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the profound changes that have
taken place in their attitudes in
certain areas—for example, in regard to the relationship between
democracy and socialism. To write
off the parties' pronouncements
on these matters as nothing but
tactical maneuvers would be to

deny altogether the strength of
ideas. The credibility of the West
European Communists' professions of democracy have to be
gauged not least by what it would
cost them if they were to return
to a course ideologically and politically oriented toward Moscow—

costs in terms of severe losses in
membership and votes, and possibly even splits in party ranks.
These risks, it seems, are becoming ever greater and more determinative of the future course of
the West European Communist
parties.
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IN ONE WAY or another, all these
books deal with the policies and
objectives of the USSR and/or

China toward, and their relations
with, the South Asian countries of
India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh.
Soviet and Chinese attitudes
toward these countries have, of
course, been greatly influenced by
the Sino-Soviet rift. This rift, one
of the greatest schisms of modern
history, has had major strategic
and d i p l o m a t i c ramifications
throughout Asia, with the two
Communist giants increasingly
competing for the support of
Asian countries.
In his two books under review,
J. P. Jain presents a typical Indian
view of Soviet and Chinese policies. According to him, the USSR
is working for "peace" and "stability" in the area, while China is "expansionist," helping the underground revolutionary movement
on the subcontinent. Jain finds
"no wrong" with Soviet expansionist designs in the South AsianIndian Ocean-Persian Gulf complex. At the same time, he charges
China with trying to exacerbate regional tensions and conflicts to
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further her own national interests.
The volume by Trevor Drieberg,
Harji Malik, and D. K. Joshi gives
almost an official Soviet interpretation of the USSR's objectives
and policies in South Asia. According to these authors, the Soviet
Union is "for coexistence," and
Moscow's Asian Collective Security Plan, whose virtues Leonid
Brezhnev extolled before the Indian parliament in November
1973, is aimed at bringing "unity"
and "cooperation" among the
Asian countries. They ignore the
view expressed not only by China
but also by less partial observers
that the Plan is nothing but a Soviet version of SEATO. And the authors find no fault with the USSR's
growing naval activities in the Indian Ocean.
Devendra Kaushik's work on Soviet relations with India and Pakistan affords another example of
the same biased assessment of
Soviet military, diplomatic, economic, and cultural activities in
South Asia. Ouseph Varkey, while
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providing a useful account of the
role and attitude of the Indian
Communist Party—specifically, of
its two factions, one pro-Moscow
and the other pro-Peking—with
respect to the Sino-lndian border
dispute which culminated in the
1962 Sino-lndian war, treats the
dispute itself from an excessively
anti-Chinese perspective.
In a curious sort of way, then,
the foregoing books collectively
attest to the impact of the Si noSoviet rift on the South Asian political situation. They reflect the
growing success with which Moscow has wooed India in pursuing
its rivalry with Peking. So successful have Soviet efforts been, indeed, that China now looks upon
India as the USSR's chief collaborator on the international scene.
Anwar Syed's study of the SinoPakistani relationship also exhibits
its share of blind spots. In assessing the rationale and the likely future course of this relationship,
Syed presents some worthwhile
information, and his style is not
polemical. Nevertheless, his perceptions are unmistakably those
of a Pakistani. For example, the
weakest part of his analysis lies in
his discussion of the role of Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, Foreign Minister of
united Pakistan in the early 1960's
and current Prime Minister of the
truncated country, in bringing
about the Sino-Pakistani entente.
When Bhutto launched his campaign against US "neocolonialism" with the publication of his
Myth of Independence in 1969—a
book which Syed, incidentally,
praises unqualifiedly—he was
more eager to court the leaders in
the Kremlin than those in Peking.
President Ayub Khan once warned
him.- "You are trying to drag me in
a futile venture; the Russians
won't be our friends because of
their long-standing commitments

