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GENERAL

UN’s Growing Role in World Peace Discussed

91CM0461A Beijing SHIJIE ZHISHI [WORLD
AFFAIRS] in Chinese No 1077, 16 Apr 91 pp 20-21

[Article by Liu Enzhao (0491 1869 3564): “Achieve-
ments of and Prospects for United Nations’ Actions in
Upholding Peace”]

[Text] “This is one of the most successful creative acts of
the United Nations; in a very unique way it has extended
the influence of the Security Council to conflict areas...”

An act of the United Nation to maintain peace is “an
action initiated by the United Nations to help maintain
or restore peace in conflict areas, including the involve-
ment of military personnel.” Although not explicitly
stated in the “Charter of the United Nations,” this kind
of effective peacekeeping measure has been initiated and
developed in the peacekeeping practices of the United
Nations. Peacekeeping actions comprise: UN peace-
keeping forces, UN military observer groups, UN assis-
tance groups, UN mediation groups, UN security
detachments, etc. Up to the present, the United Nations
has on 18 occasions dispatched military peacekeeping
forces and military observer groups, a personnel of about
50,000, to various trouble spots in the world, and there
are presently still over 10,000 UN personnel on such
assignments.

Purpose Peacekeeping action is undertaken for the pur-
pose of bringing about a relaxation of tensions or to
contain conflicts, and also to prevent the spread of
partial and local conflicts that threaten world peace.
Specific measures are the dispatch of military peace-
keeping forces or military observer teams to the areas of
conflict, with the approval of the Security Council or the
General Assembly and with the consent of the parties
concerned. Their tasks and the scope of their action and
authority to act is determined by the conditions of time
and place, and more or less comprise: observation,
situation reports, supervision of cease-fire, armistice, or
cessation of hostility arrangements, executing agree-
ments for the disengagement of forces, supervising and
urging troop withdrawals or return of prisoners by the
parties concerned, controlling demarcation lines, cease-
fire lines or disengagement areas between belligerents,
preventing illegal border violations or military infiltra-
tions, supervising local elections, promoting indepen-
dence of colonies and the self-determination of peoples,
upholding public security, protecting and repatriating
refugees, protecting the normal activities of common
people, and carrying out humanitarian assistance.

Special Characteristics 1. International Character: The
force is an international force established by the United
Nations. Its personnel are provided voluntarily by
member states who are neutral in the dispute in ques-
tion. It is under the direction of the Secretary-General,
and its commander-in-chief, or the chairperson of the
observer group, is appointed by the Secretary-General. 2.
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Voluntary and Unforced Character: The force is dis-
patched with the consent of the host country or the
country directly involved in the dispute. The troops may
be lightly armed, but may use armed force only in
self-defense. 3. Noninterference and Neutrality: Peace-
keeping actions must maintain neutrality, must not
interfere or in any way exercise an influence on the
internal affairs of the host country, and must not show
partiality to either side. 4. Temporary Character: Peace-
keeping actions are temporary; once the dispute has been
resolved, the peacekeeping force shall be withdrawn
immediately. If a certain dispute cannot be resolved for
a long time, the extension of the stay of the peacekeeping
force must be approved by the Security Council.

The peacekeeping force has changed the traditional
character of military personnel and has set a historical
precedent, in that military force is not used to start war,
to assert rule by force, and not in the service of the
powerful and mighty, but in the service of preventing
human conflicts (said by Perez de Cuellar).

