
timc and placc, hc has choscn not to engage 
Lhe rcalitics of thc distant time and placc 
we thought hc had choscn. In such a case. 
Uic dctachincnt o l  allegory Innks suspi- 
ciously likc the dctachmcnt of evasion. 

At a point in her narrative, the facry Me- 
lusinc explicitly rcfcrs us  to thc Unicom 
‘Tapestries at Thc Cloisters in New York. 
This famous inuscum stands high on thc top 
of a mcky ouicrnp iit Lhc Northern tip of‘ 
Manhattan, far from tlic sweat and noisc of 
ihc contemporary city. Thcrc is a bcautiful 
view of thc Hudson Rivcr with its traffic of‘ 
!IJ!:DO~IS and oil bargcs. I t  is a riiuseuin of 
real cloisters, disrnantled stonc by stonc iind 
carried off from thcir native soils to bc rcas- 
scmbled hcrc into a ncw artifice. Uprtwted 
though thcy arc, they rnakc a microcosmic 
world of their own,  rich and satisfying to 
their many visitors. It is what wc ask of any 
fiction. Dui whilc otlicr Latin authors, dis- 
daining the convcntions o f  Northcm real- 
ism, havc ncverthclcss made us iicccpt their 
surrc;il worlds, Liincz’s world rcmains un- 
iichievcd. Its author has not crcatcd i t  for 
us. ‘ W V  

THE SOVIET VIEWPOINT 
by Georgi Arbatov and Wlllems 

(Dtdd, hlcad C Co.; 240 pp.; S13.05) 
Oltmans 

DANGEROUS RELATIONS: 
THE SOVIET UNION IN WORLD 

by Adam B. Ulam 
(Oxford Univcrsity I’rcss: 325 pp.: S2S.OO) 

POLITICS, 1970-1982 

It is fortunate thiit these two bnoks should 
appcar at prcciscly the samc timc. Both dcal 
for thc most part with the sii~nc phiisc in 
the Iiistory of‘ Soviet- Aincriciin relations- 
thc cra of dCtcntc, which included the sn- 
callcd “SALT process” and the gencral 
scarch for a p)liticiil basis that would pcnnit 
anew and morc positive n i d u s  vivendi than 
the onc associated with “peaceful co-cxis- 
tcncc.” The Sovict Virwpoint offcrs a widc- 
ranging set of discourscs by Georgi Arb+ 
tov. the director of thc Institute of Uniicd 
States and Canadian Studies and a mcmhcr 
of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party ol‘ the Soviet Union. Dungcw~rs N c -  
larions by Adam Ulani of Harvard’s Rus- 
sian Research Center offers an incisive 
analysis of Soviet forcign policy during the 
‘70s and. incidcnhlly. of thc American rc- 
sponse to challenges that detente may have 
masked but hardly mitigated. 
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Thc titlcs thcnisclvcs are highly rcvcal- 
ing. Professor Ulain looks iit the pcriod Uiat 
Kichard Nixon and Leonid I3rczhncv hailed 
iis the dawning ol‘ it ncw age of supcrpowcr 
collaboration and ch;iriictcrizcs the timc as 
one of “dangerous relations” rattier than 
decorous diplomacy. I’rofessor Arbatov 
looks at the samc pcritd and finds much to 
criticizc in US. foreign policy. not without 
good reason. but nothing lor which to f‘ault 
the pcace-loving and humanitarian folk who 
selflessly scrvc thc noblc causc of  world 
communism. Significantly, Arbatov’s hook. 
based on ii scrics of interviews with Dutch 
journalist Willern Oliiiiens, prcscnt thr So- 
viet vicwpoint. not (I Soviet vicwpoint; the 
vcry choice of  title, which was t.)bviously 
approvcd at the highest lcvcls of the l’tarty 
Icadcrship, should dissolvc any doubts about 
the monolithic mind-set of  thc Soviet oli- 
garchs. 

For all its flagrant fiiulIs iis scholarship. 
l’tie Soviet Viewpoint is well worth rcadinp. 
Arbatov, at Oltman’s prompting, addresscs 
;I broad range o f  issues, including thc irn- 
portancc of dCtcntc, thc history of Sovict- 
Amcrican rcliitions. peace ‘and war, thc arms 
race and amis control, ideology, human 
rights. dissent, thc Soviet- American rivalry 
in various regional subsystcms, and, li- 
nally, prospects for tlic I‘uturc. 