to India and Afghanistan." ' Syed
also fails to stress properly that
the Sino-Pakistani entente, like the
Indo-Soviet one, is closely related
to the Sino-Soviet rift.
None of the six books, in short,
offers an adequate picture of
either Soviet or Chinese policies
toward the South Asian subcontinent. In light of this deficiency, it
would appear desirable to sketch
the nature of these policies, with
particular attention to those of recent years, and to highlight the
importance of the Sino-Soviet conflict in shaping them.
BOTH SOVIET and Chinese policies toward South Asia have gone
through several distinct phases.
During the late 1940's, the USSR
and China alike subscribed to the
theory of "two camps" in the international arena, so India's
avowed policy of nonalignment
had no appeal in either Moscow or
Peking. Pakistan, the smaller of
the two states that emerged after
the withdrawal of British imperial
authority from the subcontinent,
excited even less enthusiasm than
India.
However, while Soviet relations
with India and Pakistan remained
minimal until 1953, China soon
after the Korean war erupted began to cultivate friendly relations
with India. Peking's efforts culminated in 1954 with the signing of
the agreement on the status of
Tibet, which embodied the pancha
shila, or five principles of coexistence.
Nonetheless, the first major
turning point in the policies of
1
From an unpublished document of the
government of Pakistan dated April 19, 1963.
The analysis in the ensuing pages draws
heavily upon interviews and research that
the author carried out in Pakistan during
1967-71 and on his own personal experiences
during that period.

both Communist powers came in
the mid-1950's when Pakistan
joined the CENTO (originally
Baghdad Pact) and SEATO military
alliances and received American
arms. Following up on earlier Chinese initiatives toward India, the
USSR commenced to woo Jawaharlal Nehru, who was greatly offended by Western military aid to
Pakistan. The developing entente
proved beneficial to both countries, with the USSR capitalizing
on the friendship in its dealings
with the nonaligned Afro-Asian
countries and India receiving Soviet diplomatic, economic, and—
subsequently—military support.
Peking, for its part, pursued a
similar course, at least for the first
years after the 1955 Bandung
Conference of Afro-Asian states.
However, the era of Hindi-Chini
bhai bhai (the Indians and Chinese
are brothers) did not last very
long. By 1959, as a result of border disputes and armed clashes,
the two largest Asian countries
were drifting toward a war. This
finally broke out in late 1962.
The Sino-lndian border war of
1962 had a profound effect on
South Asian politics and on the
policies of both the USSR and
China. It ended Indo-Chinese
friendship and ushered in an era
of confrontation between the two
Asian giants. Moscow, beset with
increasing difficulties of its own
with China, adjusted its policy to
take full advantage of the situation. While India's forging of closer
links with the United States as the
result of Washington's prompt response to New Delhi's request for
military supplies to cope with
China did cause some initial
doubts in Moscow, the USSR and
the US soon appeared to share the
common goal of building up India
against China. In other words, containment of China in South and
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Southeast Asia became a Soviet as
well as an American objective, and
India fitted well into this broad
strategy.
Meantime, China moved very
close to Pakistan. Peking was assisted in its rapprochement with
the United States' "most allied
ally" in Asia by a fundamental reorientation in Pakistan's policy.
The shooting down of the U-2
American reconnaissance aircraft
over the Soviet Unon in 1960 had
already exposed the risks to Pakistan, from whose territory the
plane had taken off, of its commitments to the West. When the Western powers responded promptly to
India's plea for noncombatant military aid against China, Pakistan
reacted violently, if not hysterically, and began to entertain second thoughts about these commitments. Consequently, President
Ayub took steps in the direction of
reducing military commitments to
the West and normalizing relations
with China and the Soviet Union.
In the case of China, this effort
paid off when the 1965 Indo-Pakistani war broke out. Peking gave
Rawalpindi strong assurances that
it would extend military backing
to Pakistan.
The new friendship between
China and Pakistan raised speculation and suspicion in many capitals. In New Delhi, it was regarded
as a "Peking-Rawalpindi axis"
against India. In Washington,
"Ayub's flirtation with Mao," as it
was termed, constituted a complicating factor in American-Pakistani relations until it received the
blessing of President Richard M.
Nixon during his 22-hour visit to
Pakistan in August 1969. (Not
only were Pakistan's links with
China approved, but their potential to provide links between Washington and Peking was also fully
examined in the dialogue between