Development The peacekeeping activity started with the
establishment of the UN Palestine Truce Commission in
June of 1948 (on the outbreak of the first Middle East
war). For this task, the United Nations had at different
times dispatched over 500 people from 20 different
nations as military observers and logistic support groups,
and China too had sent a military observer team. Later,
the United Nations dispatched two military observer
groups to the India-Pakistan border, two emergency
forces to the borders of Israel, Egypt, and Syria, two
military observer groups and a temporary military force
to the Golan Heights in Southern Lebanon and Syria,
three peacekeeping forces to Kongo, Yemen, and
Cyprus, a security force to West Irian, and sent a
delegation of the Secretariat to the Dominican Republic.
During the last few years, an increasing number of
military observer groups have been sent out by the
United Nations. In 1988 the United Nations sent out
three forces, namely mediation teams to be stationed in
Afghanistan and Pakistan, to supervise the withdrawal of
Soviet troops from Afghanistan, a UN military observer
group to be stationed in Iran and Iraq to supervise the
cease-fire between these two countries, and a UN “ver-
ification mission” to Angola, to supervise the with-
drawal of Cuban troops from Angola. In 1989 again, the
United Nations sent out three observer groups, a UN
transition assistance group to Namibia, to assist in a
cease-fire between Namibian guerrillas and South
African troops, supervise the disengagement of South
African troops and free elections in Namibia; an
observer team to monitor the elections in Nicaragua and
a UN Central American observer team to supervise the
cessation of hostilities in the Nicaragua-Honduras
region, to accept the weapons of the disarming Contras,
and to supervise the elections in Nicaragua. Presently,
peacekeeping actions under consideration comprise the
stationing of a peacekeeping force in Cambodia, in the
Western Sahara, and on the Irag-Kuwait border. Because
of their “decisive contribution toward upholding the
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‘United Nations Charter’ and the peaceful resolution of
conflicts,” the UN Peacekeeping Forces received the
1988 Nobel Peace Prize.

Limitations and Difficulties Although UN peacekeeping
actions have frequently been successful, they are con-
strained by certain limitations and difficulties. First,
they must be approved by a resolution of the UN
Security Council or of the General Assembly, which
must authorize the Secretary-General to organize, guide,
and direct the movement of the troops. Second, troops
may be dispatched only after consent by the host country
or the party involved. Third, it is a military force of a
neutral and unforced character, which may use its arms
only in self-defense, and cannot, therefore, fight the
powerful assault of defying forces. Fourth, operational
funds are always extremely restricted. Even with all these
difficulties, the UN peacekeeping forces are still carrying
out their arduous tasks of keeping the peace in the
various parts of a world beset by turbulent upheavals and
frequent conflicts.

China’s Attitude All governments and peoples now
highly esteem and vigorously support the peacekeeping
functions of the United Nations. China is attaching
utmost importance to these peacekeeping activities. In
1982 China dispatched a military observer group to
participate in the peacekeeping action in the Middle
East. In 1988 China participated in the work of the UN
Special Peacekeeping Commission. In 1989 China again
sent a military observer group to participate in the work
of the UN Namibia transition assistance group. On 22
September 1988, Ambassador Li Luye, China’s standing
representative at the United Nations, addressed a letter
to the Secretary-General of the United Nations: “Peace-
keeping action has become the effective means of the
United Nations to preserve international peace and
security, has assisted in mitigating regional conflicts and
in resolving disputes. China is willing to make its con-
tributions to the peacekeeping actions in concert with
the UN Special Peacekeeping Commission.”

As there are today still many regional conflicts, and as
the demand for even more effective action by the United
Nations is growing stronger with each passing day, in the
future the peacekeeping actions of the United Nations
will assume an even more important function in main-
taining world peace, preventing conflicts, and estab-
lishing a new political and economic order in the world.

UNITED STATES

Human Rights Factor In U.S. Foreign Policy

91CM04584 Shanghai SHEHUI KEXUE [SOCIAL
SCIENCES] in Chinese No 4, 15 Apr 91 pp 7-11

[Article by Zhuang Yizhong (8369 0181 5883), Chinese
Academy of Social Sciences’ Economic Consulting
Center; Li Shen (2621 3947), responsible editor:
“Human Rights Factor in U.S. Foreign Policy”]
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[Text] In 1973 the U.S. Congress passed legislation
injecting the human rights factor into the making of U.S.
foreign policy. In 1977, the U.S. Department of State
established the Office of Human Rights and Humani-
tarian Affairs, thereby making human rights part of the
day-to-day operations of U.S. foreign policy. In the 14
years since the Carter Administration took office,
human rights has consistently been a key factor and a
major principle in U.S. foreign policy. Hence the claims
by the U.S. government that the United States is
defending human rights around the world by virtue of its
historical tradition, Congressional legislation, and pres-
idential proclamations.

The aim of the article is to briefly explain human rights
as an element in U.S. foreign policy and to draw appro-
priate conclusions about it.

The United States, claim U.S. politicians, was founded
on the principle that every person has inalienable rights,
that government is constituted to defend these rights,
and that government derives legitimate authority from
the people it governs. To prevent the restoration of
tyranny, the United States’ Founding Fathers fashioned
a two-edged weapon: checks and balances, on the one
hand, and civil rights and political rights for the people
on the other.

