essence of detente by shifting its
 theater to Europe or Japan, than a gambit for
 dealing with the collapsing Soviet-American
 relationship.

 Detente with the United States remains

 the core of Soviet policy toward the West as
 it has since the early 1970s. Without it, d&-
 tente with the West Europeans and the Japa-
 nese becomes a ragtag second-best strategy.
 Hence the Soviet dilemma: Everything tells
 Soviet observers that Soviet-American rela-
 tions are on the skids and likely to be so for

 some time" but what happens to the policy
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 assumptions with which Leonid Brezhnev
 and his colleagues have long operated if the
 post-Afghan crisis melds into a long-term
 structural crisis, restoring a largely uncon-
 strained military competition, recharging
 U.S. interventionism, and emptying the re-
 lationship of any significant cooperation?

 Soviet foreign policy intellectuals want
 to persuade themselves and others that this
 cannot happen, that detente will be salvaged
 in some form-that if nothing more SALT
 will stagger on. They continue to stress the
 imperative of establishing limits on the com-
 petition, and they wait, hope-filled, for some
 opening after November 4.

 But they have also stopped writing about
 the objective circumstances reinforcing de-
 tente, and started writing about a recidivist
 United States-desiring again military pre-
 dominance, preferring to dictate to the Soviet
 Union, ready to begin anew policing the
 troubled regions of the world. Among the
 publicists and intellectuals trying to figure
 out what has gone wrong, there is an in-
 creased tendency to read into the fits and
 starts of recent U.S. policy a long-term drift
 back to a hard line. They say the evolution
 was there all along, only at the time they
 failed to notice it amidst the chaos.

 To an American audience convinced of

 Soviet responsibility for the current crisis,
 Soviet analysis will seem either enormously
 disingenuous or hopelessly incompetent. In
 truth, however, even after assuming a large
 degree of rote self-exculpation, Soviet ana-
 lysts still display a stunning incapacity, or
 unwillingness, to come to terms with the
 U.S.-Soviet interaction. As for any Soviet
 direct responsibility, only the most grudging
 acknowledgement is made. Pressed to ex-
 plain the growing U.S. disaffection, many
 of them say, and probably believe, that it
 traces back to the basic American refusal to

 accept the USSR as a global power, treating it
 always as a regional power, with only re-
 gional interests, concerns, and responsibilities.

 The frightening aspect of contemporary
 Soviet policy is the loss of ballast. Deprived
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 of the old foundation and bereft of a new

 one, Soviet policy toward the United States,
 for the moment, is stumbling. Soviet leaders
 sense the impossibility of detente with the
 United States but cannot choose against it.
 As a result, they are more and more inclined
 to act reflexively, to take the short view of
 problems, to let policy fragment, and, most
 important, to deal unilaterally and peremp-
 torily with the things that trouble them.

 Crisis Compounded

 Ominously, neither leadership cares ter-
 ribly much how we arrived at this point-
 neither wants to learn from the interaction

 of the last six years, so caught up is each with
 the culpability of the other. The danger is
 that each side, seeing the other as responsible,
 has grown convinced that the only way out
 of the present crisis is by the failure of the
 other side's wayward policy. At the moment,
 each side not only wants that failure but also
 has dedicated policy to producing it. And
 these efforts are concentrated in the most vola-

 tile and hazardous area of the Third World,
 the Persian Gulf.

 The mood in both countries is equally on
 edge. Soviet commentators deny having de-
 signs on Western interests in the area. Nor
 do they expect to become militarily involved
 beyond the borders of Afghanistan, although
 they appreciate that events may lead in di-
 rections neither side anticipates or desires.
 Should the Afghan war worsen or should
 Iran itself begin to disintegrate, the tempta-
 tion to act, they admit, may prove too strong.