President Nixon and President
Yahya Khan, during which the latter was asked to ascertain China's
reaction to the proposed revision
of US China policy.) In Moscow,
the Sino-Pakistani rapprochement
stimulated a new interest in Pakistan. The Soviet leaders were unhappy at seeing China extend her
influence into the subcontinent
through Pakistan, and a desire to
curtail her influence became a
major factor in Soviet overtures to
Rawalpindi in the 1965-70 period.
These overtures began with a
Soviet invitation to Ayub to pay
his first state visit to Moscow. After he made this visit in April
1965, the USSR commenced to
emulate the Western policy of neutrality in Indo-Pakistani disputes
—a posture which enabled it to
play the role of peacemaker at the
Tashkent conference of January
1966 that followed the 17-day war
of August-September 1965 between the two South Asian rivals.
The Tashkent Declaration that
emerged from this conference represented a major diplomatic triumph for the Soviet Union. Whereas the US and other Western
countries, which had poured billions of dollars into both India and
Pakistan to assist in economic development, had failed to bring
about negotiations between the
two combatants, the USSR had
won the confidence of both, with
minimal outlays of material and
diplomatic support. The Tashkent
Declaration, to be sure, did not
resolve the basic Indo-Pakistani
conflict; it merely restored the
status quo. Nevertheless, it considerably enhanced Soviet prestige, as well as Soviet power and
influence, in the Third World,
where the USSR was by now in
open competition not only with the
West but also with China.
By 1968, Moscow was prepared
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to make another major move.
After President Ayub had ordered
the United States to close its
important strategic communication center at Badabar near Peshawar, the USSR decided to give
arms to Pakistan. Moreover, in
contrast to what happened to the
US in 1954 when it took a similar
step, the Soviet Union managed to
retain the confidence of India. At
least Premier Aleksey Kosygin,
during his stopover in New Delhi
on his return from Rawalpindi before the official disclosure of the
arms deal, seemed to reassure the
Indians sufficiently to prevent
them from becoming hostile.
THE YEAR 1969, however, ushered in a new phase in Soviet
policy. When Kosygin paid a second visit to Pakistan soon after
Yahya Khan had become President
in March in the wake of a political
upheaval that had led to Ayub's
ouster, the Soviet Premier asked
Pakistan to pay the real (i.e., the
political) price for the Soviet arms:
participation in a Soviet-backed
transit-trade conference in Kabul
and endorsement of Brezhnev's
scheme for an Asian collective
security system (put forward publicly at the world meeting of Communist parties in Moscow on June
7, 1969). Pakistan refused to cooperate in either of these projects
because of their clear anti-China
overtones. As a result, Moscow
ended its "honeymoon" with
Rawalpindi.
Thus, when the crisis over East
Pakistan (later Bangladesh) developed in 1971, the Soviet Union
—unlike the US or China, each of
which had some formal or informal commitments and obligations
to Pakistan—was free to side with
India. It would be naive, however,
to think that the Kremlin leaders
did so only because they wished
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to "restore the democratic rights"
of the people of Bangladesh or
were moved by the suffering
there. Among other factors, they
were growing impatient at Pakistan's continued friendship with
China. The cool, if not hostile, attitude of Mujibur Rahman, the
Bengali leader, toward Peking as
well as his friendliness toward
India inclined Moscow to be sympathetic to the Bengali cause.
In any event, the USSR was
quick to express its strong disapproval of the Pakistan army's
atrocities in East Pakistan in
March 1971. Nikolay Podgornyy's
letter of April 3, 1971, to Yahya—
the first denunciation of Pakistan's
actions by a superpower—left no
doubt of Soviet support for the
Bengalis,2 as pro-Soviet elements
in Bangladesh continually point
out. When Yahya sent Arshad
Husain, a former Foreign Minister
and at one time ambassador to
the USSR, to Moscow to discuss
the situation and justify the military actions in East Pakistan, Husain reportedly had the worst
experience of his life.
However, the Soviet leaders
and press did not openly attack
Pakistan after Podgornyy's letter.
To the contrary, the Soviet attitude appeared to be rather ambiguous. For example, when Kosygin went to Algeria in the
summer of 1971, he talked about
Pakistan's "territorial integrity." 3
During July, Pakistan provided
another source of annoyance and
irritation to the USSR by arranging Henry Kissinger's secret visit
to Peking via Rawalpindi, and the
USSR now seemed determined to
penalize Pakistan for its audacity
in playing a part in arranging a
Sino-American rapprochement. Ac2

Pravda (Moscow), April 4, 1971.
3 See Dawn (Karachi), Aug. 8, 1971.