Thc tone of‘ this hwk is at least as in- 
structive iis its content. A quality ai oncc 
polemical and self-rightcous permciitcs Ar- 
batov‘s comnicntary. Thus, when Oltnians 
asks Arbatov why thc Soviet Union dnes 
not sllilrc in  tlic blaiiic l‘nr rcccnt miis coii- 

trol failurcs, Arhatov rcplics in ii nianncr 
that belics his stiitus as “acadcinician”: 

’* ... thc Unitcd Statcs and NATO, iis far 
as wc ciin scc, arc still aftcr military su- 
pcriority, and. wking  such superiority, havc 
recently accclcratcd thc mis  racc. This kind 
of‘ policy docs not lcavc much room for 
succcssful ncgntiations and agrccnicnts on 
arms limitation. Is the Sovict Union to blarnc 
for all this‘! Certainly.. ..It is blaincd for the 
shccr fact of its cxistcncc, and for its desire 
to go on living as an indcpcndcnt nation. 
It is blamed for not putting up with Amer- 
ican superiority .... It is blamed for being 
unwilling to he lclt at thc riiercy of thc 
supcrior niilit‘uy might of the Unitcd 
States.. . i d  for ;in unwillingncss to makc 
unilatcral concessions.” 

Blaming thc Unitcd States for acccler- 
ating the miis race without so much iis 

acknnwlcdging the awcsomc Soviet arms 
buildup during the Brczlincv years takes 
some chcck. The fact that “scientific so- 
cialism” docs not prccludc such cxcrcises 
in self-delusion bodes ill for the f‘uturc of 
“ n s  control in particular and E~SI-WCSI 

cnnperation in general. 
Evcn so, this hnok dcscrves to be read 

with an opcn mind. There arc criticisms of 
America and Americans wc would do well 
to heed. For example, Arbatov comments 
that “when the antinuclear movcmcnt shnnk 
Westem Europe [the Reagan administra- 
tion’s] first reaction was to blame it on Kus- 
sian propaganda.” He gncs on to say: 

“American ignorancc about thc Third 
World is cvcn greater. I don’t think Amcr- 
icans have any awllrcncss of how the Third 
World pcoples live, how they feel, or what 
they want-including America’s closest 
neighbors, likc the pcoplcs of El Salvador, 
Nicaragua. Guatemala, and Panama, or the 
whole of Latin Amcrica. 

“It often occurs to me that the Americans 
have bcen exclusively fortunate in their his- 
tory, p h a p s  too fortunatc, to be capable 
of fully understanding and harboring gen- 
uinc sympathy toward nations with more 
difficult histories.” 

In this manner. the views cxprcssed by 
Arbatov altcrnately cnrage and enlightcn. 
Indccd. few readers will fail to find this 
book thought-provoking or just plain pro- 
voking. A final observation: The Soviet 
Viewpoint provides not so much a glitnpsc 
of the Soviet leadership’s rcal view of the 
outsidc world as a fairly comprehensive rc- 
cord of what the leadership wants thc out- 
side world (and particularly the West) to 
think it thinks about the grcat issues of the 
day. 

Uliim’s analysis. in contrast to Arba- 
tov’s, is sharply critical of bnth supcrpow- 
en. DutaKcrou.7 Relations is really an adjunct 
to Ulam’s cllrlicr work. Expunsion ond Co- 
existmce: Soviet Foreign Policy 1917-1973. 
For thosc who already have been impressed 
with his scholarly exposition, this latest 
contribution will come neither as a surprise 
nor a dissppnintnicnt. 

Exccpt for the first chapter, which is a 
rather unprcpnssessing recapitulation of the 
quartcr-century that prcccdcd dftcntc, Dari- 
germs Rr1arion.s is uncommonly cdifying 
and has several clear and recurrcnt thcmes. 
Firsf, the Soviet Union retains an inherezt 
advantagc over the Ilnitcd States in thc con- 
duct of foreign policy. Without public opin- 
ion, ii recalcitrant Congress, or the plcas 
and importuning of commercial interests 
to impede or distract the Kremlin’s deci- 
sion-making process. there is greater con- 
tinuity, consistcncy, and cohercnce in Mos- 
cow’s approach to international relations. 