 Or maybe the Americans will move first.
 Most Soviet analysts now say that the
 United States has put its Vietnam experience
 behind, and is ready, indeed even eager, to
 prove its willingness to use military power.
 If so, the Soviets have no intention of giving
 ground, although they have few illusions
 about the renewed determination of the

 United States. In this they do not accept the
 pessimistic view of American foreign policy
 critics. But given the present Soviet outlook,
 where circumstances are right-and in so
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 many cases they are likely to be-the Soviet
 Union will without much hesitation take on

 the United States.

 If the problem is recognized for what it
 is, mainly a deepening and long-term crisis
 in U.S.-Soviet relations, compounded by a
 long-term disintegration of U.S. policy to-
 ward the Soviet Union, and not only the
 result of shortcomings of the Carter adminis-
 tration, then Americans need to think through
 some fairly fundamental issues.

 The United States has never decided what

 kind of a relationship it wants to have with
 the Soviet Union: whether to deal with the

 Soviets directly, attempting to cope with the
 range of problems through negotiation and
 contact, or whether America is better off

 going its own way, taking care of itself, and
 letting the Soviet Union decide for itself
 how constructive it will be. Were it not for

 Soviet emigration policies and military inter-
 ventions, would Americans prefer to see trade
 and a variety of scientific and technical ven-
 tures flourish? Are there in fact real limits to

 how far the United States wants to get in-
 volved with the Soviet Union?

 When it comes to an issue like Soviet

 energy development or grain (and therefore
 meat) production, do Americans benefit more
 in helping the Soviet Union deal with its
 problems, or are American interests better
 served by letting the regime struggle unaided,
 hoping indeed that the problems will grow
 more severe?

 Admittedly, these choices are not easily
 made, and it would be glib to pretend that
 they do not rest on assumptions about the
 Soviet Union and the threat it poses, assump-
 tions over which Americans are deeply di-
 vided. But unless an administration (not
 merely individuals within an administration)
 has decided how it wishes to choose on these

 basic issues, its choices on specific workaday
 issues will be prone to inconsistency.

 In not answering or in not sharing its
 answers with the outside world, the U.S.
 leadership does a still greater disservice to it-
 self and to the American public. The basic
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 choices listed earlier are not random or mixed

 sets; one series implicitly involves the com-
 mitment to manage or regulate the U.S.-
 Soviet rivalry, and to do so in league with
 the Soviet Union. The other series rejects this
 as feasible or desirable, and implies instead
 a vigorous, though not necessarily reckless,
 prosecution of the rivalry. Which is it to be?

 Soviet leaders sense the impossibil-
 ity of detente with the United States
 but cannot choose against it.

 Whether or not an American leadership is
 able to provide this kind of underpinning to
 policy, there are other practical issues that
 when neglected make policy confusing and
 ineffective. None has contributed more to the

 infirmity of policy than the U.S. leadership's
 failure to spell out what behavior it expects
 of the Soviet Union.

 Where is the line to be drawn and accord-

 ing to what criteria? Recognizing that the
 Soviet Union is scarcely ready to stop in-
 volving itself in various quarters of the
 world, many of which are highly unstable,
 what realistic limits are Americans shooting
 for? The United States will seek to deter

 further Afghanistans, obviously-that is,
 no more military invasions to make or save
 "revolutions." Presumably as well, any
 further joint Soviet-Cuban expeditions to
 force the outcome in fluid settings such as
 Angola are unacceptable. But will Americans
 oppose support for so-called freedom fighters
 such as the Patriotic Front in preindependent
 Zimbabwe; or intriguing with groups such
 as the Sandinistas in Nicaragua? Will U.S.
 policy oppose Soviet intervention even where,
 in effect, international norms are being up-
 held, as in the Horn of Africa?

 With justification Americans worry about
 the growth of Soviet military power, but
 they frequently fail to distinguish between
 that growth and the problems posed by its
 use. They are separate problems. Americans

 89.