cording to reports, Kissinger also
told the Indian ambassador in
Washington that China would "intervene" if India attacked Pakistan
and that the US might not come
to India's aid as it had in 1962
and 1965. Some observers maintain that this intelligence caused
the Indians to agree to sign the
Indo-Soviet treaty of August 1971,
which the Soviets had first tabled
at the time Brezhnev formulated
his scheme for an Asian security
system and which India, with her
strong opposition to military pacts,
had originally rejected. The threat
of Chinese intervention and American indifference to it left her with
no option. This interpretation of
events is bolstered when one examines the text of the treaty.
Though the treaty was depicted as
one of "peace, friendship, and
cooperation" rather than as a military pact, a close scrutiny of it
reveals its military character."
With the conclusion of the
Indo-Soviet treaty, the whole atmosphere in South Asia changed.
Once it was signed, the Soviet
Union gave full support to India
and East Pakistan. When war finally broke out between India and
Pakistan in December, Soviet diplomatic, military, moral, and material help was available. Although
India achieved her objective of defeating the Pakistani army militarily, it was the Soviet veto in the
Security Council that gave her
enough time to do so. Dacca fell,
and Bangladesh emerged as an
independent state on December
16, 1971.
IN THE MEANTIME, the civil war
in Pakistan had placed the Chinese in a difficult position. Like
• See G. W. Choudhury, India, Pakistan,
Bangladesh and the Major Powers, New York,
Free Press, 1975, pp. 220-22.

the US, China did not condone the
atrocities committed by the Pakistani army, nor did it oppose
Bengali nationalist aspirations.
Indeed, it is quite incorrect to say
that Peking supported a military
regime against a popular uprising.
In March 1971, just on the eve of
the civil war, Chou En-lai wrote
personal letters to both Mujibur
Rahman and Bhutto, the leaders
of East and West Pakistan respectively, in which he urged them to
arrive at a political settlement.
The Chinese leaders had long
been uneasy about the implications of a split between the two
portions of Pakistan. They had
warned Ayub in 1965 and Yahya
in November 1970 about "foreign
influences" in East Pakistan.
Despite Chinese pleas for restraint and moderation, neither
the Pakistani government nor the
political leaders of the two segments of the country heeded
Peking's counsel. When the civil
war finally began at midnight on
March 25, 1971, China therefore
did not come out openly in support of Pakistan as it had during
the 1965 war. It was only after
India and the Soviet Union explicitly endorsed the secession
movement that China felt compelled to give "diplomatic support" to her South Asian ally. But
even then her role was carefully
circumscribed. After the dispatch
of Podgornyy's letter of April 3,
Yahya secretly sent one of his
military colleagues, General Gul
Hasan, and Foreign Secretary
Sultan Khan to Peking, but they
had a difficult time in explaining
the army's atrocities to the Chinese. When Chou finally wrote to
Yahya on April 11, he merely
affirmed China's support for Pakistan's "unity" and "integrity"—a
far cry from the Chinese messages
of support during the 1965 war.
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After the partition of Pakistan,
which involved a diplomatic setback for China, Peking registered
its unhappiness at "the clumsy
handling" of the East Pakistan
problem by the way it treated
President Bhutto of truncated
Pakistan during his visit to China
in early 1972. First, the Chinese
failed to give him the same grand
reception that they had accorded
the two former Pakistani presidents, Ayub and Yahya, in 1965
and 1970. Then Chou lectured
him at length on the political
dynamics of the subcontinent.
(During the course of his analysis,
Chou forecast that the Indians
would not ultimately be the gainer
from the creation of a state with
as problematic a future as Bangladesh—a judgment with which one
is inclined to agree in light of
recent anti-Indian statements in
Bangladesh and the conditions of
near-anarchy there.)5
Nevertheless, the Chinese did
not by any means turn their backs
on Pakistan. In the joint communique issued after Bhutto's
visit, China condemned "India's
naked aggression" and pledged
"firm support to Pakistan." Peking
also expressed its backing of
Pakistan in the Nixon-Chou communique of February 27, 1972.6
More important, China continued
to give Pakistan economic, diplomatic, and military help. For example, the Chinese put pressure
on Bangladesh and India for the
release of Pakistani prisoners of
war by vetoing Bangladesh's entry
into the UN until the Pakistani

5
Based on an interview with one of
Bhutto's top aides, who accompanied him
to Peking.
6
For the text of the Bhutto-Chou
communique, see Peking Review (Peking),
Feb. 24, 1972, pp. 7-8. For the text of the
Nixon-Chou communique, see ibid., Feb. 28,
1972, pp. 4-5.