Second, the Soviet foreign policy cstab- 
lishmcnt has bccome increasingly aware of 
its advantage here and increasingly sophis- 
ticatcd in its undcrstanding of the ways and 



weaknesses of libcral-den~ocratic rcb’ rimes. 
While Ulain docs not “ascrik. the pursuit 
of detente to some Machiavellian schemes 
on the part of the Krcmlin. in which thc 
very concept was an opiate to dull the West’s 
vigilance,” lie does concede that “The So- 
viets made no sccxt of their cxpcctations 
that one of thc results of dttcntc would be 
a certain 1~w)scning of the tics bctwecn the 
U.S. ,and its Westcm Europcan allies.”Thc 
logic of this strategy is spelled out lucidly: 

“Western Europe was to be persuaded of 
the Soviets’ peaceful intentions while king 
at the same time impressed by hloscow’s 
growing military might.. . . lhese mixcd 
feelings would then bc translated into thc 
pressure of public opinion upon thc Westcm 
governments not to tic themselves too closcly 
to the erratic policy of the United States so 
as to avoid provoking the csscntially pcacc- 
ful (though dangerous if aroused) Soviet 
colossus.” 

Actions speak louder than words, but a 
combination of propaganda and prcssure 
would hit the Western democracies where 
they were and arc most vulnerabl~-in thc 
solar plexus of public opinion. 

Third, during the tlecadc of dCtentc the 
Soviets repeatedly utilized their dccpcned 
undcrstanding of bourgeois democracy to 
outmaneuver the United States in the anns 
race. the Third World, Western Europc, and 
so forth. One cannot hclp hut comc away 
with the impression that Sovict diplomacy 
in the ’70s far surpassed that of the United 
States in skill and sophistication. Moscow 
scomd moral and p)litic;il victories in Af- 
rica (Angola and Ethiopia), the Middle East 
(South Ycmcn), Southeast Asia (Vietnam, 
hos, and Kampuchea), and. most rcccntly. 
in Central Anierica (Nicaragua and, pcr- 
haps. El Salvador). Even Afghanistan, 
which many observers in the West have, 
perhaps wishfully, called “a Soviet Vict- 
nam,” turned out to he surprisingly man- 
ageable, both internslly and externally . The 
edge was taken olf thc U.S. response by 
its capitalists’ appetite for profits: 

“Business firms trading with Russia saw 
their canceled orders bcing filled by their 
German, French, etc., compcfitors. F m -  
ers complained that it was unfair to place 
upon them the main burden of Washing- 
ton’s resolve to teach the Soviets a lesson.” 

In contrast to the American experience 
in Indochina, “the Krcmlin had expected- 
up to now corrcctly-that I Afghanistan’s] 
impact on the domcstio sccnc would bc min- 
imal.” 

Of coursc Moscow has had setbacks and 
will continue to face troublcsomc situations 
close to home, as the estranged relations 
with China. the restlessness of Poland. and 
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-1he personal testimony of spokes- 
persons from many Chris t ian 
traditions argues powerfully for 
an end to the  nuclear arms racc. 
Daniel Rrrrigan, Billy Graham, 
Virginia Raniey Mollenkott, 

hard Mouw, and others  tell 5 :  .’ . : .  ..<.,:. ’ .: . .  , . . : 
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the recalcitrance of Afghanistan serve to 
remind. But the basic pattern of Soviet for- 
eign policy, Ulam thinks, is unlikely to 
change because “the whole process and 
rhetoric of expansion” has become so much 
a part of the regime’s modus opcrandi that 
applying the brakes “would throw into il 
turmoil not only the Soviet bloc, but con- 
ceivably the USSR itself.” 

Arbatov and Ulani seem to agree on onc 
thing: The Soviet Union has turned the ta- 
bles on the United States. Sincc thc ‘50s 
the emphasis has shiftcd from Anicrica’s 
policy of military containment directed 
against Moscow to the Soviet Union’s pol- 
icy of political/diplomatic countcrcontain- 
mcnt directcd against Washington. So long 
as the United States can he contained (or 
politically isolated) in the North, the Soviet 
Union will have a good deal of room to 
maneuver in the south. The only hopc of 
breaking out of this socialist encirclement. 
in Ulam’s opinion, is for the US., Wcstcrn 
Europe, and Japan to coordinate thcir pol- 
icies more effectively. Arbatov would no 
doubt take exception to Ulam’s conclusion 
that “it is only Wcstcrn unity and statcs- 
manship that can provide conditions for al- 
laying the East-West conflict and removing 
the main obstacles on the mad to real pcacc.” 
But. then. the destruction of that unity, as 
these two books clearly attest, remains the 
principal aim of Soviet policy toward the 
West. 
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CRISIS AND CONFLICT: WORLD 
NEWS REPORTING BETWEEN 
TWO WORLD WARS 1920-1940 

by Robert W. Desmond 
(University of Iowa Press; xii+518 pp.; 
530.00) 

INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVES 
ON NEWS 

edited by L. Emln Atwood, Stuart J. 
Bullion, and Sharon M. Murphy 

(Southern Illinois University h s s ;  xii f 203 
pp.; $13.95) 