This content downloaded from 146.86.206.174 on Wed, 01 Mar 2017 19:49:53 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 have been inclined to see the growth of So-
 viet military power as such as the problem,
 rather than concentrating on the specific
 threats this growth presents. The strengthen-
 ing of Soviet forces in central Europe, for
 example, is an element of Soviet behavior
 that the United States can and should make

 a concern of its policy; the Soviet habit of
 devoting 11-13 per cent of its gross national
 product to defense, though worrisome, is
 more difficult to translate into a form that

 U.S. policy can attack.
 The problem, however, is not only that

 the United States must sort out its own
 mind but also that it must deal with allies

 who have a different mind. Keeping U.S.
 West European, and, one might add, Japa-
 nese Ostpolitik in constructive partnership
 is now one of the major imperatives of U.S.
 foreign policy. Sound policy toward the
 Soviet Union requires it. So does the health
 of the Atlantic Alliance. Almost every critical
 issue in U.S. foreign policy will be made
 more difficult without it.

 But it will never be achieved by, as is too
 often done these days, finding the heart of
 the problem in the behavior of American
 allies. Americans blame the U.S. government
 for failing to consult or for other tactical
 errors, and the allies for being faint hearted,
 complacent, too ensnared by their economic
 ties with the Soviet Union, and at times even
 treacherous. This is selling them far short
 and foolishly distorting the problem.

 The United States and the allies, includ-
 ing France, do not deeply disagree over
 the challenges they face. Helmut Schmidt
 Valery Giscard d'Estaing, and the Japanese
 all regard the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
 as a dangerously destabilizing step. and they
 are as convinced as American leaders that there

 must be no more like it. They accept the need
 to deal firmly with the Soviet Union in this
 case, including a strong military response in
 the region, and they are prepared to support
 other measures likely to make an impact on
 the Soviet leadership, though in the Afghan
 case they have been slow to take the lead.
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 Allied differences are over a strategy by
 which to proceed. The Carter administration
 and most of the U.S. Congress want to settle
 matters now over Afghanistan and are pre-
 pared to hold all other aspects of U.S.-Soviet
 relations hostage to this effort. Most of the
 Europeans, and less vocally the Japanese,
 want to integrate a firm response to Afghani-
 stan into a broader, long-term, and more
 balanced strategy. For the Americans, SALT,
 trade, and the dialogue are momentarily dis-
 pensable items, items to be turned into instru-

 ments of leverage. For the Europeans, these
 enterprises are too important to be aban-
 doned; they are better pursued than sub-
 ordinated in dealing with Afghanistan.

 This difference over strategy brings to a
 head a gap that has been long growing be-
 tween U.S. and European approaches to the
 Soviet Union. That Americans, Europeans,
 and Japanese see the Soviet challenge in essen-
 tially the same terms and are able to concert
 their actions on a range of initiatives should
 not obscure the deeper and long-run dangers
 in the gulf that now divides them in their
 Soviet strategies.

 Carter's response to the Soviet invasion of
 Afghanistan is the culmination of a long-
 disintegrating policy, not the harbinger of a
 new, more promising approach to the Soviet
 problem. The specific measures taken, if
 viewed independently, are not so much the
 problem as is the lack of a policy to lend
 them coherence. They amount to a dramatic
 and decisive response to a specific Soviet ac-
 tion in lieu of a policy toward the Soviet
 Union. Neither before, during, nor since their
 implementation have these measures been re-
 lated to a well-articulated notion of the re-

 lationship the United States is trying to build
 with the Soviet Union, including the explicit
 patterns of restraint sought; a conscious strat-

 egy by which to proceed; or a systematically
 organized agenda of problems and issues to
 be raised with the Soviet Union.

 In the absence of policy, the American re-
 sponse to Afghanistan is inherently vulner-
 able. Steps better suited to a 13-day crisis
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 such as the Cuban missile crisis of October

 1962 have been devised as a response to a
 2,000-day crisis. In the absence of policy, the
 whole of the Soviet-American relationship
 has been subordinated to this one problem.
 By branding any retreat as certain encourage-
 ment for Soviet expansion, the United States
 has locked itself in until the Soviets give up,
 or else it has once more created its own self-

 fulfilling policy failure. The United States is
 now saddled with a posture whose strategy
 is not supported by its allies but is by most
 Americans, and whose particulars are sup-
 ported by most allies but not by many
 Americans. The disaffected in both groups
 are bound to grow in coming months.