The Declaration of Independence, (adopted by the Con-
tinental Congress made up of representatives from the
Thirteen Colonies on 4 July 1776), which Karl Marx
called the ““first declaration of human rights,” declares:
“All men are created equal...and are endowed by their
Creator with certain inalienable rights, that among these
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.”

On 15 December 1791, the United States adopted the
Ten Amendments, also known as the “Bill of Rights,”
which wrote into law freedom of speech, freedom of the
press, freedom of religion, freedom of peaceful assembly,
and other rights and set up a system to safeguard
individual rights. However, at the time, the rights of U.S.
blacks were not protected.

The theoretical roots of the Declaration of Independence
and the Bill of Rights were the teachings of bourgeois
thinkers and philosophers of the Enlightenment, such as
the theory of natural rights, the *“social contract” theory,
and the idea of “popular sovereignty” of John Locke and
Rousseau. The basic principle of governance embraced
by Thomas Jefferson, the author of the Declaration of
Independence and the third U.S. president, was that of
treating every citizen equally and fairly. However, his
wishes were not realized by his successors.

The advocacy of “human rights diplomacy” by President
Carter was no historic breakthrough but a historically
inevitable development in the politics and diplomacy of
the United States.

Pragmatism has traditionally dominated the thinking of
U.S. foreign-policy makers. At the end of the 19th
century, idealism began to enjoy rising influence in U.S.
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foreign policy. Learning from the experience of World
War I and prompted by the desire to raise the United
States’ international stature, President Wilson proposed
the creation of the League of Nations and called for
self-determination for the colonies. The ‘“Fourteen
Points,” Wilson’s peace plan for ending the war,
included such idealistic elements as equal treatment in
trade, the signing of a peace treaty, and the granting of
self-determination to the colonies.

During World War 11, President Roosevelt outlined the
goals of U.S. foreign policy in his request for Congress to
pass the “Lend-Lease Act.” They included the “Four
Freedoms.” (These are freedom of speech, freedom of
worship, freedom from want, and freedom from fear.)

In 1945 President Truman declared that the premise for
peace among nations was a common respect for basic
human rights.

In 1946, the United Nations set up a Human Rights
Commission under its Economic and Social Council. On
10 December 1948, the third General Assembly of the
United Nations adopted the “Universal Declaration of
Human Rights” prepared under the direction of Eleanor
Roosevelt, widow of the late president, who was then the
first chairman of the UN Human Rights Commission.
The declaration enumerated several basic human rights,
which could be grouped into five categories: civil, polit-
ical, economic, social, and cultural.

As World War II ended and the Cold War descended,
however, the anti-fascist view of human rights of U.S.
politicians was quickly replaced by an anti-communist
view. Already in 1946, Secretary of State Marshall was
hinting obliquely at the Soviet government in his speech
at the opening session of the General Assembly. In 1948,
the Cold War between the United States and the Soviet
Union intensified. Guided by the “Truman Doctrine” of
‘“‘defending the free world,” the U.S. government made a
series of moves in response to so-called “proliferation of
Communist tyranny.” Between 1953 and 1960, as the
Cold War reached a boiling point, President Eisenhower
and the Congress were too preoccupied to bother about
human rights. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles,
straining to establish a global anti-communist alliance,
no longer involved himself in international human rights
activities. During the Kennedy and Johnson administra-
tions, both presidents pledged compliance with the
world convention of human rights. The latter even made
it possible for blacks to win civil rights at home.

Driven by Realpolitik considerations, President Nixon
never gave human rights a thought. His national security
adviser (and later secretary of state) Kissinger also
opposed any human rights resolution put forward in
Congress that might offend a foreign government.
Unhappy with the policy of the Nixon administration of
sidestepping the human rights issue, Congress held 40
hearings on the human rights situation in 18 countries
and regions in 1973, under the leadership of Represen-
tative Donald Frazer, chairman of the International

INTERNATIONAL 3

Organizations and Movements Subcommittee of the
House Committee of Foreign Affairs. In the spring of
1974, the House adopted the subcommittee’s report
(“Human Rights in the International Community: A
Call for U.S. Leadership”). The report made 29 policy
recommendations, the major ones being as follows: that
the government give preferential consideration to
human rights issue in the formulation of foreign policy,
that the State Department should undertake an internal
reorganization to ensure that the opinions of the various
policy-making levels on the issue of human rights are
heard; that the government make human rights an issue
at the United Nations and suspend military and eco-
nomic aid to any foreign government that persists in
violating human rights, that both government pro-
nouncements and secret diplomacy embody the spirit of
human rights; and that the United Nations and other
international organizations step up effort to safeguard
human rights. At Congressional urging, Nixon threw his
support behind Congressional adoption of the “anti-
genocide convention” and endorsed the Congress-
initiated resolution on protecting individuals and groups
from attacks by international terrorists.