POW's were released in 1974. According to reliable sources, China
has maintained its flow of military
aid to Pakistan, and total Chinese
aid to Islamabad since 1966 now
equals the sum of US arms provided to Pakistan during the 195465 period. In addition, Peking
gave Pakistan assurances against
what Pakistan termed Indian "nuclear blackmailing" after India
had conducted her first nuclear
test in May 1974,7 although the
Pakistanis now worry about the
firmness of this commitment in
the wake of Peking's recent reopening of ambassadorial-level
relations with New Delhi.
The Sino-Pakistani bonds are
based on mutual needs. While
those of Pakistan are comparatively much greater, China in
South Asia has limited strategic
alternatives to close relations with
Pakistan. Peking's still strained
relationship with New Delhi and
the continued Sino-Soviet rift have
left Pakistan as China's only solid
supporter on the subcontinent.
IN VIEW OF Islamabad's persisting
ties with China, it is hardly surprising that the attitude of the
Soviet Union toward the "new"
Pakistan has remained unfriendly
since the 1971 Bangladesh crisis.
When Bhutto visited Moscow in
March 1972, his hosts told him
bluntly: "If history were to repeat
itself, we would again take the
same position [with respect to the
dismemberment of Pakistan] because we are convinced that that
is correct." 8 This can be interpreted as a clear warning in regard
to the turbulence developing in
Baluchistan and the Northwest
Frontier Province of the truncated

' The Times (London), May 30 and June
27, 1974.
aPravda, March 18, 1972.

country. Pakistan has certainly so
interpreted it, especially in light of
other subsequent developments.
In February 1973, for example,
Pakistani authorities seized a shipment of Soviet arms smuggled into
the area through the Iraqi embassy in Islamabad.' From Islamabad's perspective, the 1973 coup
in Afghanistan, which was thought
to have Soviet blessing, and the
new Afghan rulers' threats to revive the "Paktoonistan" issue10
amounted to a Soviet warning to
endorse Moscow's Asian Collective
Security Plan or face a disintegration of the country. Official
broadcasts from Baghdad for a
"greater Baluchistan" and from
Kabul in behalf of the creation of
"Paktoonistan"—i.e., from capitals where Soviet influence has
been high—have been viewed as
other portents of Moscow's interest in the further fragmentation of
Pakistan. The establishment of
Soviet client states in "greater
Baluchistan" and "Paktoonistan"
would fulfill the old Tsarist ambitions for a "warm-water" port in
the south via the Arabian Sea.
Equally predictable has been
the strengthening of Soviet-Indian
relations. As a result of its role in
the Bangladesh crisis, the Soviet
Union has registered a big diplomatic gain in South Asia. No other
foreign power is more respected
and listened to or has a more important say in India's handling of
» The New York Times, Feb. 11, 1973.
10
For reports of these threats, see
The Guardian (London), July 19, 1973;
The Times (London), July 27, 1973; and
Daily Telegraph (London), Aug. 19, 1973.
The "Paktoonistan" issue stems from the
existence in northern Pakistan of tribal
groups which are ethnically related to the
bulk of Afghanistan's population. Because of
this ethnic identification, there has been
periodic agitation over the years—especially
from Afghanistan—for unification of the
Paktoon-speaking people by the creation of a
state to be known as "Paktoonistan."
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its major problems than the Soviet
Union.
However, it must be remembered that India, after its triumph
in 1971, has emerged as a major
power in its own right. India was
always bigger, more important,
and more stable than Pakistan,
but with the dismemberment of
Pakistan, India has become the
dominant power in the subcontinent. At its hour of greatest
triumph, India is not likely to
dance to "strings pulled in Moscow." Indeed, New Delhi recently
seems to have grown dissatisfied
with the lack of diplomatic flexibility and options that has characterized its position since 1971,
for on April 15, 1976, it entered
into an agreement with Peking to
reestablish relations at the ambassadorial level—although it obviously continues to be wary of the
Chinese. For example, there were
reports in the Indian parliament
on August 20, 1976, that the
Chinese were continuing to put
out anti-Indian propaganda.
Despite the major role played
by the USSR in the birth of Bangladesh, Soviet relations with the
new state have been somewhat
checkered. After the establishment of Bangladesh, Soviet leaders were the first, aside from Mrs.
Gandhi, to send Mujib warm congratulations. However, it appears
that Soviet aims even at an early
date were to promote those political elements who might establish
a genuinely pro-Moscow regime.
On January 15, 1972—less than

a month after the foundation of
Bangladesh—a Radio Peace and
Progress broadcast from the Soviet
Union claimed that the Communist Party of Bengal (CPB) had
been "one of the main forces in
the Bengali people's national
liberation during the past 22
years," and that it had supported
the Awami League in the 1970
election. (As if Mujib, the highly
popular leader of the emerging
Bengali nation, required the electoral support of any party other
than his own Awami League!) A
Radio Moscow commentary on
January 20 again stressed the role
of the CPB in the liberation movement. By January 15, 1972, a
Bangladesh-Soviet Friendship Society had been set up in Dacca,
and the Soviet Union was soon at
work trying to penetrate the new
state in such fields as science,
art, literature, education, public
health, the press, radio, and
sports, in the name of cultural
cooperation.
As a result of the August 15,
1975, military coup in Bangladesh, however, the USSR suffered something of a setback in
the new state, and China saw a
chance to renew its friendship
with the former East Pakistan.
(The Chinese, it should be reemphasized had in principle always wanted to have good relations with both parts of the former
united Pakistan—that is, they had
no special love for the West Pakistanis as opposed to the Bengalis.)
While Mujibur Rahman, who lost