 Sloppy Reprisals

 And it has been a poorly managed effort.
 What the Soviet Union is doing in Afghani-
 stan does demand a strong response. Not, as
 suggested earlier, because of Soviet intentions
 in doing it, but because of the nature of what
 has been done and the right Soviet leaders
 have arrogated to do it. (There is something
 chilling in the way even the most sensitive,
 pro-d&tente Soviet analysts, when pushed
 long enough, end the issue by pronouncing
 it "nobody else's business.")

 The American response should be pri-
 marily in the area and in kind-that is,
 primarily military steps directed against the
 further use of Soviet combat forces. While
 the administration was right to look for
 symbols demonstrating how exercised it was,
 the reprisals imposed should not have been
 so sloppily conceived and executed. The ad-
 ministration asked too much of them. Of

 Washington's four objectives-to prove to
 the Soviet leadership that the United States
 was-deeply concerned; to deter them from
 doing it again elsewhere; to discourage them
 from escalating the war in Afghanistan; and
 to force them to withdraw-American re-

 prisals satisfied only the first and least dif-
 ficult. Pretending that a grain embargo can
 and must continue to share the burden of

 driving the Soviets out of Afghanistan sim-
 ply imperils grain-purchasing arrangements
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 in which Americans also have a considerable
 stake.

 Instead, American gestures, for they are
 no more, should have been explicitly tied to
 the one objective for which they were ap-
 propriate. Setting February 20 as the dead-
 line for Soviet troop withdrawal from Af-
 ghanistan, after which a U.S. Olympic games
 boycott would be imposed, made no sense.
 These responses should have been one-shot
 affairs, with specified time frames. Then the
 United States would have had the option of
 renewing or repeating them, rather than ef-
 fectively denying itself the option of lifting
 them, as is now the case.

 The other three objectives pose an enor-
 mous challenge and can be dealt with prop-
 erly only in the context of a revitalized U.S.-
 Soviet policy. An effective Soviet policy must
 proceed on two tracks: one of firmness, mili-
 tary strength (but not by seeking military
 superiority), and a will to act (requiring a
 public readied for the possibility); the other
 of cooperation, the extended hand, and a
 renewed interest in dealing with problems
 jointly rather than in turning problems
 against each other.

 In Afghanistan, for whatever its reasons,
 the Soviet Union has gone too far. Drawing
 the line requires three different policy ele-
 ments, all of them part of the first track.
 First, the military balances sustaining the
 American position must be in good repair.
 Briefly, the present need is for a reinstated
 draft, real progress on NATO's long-term
 defense program, an effective Rapid Deploy-
 ment Force, and, as lesser priorities, a solution
 to the vulnerability of land-based intercon-
 tinental ballistic missiles and a response to
 new Soviet theater nuclear weapons.

 Second, the United States must develop its
 military power in the Persian Gulf region. A
 few years ago, with greater foresight on the
 part of both countries and greater restraint
 on the Soviet part, the militarization of the
 Indian Ocean and its littoral might have
 been avoided. Now, however, Americans

 must act quickly to create a compelling
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 counter to the various ways the Soviet Union
 may be tempted to use military power

 This will not be easy, but much depends
 on the scenario faced. If the United States
 exerts itself and works out an effective division

 of labor with its allies, allowing them to pick
 up the slack on the central European front
 and in the Mediterranean, many of the most
 likely scenarios are within the West's capacity
 to affect. Those preoccupied with the bean
 count and who wring their hands over the
 sorry state of U.S. defenses should take care
 not to undersell what the United States can
 do. After all, not since John Foster Dulles
 and the doctrine of massive retaliation has
 the United States had an answer to a Soviet

 invasion of Iranian Azerbaijan: for the rest.
 from the defense of Pakistani airspace to
 military encounters on and around the waters
 of the southern Persian Gulf. the United

 States is not in such hopeless shape.
 The first two considerations apply prin-

 cipally to the prospect of the Soviet Union
 using its military power beyond Afghan-
 istan. For Afghanistan itself, the third ele-
 ment of the first track is military assistance
 to the resistance, openly given and on a scale
 sufficient to complicate sorely the light-in-
 fantry assaults of the Soviet forces It is not
 an easy course to recommend and must de-
 pend to some extent on the attitude of other
 countries in the region.