After Gerald Ford took office, a string of bills passed by
Congress all included human rights provisions that the
government was enjoined to enforce. Among the laws
were the 1974 and 1976 amendments of the *“Foreign
Aid and Itemized Appropriation Act,” the 1974 amend-
ment of the “Foreign Trade Act,” the 1975 amendment
of the “International Development and Food Aid Act,”
and the “International Security Assistance and Military
Exports Control Act (1976).” In most cases, the Ford
Administration satisfied Congressional demands. In the
latter half of 1974, the second-highest ranking official in
the Office of International Organizations in the State
Department took charge of human rights affairs. All
regional offices and some functional offices in the State
Department (such as the Policy Planning Office, Security
Assistance Office, International Relations Coordination
Office, and the Agency for International Development)
all put special people in charge of human rights. In
mid-1975, the legal counsel of the State Department
named the assistant counsel to handle human rights
issues exclusively. In 1975 the State Department set up
the Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs Coordina-
tion Office to take charge of human rights matters and
refugee resettlement work. Under Kissinger, however,
the State Department moved cautiously on human rights
matters and resisted Congressional initiatives to some
extent. On 20 October 1976, Kissinger said that the
United States must realize that it had limited ability to
handle human rights matters in other nations and that
“quiet diplomacy” was often more effective than open
“crusades.” On 14 November 1975, the State Depart-
ment submitted its first human rights report “Human
Rights Conditions in Countries Receiving U.S Security
Assistance” to Congress through the President. The
conclusion of the report was that violations of human
rights occurred both in countries that received U.S. aid
and in countries that did not and that “quiet but
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effective diplomacy” by the U.S. government is the best
way to improve the status of human rights worldwide,

If the Nixon and Ford administrations often clashed
with Congress on human rights issues, then the gap
between the Carter Administration and Congress in this
area was much smaller. The series of laws passed by
Congress after 1973 on human rights provided a statu-
tory basis for Carter and authorized him to make human
rights the centerpiece of his foreign policy. Also there
was Carter’s own personal background and values.
Beginning in the Carter Administration, human rights
became an increasingly important factor in U.S. foreign
policy. In January 1977, a President Carter determined
to make U.S. foreign policy mirror his moral values said
in his inaugural address, “Our commitment to human
rights is total.” Carter was unhappy with the over-
empbhasis by his predecessors on the U.S.-Soviet conflict
even to the extent of making pro-Americanism and
anti-Sovietism the litmus test that foreign nations must
pass and refraining from criticizing military dictator-
ships for their human rights violations. He came to office
determined to push the cause of human rights in dicta-
torial and autocratic regimes that were allied or friendly
to the Unites States even as he continued to support
them. At the same time, he claimed that he would not
turn a blind eye to the socialist nations’ trampling upon
human rights, unlike his predecessors. Even as the
improvement of U.S.-Soviet relations became a major
goal of U.S. foreign policy, he did not seek to hide his
intention to use the “useful instrument” of human rights
to wage a “‘struggle of peace” with the Soviet Union. He
said that even if human rights became a bone of conten-
tion between the superpowers, he would not soften his
opposition to the Soviet Union. During his first several
months in office, human rights was the central issue in
U.S. foreign policy. No sooner had Secretary of State
Cyrus Vance assumed office than he declared, “We
pursue the goal of human rights because we too will
benefit from it.” On 30 April 1977, Vance defined
human rights as follows in a speech to the Georgetown
University Law Center: 1) individual rights not to be
infringed upon by the government; 2) the rights needed
to sustain life, such as the right to food, housing, health
care, and education; 3) personal freedom and political
freedom. Even as he stressed U.S. commitment to
human rights, Vance noted that the United States must
be realistic in promoting human rights and guard against
going to extremes and that it must not impose its values
on other nations. There were constraints on the United
States’ human rights policy, he poined out, which must
be applied flexibly depending on the conditions in each
country. The gist of Vance’s speech became the basic
guidelines for the State Department in the field of
human rights worldwide. According to Carter and
Vance, the interest of the U.S. government in human
rights expressed itself in bilateral relations and played a
part in such issues as weapons exports, foreign aid, and
the North-South dialogue. At the time, the United States
had diplomatic ties with 150 nations and regions. Carter
directed all government agencies to consider how a
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foreign government treated the basic freedoms of its own
citizens in handling bilateral relations.

