opeans
sarial’ term: r,They were Tepelled:-by the invasion of
amstan\ but could not agree there was a need to link

outsrde Europe altogether

“The US has an easier time in making this hnkage In
ge part, thrs flowsfrom the US global role. The United
tes is.a superpower. In some ways, it is the only full
erpower. While the Soviet Union may have reached a
re ot less equal superpower status militarily, depending
your point of view, it is not by any means on the same
el as the United States in'economic ach1evement orin 1ts
emauonal presence.

Itis clear to us, who are not superpowers, that super
wers do behave differently. They have to. First, each is
nscious, of its: relative position on an issue vis-a-vis the

or malntammg a credible deterrent. On the one hand,
Here is the strategic arms relationship. On the other, there

he :wariness -about the world role of the other super-
key, wer. In its activities and posrtrons the United States has
‘US “fe be careful about the srgnals it gives the Soviet Union in

From this emerges a view on the part of the United
jtates that the Soviet Union cannot separate the quahty of
s relations with the US from its activities elsewhere in the
orld. In the language and prospects of a decade ago, the
position would be that détente was indivisible ; what the
oviet Union does determines US confidence over the full
ange of relations, mcludlng most acutely the verifiability
f arms control agreements.

Europeans tend to assess USSR behavior differently,
r at least to limit its applicability to other areas and
xercises in whrch they have an objective interest. This may
eflect a genuine difference of view as to the width of
ntematlonal activities that détente was meant to cover in
e first place. But the overall point is that the superpower
ole of the US in its relationship with the USSR tends to
nform its view of local crisesin the world. These East-West
onsiderations are less apparent to its allies, which may
also have world roles, but not the global strategic role of the

~ Another ma]or distinguishing feature of the United
tates is the- extent of its bilateral interests with almost
‘country. of the world, based upon the wide-rangirig
vities of the US abroad and specifically on

ItlJroad is central to US trade. There is nothmg wrong with
18:B

ultinational corporatrons US investment

xtent of Amencan exposure in the world can, .
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‘make the US more defenswe about developments.abroad .

when-other countnes can be more relaxed.

The rest of the West .-

It may be that the close involvement -of European
countries with countries in the Third World over a long -
period of time has given them a different perspective on
events there — an ability to situate political trends and

- patterns in a longer-term historical context. Canada’s own

experience in the Commonwealth and la Francophonie has
something of that effect. This view of the world is less
concerned with ideological competition, for a variety of
reasons: our countries share democratic ideals and beliefin
the primacy of the private sector; but they also are more
relaxed and employ a broader mix of pubhc—pnvate policy
instruments. }

And even assessrnents of how the USSR has been
doing in the Third World have varied. Europeans have
considered that the Soviet Union has had at best only a
mixed record of success. Of the three basic instruments of
Soviet policy in the Third World — ideological, economic,
and military — the ideological has become mcreasmgly
inapplicable to most Third World political situations and
much less attractive to this generation of Third World
leaders, particularly after the invasion of Afghanistan. The
old notion that anti-colonjalism is a natural bedfellow of
Soviet “anti-imperialism” has lost the appeal it had in the
1950s except, perhaps, in Central America where repres-
sive right-wing regimes have fostered armed resistance
movements whose rhetoric often seems to resemble the
independence movements of a generation ago.

Soviet economic involvement with the Third World is

- concentrated on rigidly administered and inefficient pro-

jects in heavy industry and an overloaded public sector.
Their success records are not impressive. '

Probably the only area in which the Soviet Union has
been moderately successful has been in military aid and
defence agreements. But even here, such partners in mili-
tary procurement as Syria, Iraq, Egypt, Algeria and even
Libya, have all maintained their independence from the
USSR and have indeed often taken policy approaches di-
rectly inimical to Soviet interests. Some erstwhile allies —
Egypt and Somalia — became active foes. In fact, it could
be argued that the only two long-term successes the USSR
has really shown to date are Cuba and Vietnam: close and
powerful allies, to be sure, in the context of their potential
for problem-making, but very atypical among nations.

Sothe overall view of most countries in the Alliance is
that time is indeed on the side of the West, and that the
important thing is to remain flexible as to what is going on
in the Third World and not to side with reactionary forces
there for the sake of short-term preoccupations about ide-
ology or possible Soviet interests.

‘What’s to be done?

This assessment is drawn from a considerable amount
of common ground based on shared economic interests,
democratic values, and recognition that the USSR hasto be
watched warily. The allies need to concentrate on the
ground they have in common, so that differences of outlook
do not infect other areas of West-West relations. The mood
of growing unilateralism in the US Congress is ominous. It
has its roots in the notion that the US is suffering from
unfair economic competition, as well as from unfair bur-
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