 But it is important that the Soviet attempt
 to impose change by force of arms fail, and
 though they can scarcely be expected to agree.
 it is also important to the next generation of
 Soviet leaders. For this reason. the United
 States should explain to the Soviet leadership
 precisely what it is doing and why it is doing
 it-turning against them the case the Soviets
 made for their aid in the Vietnam war. They
 insist that they understand a principled
 foreign policy, and they are the ones who
 argue the illegitimacy of "exporting revolu-
 tion."

 But then there must be the second track.

 It is wrong to see the first track as making
 the second track possible. It makes it nec-
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 essary. What it makes possible is the elimina-
 tion of the paralyzing subordination of the
 U.S.-Soviet relationship to the Afghan crisis.
 Plainly the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
 represents a serious challenge, but the United
 States ought not to lose its sense of propor-
 tion. An adequate response is perfectly within
 the means of the first policy track and per-
 fectly compatible with the second. It is the
 continued immobilizing of Soviet-American
 relations that bespeaks weakness, that implies
 too little strength or capacity to pursue both
 tracks simultaneously, and that indicates a
 failure to find a course that America can hew

 to in good times and bad.
 The second track, however, must as much

 as the first be infused with meaning. For far
 too long, American leaders have talked about
 the relationship as being a unity of competi-
 tion and cooperation, but then stressed only
 its competitive side. They have pretended to
 follow strategy of creating for the Soviet
 Union a calculus of risks and benefits, but
 then spent most of the time worrying about
 the risks they were or were not generating.

 Bouncing Between Tracks

 If American leaders will change their com-
 mitment to the second track from a rhetorical

 to a substantive one, three key areas need to
 be developed: first, the elaboration of an
 economic policy founded on cooperation;
 second, arms control efforts as a significant
 and carefully coordinated element in a na-
 tional security policy that does not rely only
 on arming; and third, a serious attempt to
 open the one area of detente that never got
 started, namely, crisis management. Taken to-
 gether, the three form the foundation for a
 sound, resurrected detente, but they must all
 be present. In the first instance, the United
 States should start with the notion that it
 wants the largest natural level of economic
 cooperation, and then introduce the limits
 and supervision needed to protect against the
 hazards of an unregulated trade. The key
 step in this regard is to repeal or amend the
 Jackson-Vanik Amendment, a measure that
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 stands athwart the economic relationship like
 a great weight and that since its passage five
 years ago has reduced, not increased, the level
 of Jewish emigration from the Soviet Union.

 With the commitment to trade, the United

 States must also develop an economic policy
 toward the Soviet Union. Kissinger began
 to move in this direction at the outset of
 detente, that is, to integrate economic ties
 into a larger relationship, to oversee key eco-
 nomic aspects of trade (such as the provision
 of credit facilities and the protection against
 Soviet trading practices that risked disrupt-
 ing U.S. markets), and to guard U.S. security
 interests by monitoring and controlling tech-
 nology transfers. But the attempt never got
 far, destroyed in the struggle over the Jack-
 son-Vanik Amendment. It was a policy that
 promised too much from economic linkage,
 but it was a policy. Today the administration
 has only random shreds; here a move to deny
 the Soviet Union subsidized Western credits,
 there a try to tighten the list of goods the
 West sells to the USSR.

 In the sphere of arms control, national
 leaders, beginning with the president, should
 rededicate themselves to saving the largest
 possible role for negotiated restraints; not
 as an end in itself, but as a carefully coor-
 dinated complement to national defense.
 Today's watchword is "arms control is no
 substitute for defense." True enough, but
 this sentiment accompanies a growing ten-
 dency to assume that arms control can and
 should play only a marginal role for most of
 the remainder of this decade.

