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,Ibu,.ed competition, between the two sys-
11 ms, the 1967 edition defines peaceful
ë'oe-.istence as a specific form of class war-
f1re. Since then, all Communist writing,

ether Soviet or East European, has

cinphasized two basic points. First, détente
I:mited to relations between states.

ti;ecnnd, it has nothing to do with ideology;
on the contrary, détente signifies the in-

mification of the ideological struggle.
This need to insist on the ideological

struggle arises from the Soviet assessment

,;1 the international situation during the

;'' st decade. As A. Sovietov wrote in the

S^vïs:t journal International Affairs (Sep-

tember 1972): "The change in the balance
üi ."rength between the two systems is
Mcisive. It includes a general strengthen-

ing of the international positions of the
s9cia<ist countries . ..". One year later,

.A. Arbatov, director of the Institute_ of
e United States of America, Soviet Aca-

^^emy of Sciences, wrote in Kommunist
(+Number 3, 1973) that a shift in the bal-
,-^kce of power towards imperialism would
1^ring not relaxation but rather an increase
ir;i te W sion. The ideological struggle thus
cons':itutes an assurance that' détente will
He maintained and, more important, will
Içad 4o the triumph of socialism.

Clearly, this is a limiting definition of
tente. Moreover, while offering very little

ib the West, it allows the U.S.S.R. and
{#thef socialist coùntries to use any means

ort of war. In the final analysis détente,
1 r the Communists, is the maintenance

contacts and links with the West only
o fa-.,' as there is no interference by the
est in the internal affairs of socialist

ipunt;-_ies. However the Helsinki Final Act,
,igneci by the. U.S.S.R. stipulates the free
emha-ge of ideas. It is the Soviet refusal
io au:ept this condition of détente that
as f;rovoked a large section of public

()-pinicn in the West to question the val-
iility of the present policy of détente.

l6evizable and necessary
In thc; West as in the Communist world,
üle p<..^sage from Cold War to détente has
l^rgel , been seen as inevitable and neces-

iy The Helsinki Conference and the
lgnin;r of the Final Act confirmed the
réject: _.n of nuclear warfare, as well as the
^dven of new East-West relations. As
51uon =:`, it was clear, however, that the

oviet^^ had their own conception and in-
t;erpreiation of détente, a debate began in
^f1e West, not only over the definition of
the werd but also on the value of East-
^'Vest r^lations.

T^°=^ factors are basic to this debate.
jhe fi^'st is the West's distrust of the
1^ S S•E. since the Second World War -

deepened during the Fifties and Sixties by
several events in Eastern Europe that
involved Soviet intervention in the internal
affairs of a socialist state. The second is
the promise of the Helsinki Conference for
the future of East-West relations.

The confusion felt by many Western
observers comes from the fact that the
Helsinki Conference did not appear to be
endorsing this new policy but rather
marking its end. In an article in Etudes
Internationales (Nos 3 and 4, 1974),
Daniel Colard stated that détente had
passed through two stages: "In the first
stage [1963-1968], détente was an element
of security; it was identified with active
peaceful coexistence between the two
super-powers, which sanctioned nuclear
bipolarity, forbade proliferation and closed
the nuclear club .... In its second stage
I1968-1973], détente spread, but took on
a number of different forms. In spreading,
it diversified and touched every area:
strategy, economics, technology, politics,
culture, human rights." Since Helsinki,
however, the Soviets, instead of broaden-
ing these areas, 'have narrowed them and
by their actions have again brought into
question what appeared to be a movement
towards greater international stabilitv.

In the West, therefore, the debate Debate hinges
hinges on the question of whether the on question
policy of détente is not benefiting the of who benefats
Communist countries at the expense of the
West. Do not the relations and the trade
growing out of détente further a system
that devotes its existence to the downfall
of the Western democratic states?

Transformation seen
Samuel Pisar represents those who think
that détente will not lead to the destruc-
tion of the West but will, on the contrary,
through its economic and commercial side
effects, bring about the transformation of
the Soviet system. In his two books, Les
Armes de la paix: L'ouverture économique
vers l'Est (1970) and Coexistence and
Commerce (1972), he calls for the creation
of a code governing East-West transac-
tions, so that economic relations may
realize their full potential for the future.
He adds: "When trade between East and
West has spread to these sensitive areas
[of science and technology], it will not be
able to help exercising a liberating influ-
ence on the Communist societies and their
institutions ..., for no lasting economic
progress is possible while minds are not
free."

Pisar's theory of the inevitable liber-
alization of Communist regimes through
East-West relations was the subject of a
round-table discussion in the journal
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