his life in the coup, had exhibited
a single-minded devotion to New
Delhi, his successors displayed
considerably less enthusiasm toward India (and—indirectly—toward the USSR). Consequently,
Peking not only sent greetings to
the new government but also at
last recognized Bangladesh as a
state. While the Sino-Bangladesh
relationship is still in its formative
stages, both sides seem to be
eager for closer and better relations.
The coup, of course, also afforded Islamabad an opportunity
to make fresh overtures toward
Dacca, and in this sense it provided new possibilities for collaboration between Pakistan and
China in South Asia. But it would
be naive to think—despite President Bhutto's apparent efforts to
leave the contrary impression—
that Peking will act in accordance
with Pakistan's wishes. China will
fashion her policy toward Bangladesh in terms of her perceptions
of her own interests and especially
in light of the growing Sino-Soviet
competition in South and Southeast Asia.
FROM THIS brief synopsis, then,
it should be clear that the history
of Soviet and Chinese policies toward the Indian subcontinent has
been far more complex than the
books under review would suggest.
And it should be equally evident
that the Sino-Soviet rift has contributed in a fundamental way to
that complexity.
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RECENT EVENTS in Africa, Asia,
and Latin America underscore a
major feature of contemporary
world politics: the transformation
of Russia and China from continental into global powers. Behind
Moscow's enlarged shadow in Angola, Mozambique, Namibia, Somalia, Uganda, and Zambia, and
the presence of Chinese railroad
builders in Tanzania—to cite only
the African region—is a history of
increased Soviet and Chinese aid,
trade, and cultural and diplomatic
activities in the developing coun-

tries since the mid-1950's. For example, the cumulative total of economic and military aid extended
to such countries had by 1975
amounted to some US$21.6 billion
for the USSR and approximately
US$4 billion for China.1 But while
the magnified presence of Moscow
and Peking in Third World countries is not difficult to pinpoint,
two related questions of key importance are less amenable to
easy analysis. First, what foreign
policy perceptions and motivations
lie behind Soviet and Chinese diplomacy in these areas? Second, to
what extent does the global expansion of Soviet and Chinese involve1

The actual amount of Soviet economic
credits and grants extended to less developed
countries (excluding Cuba) during the years
1954-74 is estimated at US$9.6 billion.
Chinese economic credits and grants
amounted to approximately US$3.5 billion for
the years 1956-74 (PRC aid started in 1956).
Total Communist economic commitments to
Third World countries for 1954-74 exceeds
US$18 billion when East European aid
(US$5.3 billion) is included. It should be
noted that less than one half of this aid has
been drawn (actual use of goods or delivery
of services). Soviet military aid is computed
at approximately US$12 billion for 1954-74,
with Chinese military aid running at about
US$413 million in the period 1964-73. Bureau
of Intelligence and Research, United States
Department of State, Communist States and
Developing Countries: Aid and Trade in 1974,
Report No. 398, Washington, DC, Jan. 27,
1976, pp. 1, 13, Tables 8 and 9.
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ment in the Third World spell actual or potential increase in influence?
These questions bear directly
upon the stability of Soviet and
Chinese relations with the United
States, and hence upon the whole
future of world peace. The present
epoch, presumably one of detente
at the superpower level, is in reality fraught with continuing conflict
—especially in the Third World
where major pressures for change
in the international order are at
work and where the great powers
continue to compete for influence.
Moreover, long-standing ethnoreligious conflicts, the introduction of actual or potential nuclear
capabilities, and escalated acquisition of arms by oil-rich countries
all tend to augment the destabilizing forces operating in Third
World areas, enhancing the prospect of crises with great-power involvement and possible nuclear
outcomes. Nor is this potential
crisis scenario diminished by the
Third World's new role in greatpower diplomacy involving energy,
trade, and raw materials. The developing countries are themselves
determined to maximize their own
power in the quest for economic
development, as demonstrated at
the fifth summit conference of