 On the contrary, only the most short-
 sighted can imagine that the United States
 will enter the next decade more secure by
 putting the bulk of its effort into unilateral
 defense choices. At the strategic nuclear level
 in particular it stands before momentous steps
 (MX at home, ground-launched cruise mis-
 siles in Europe), each of which may solve a
 short-term problem but only by making the
 problem in the mid-1990s more dangerous
 and intractable. The West's stake in SALT II
 is far greater than the debate over the merits
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 of this particular treaty has permitted most
 Americans to realize.

 In the third area, the unwisely neglected
 area of crisis management, the need is first
 to begin thinking about the problem and
 about ways that it could be made a part of
 policy. At this stage neither country has done
 even the most elementary spadework. Both
 countries must consciously begin searching
 for ways to establish standards of restraint
 in conflict areas, or their competition will
 within a matter of years become thoroughly
 unmanageable. Inasmuch as neither side is
 likely to succeed in imposing these standards
 of restraint on the other, it is a problem they
 must begin attacking together.

 It would be a naive soul indeed who in

 present circumstances thought cooperation on
 this scale was even a remote political possi-
 bility. It is a measure of the tragedy of these
 last several years and of the weakness of the
 Carter administration's foreign policy that
 any substantial move toward this two-track
 Soviet policy would reinforce the impression
 of inconstancy and confusion, and, therefore,
 make matters worse. The final irony is that
 the administration, at this critical juncture,
 has made a Soviet policy impossible.

 There are, however, small, constructive
 steps that could be undertaken given the
 right leadership. They represent weak medi-
 cine for the ills of current U.S.-Soviet policy,
 but they may help, provided they are pre-
 cursors of a broader, more comprehensive
 two-track policy. Call them little steps that,
 combined with Carter's firm military response
 in Southwest Asia, would constitute an
 interim or transitional policy.

 The first of these steps would be an effort
 to hold the SALT process together in the
 absence of SALT II treaty ratification. There
 are a number of reciprocal steps that might be
 taken to salvage the treaty, or if it dies, to
 ease the way of SALT III. All require that
 the United States get back in touch with the
 Soviet Union.

 Second, the United States should welcome
 Soviet initiatives on TNF negotiations and
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 begin devising a concept of these negotiations
 serving both sides' interests (rather than in
 effect a strategy for averting them). The TNF
 issue has all the makings of a political night-
 mare within the alliance and another major
 East-West lost opportunity.

 Third, the United States should seek to
 move forward in arms control settings re-
 moved from the major stalemated ones. The
 Helsinki review conference in Madrid and
 what follows should be looked at closely
 in this light. The French, German, and a
 number of other West European governments
 have indicated an interest in stronger "con-
 fidence building measures" in Europe, an
 interest echoed by the Warsaw Pact nations,
 and the Madrid meeting could prove an oc-
 casion to test the water.

 And, fourth, the administration should
 open a modest, informal, official dialogue
 with Soviet leaders over potential crisis areas
 where one or both of the superpowers could
 at any moment be drawn in-Iran being a
 good place to start.

 For the moment, it is inevitable that the

 two tracks would be unequally pursued, but
 the important thing is to pursue both, and
 to do so determined to go on to a more com-
 plete, coherent, and evenly balanced policy.
 It is vital for several reasons: first, because
 it is the only policy sustainable over the long
 haul. The alternative is to stagger from one
 extreme to the other according to the current
 state of U.S.-Soviet relations, bouncing be-
 tween two tracks, rather than harnessing
 both. Second, it is the policy most in tune
 with the preferences of American allies and
 the one policy that can be turned into a
 source of alliance strength. Third, and most
 critical, a two-track policy alone stands a
 chance of constraining Soviet ambition and
 managing U.S.-Soviet competition without
 putting the relationship under constant strain
 or pushing the two toward ever more har-
 rowing confrontations.
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