Arnold Zeitlin 

The period between the world wars was for 
the news media a time of lcarning to deal 
with totalitarian regimes. particularly in Eu- 
r o ~ .  Not that “authoritarianism was new 
in the world; quite the contrary,” Write5 
Robert W. Desmond. But “by 1920. it had 
bcen supplanted almost entirely by democ- 
racies and constitutional monarchies under 
which the people enjoyed individual free- 
doms and privilcges.” Among the countries 
that denied civil liberties was newly Bol- 
shevik Russia and soon the Italy of Benito 
Mussolini, himself a newspapcr proprietor 
and editor. Then camc Hitler and Francisco 
Franco. who rates here precisely one ref- 
ercncc. The book. in fact. almost com- 
pletely dismisses the Spanish Civil War, 
despite its role as a training ground for a 
generation of news comxpndcnts who 
would set a pattern for coverage of the world 
war to follow, 

Breaking down the world into geograph- 
ical units, Desmond lists first the corrc- 
spondents who covered them. thcn the 
ncwspapers and news agencies based there. 
His stock is names, and he secs little need 
to search fcx themes. One correspondent 
after another niarchcs across these pages; 
what is advertised as history becomes a 
maddening directory of who was in which 
country when. Such is the situation, for 
example. with p r  Gugliclmo Enianuel, 
listd as head of the Rome bunxu of Heat ’s  
:ntemational News Service from 1925 to 
1935. “An Italian citizen, he was arrested 
in 1935 on political charges and hcld in- 
communicado.” Not a word on what the 
man wrote. And that is the last mention of 
his name. 

Near the end of this Baedcker, Dcs-  
mond’s survey takes on contemporary rel- 
cvmce. He has Hermann Giiring, the builder 
of the Nazi Luftwaffe, complaining in a 
March, 1933, speech a few wccks after the 
Reichstag tire that foreign correspondents 
based in Berlin were filing “exaggerated 
repnrts.” Giiring’s rcmarks. of course. were 

part of a campaign against what the gov- 
ernment labeled “false reporting.” Expul- 
sions and news control followed. part of 
the widespread pattern of suppression in 
Nazi Germany. Although the Nazis have 
been suppressed, if not totally eliminated, 
today’s tyrants arc illso likely to complain 
of the bias, the exaggeration, and the lack 
of balance of the reporting by foreign cor- 
respondents. It  is easy for us to see now 
what the Nazis wen: up to fifty years ago, 
and easier still to condemn them. We seem, 
however. to have developed a respectful 
deafness and blindness to the same com- 
plaints of today’s tyrants.. We make fash- 
ionable distinctions. such as that between 
authoritarianism and totalitarianism, and 
succeed mercly in distinguishing “our” dic- 
tators from “theirs.” 

Thc fashion is nicely illustrated in Inter- 
nutional Perspectives on News, a collection 
of lectures and informal comments fmm a 
1981 symposium of journalists and d u -  
cators at Southern Illinois University. 

Kaarlc Nordenstreng, a Finnish professor 
of journalism, suggests the need for a plu- 
ralism of news sources, noting that the press 
of Poland, Hungary, and Yugoslavia scored 
high grades, as did a Finnish Communist 
newspaper, bccausc it took the services of 
both Reuters and Tass, while the American 
and British media ranked low because they 
depended almost solely on Western sou~ces. 
Georgina R. Encanto. a professor of jour- 
nalism at the University of the Philippines, 
reports on efforts to wean the Philippine 
press from “Wcstcm traditions of bad news” 
and to encourage it, as she delicately puts 
it ,  to “take B more positive stance toward 
national affairs by publicizing the govem- 
ment’s development programs and encour- 
aging the people to support these 
programs.. . .” She concludes that the Phil- 
ippine press has bcen ineffective in assum- 
ing such a stance, and she suggests numerous 
initiatives to improve media pcrformance. 
None of these suggestions includes the sim- 
ple one of freeing the press of governmental 
control, whether imposed by martial law or 
the constitutional dictatorship President 
Marcos has evolved to replace it. 

The most valuable sections of the col- 
lection are those in which journalists from 
Egypt, China, and Korea describe how the 
United States is portraycd in the media of 
other countries. (And if any nation in the 
world has the right to complain about false 
or exaggcratcd rcporting, it is the United 
States ....) 

The book serves as a rcmindcr that in the 
West, as well as in the developing coun- 
tries, the media is still fighting battles- 
fifty years after G o r i n g 4 0  retain the right 