On the one hand, the Carter Administration declared its
support for freedom and justice for every individual. On
the other hand, the unprecedented emphasis by Wash-
ington on human rights did not exclude a touch of
realism. This was how Vance sought to justify not
reducing aid to allies like South Korea, Iran, and Zaire:
The U.S. government must strike a balance between
demonstrating its concern for human rights and
achieving its economic and security objectives. What
Vance called “balance” was President Carter’s “prag-
matic” “human rights policy.” Behind this kind of
diplomacy was a dual guiding thought: 1) Establish the
United States as an ideal example, which is a feasible
way to conduct foreign affairs. Embracing moral values
can lay the most solid foundation for mobilizing and
expanding U.S. influence; and 2) The maintenance of the
powerful and humanitarian image of the United States
should be consistent with the nation’s strategic interests.
The pursuit of humanitarian goals should be subordinate
to the nation’s political and security interests. When all
is said and done, the Carter Administration recognized
that however important the human rights issue, it must
not be allowed to affect the relations between the United
States and other nations with strategic ties to Wash-
ington. For instance, while the United States made the
sale of conventional weapons to Latin American nations
contingent upon their protection of human rights, it gave
the human rights issue only minor consideration in
deciding whether or not to give military aid to friendly
nations like Egypt, Israel, South Yemen, and Saudi
Arabia.

The Carter Administration’s “human rights diplomacy”
was conducted mainly through four channels: 1) Talks.
When the Carter Administration believed a nation had
violated human rights, it would first indicate its concern
quietly through talks. When the Carter Administration
thought a government had been making progress on the
human rights front, it would also express its support
without breathing a word of it publicly; 2) Symbolic
Actions. When a U.S. official visited a foreign nation, he
would invariably look for opportunities to meet with
local dissidents and people who were exiled over human
rights issues. The Carter Administration also expressed
sympathy and support for people suppressed by a foreign
government and publicly condemned some governments
for violating human rights; 3) International Organiza-
tions. The Carter Administration often put the human
rights issue on multilateral agendas, used international
forums and judicial and quasi-judicial organs to publi-
cize human rights, and devoted itself to expanding the
United States’ role in international human rights orga-
nizations; and 4) Economic Sanctions. In accordance
with legislation passed by Congress, the Carter Admin-
istration suspended assistance to nations that violated
human rights unless the assistance in question would
make it possible for the poor in the host nation to obtain
food, housing, and medical care.
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Countries hit by “human rights diplomacy” usually
reacted sharply in a way unfavorable to the United
States, forcing the Carter Administration to resort to
“quiet diplomacy,” also known as private diplomacy,
even more to achieve its goals. The Carter Administra-
tion believed that under many circumstances, increased
contacts, the development of economic relations, and the
exchange of ideas might lead to an improvement in
human rights conditions in the nations involved in the
long haul. “Quiet diplomacy” is different from open
diplomacy, in which the United States would take a
stand openly on the human rights situation in a nation
and publicly put pressure on that country. The basic
modus operandi of the Carter Administration was to use
a mix of “quiet diplomacy” and open diplomacy, with
emphasis on the former. Its basic strategy was to alter-
nate the “carrot” (aid) with the “stick” (sanctions). This
modus operandi and strategy were inherited by the
Reagan and Bush administrations.

2

To conduct “human rights diplomacy,” the Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs Coordination Office in
the State Department was expanded and upgraded in
1977. Under Assistant Secretary of State Patricia Di Rui
[6611 3843], the office exercised considerable influence
in the foreign policy-making process by feeding policy-
makers with a stream of policy recommendations
relating to human rights. In addition, the State Depart-
ment set up a joint committee on human rights and
foreign assistance to coordinate and supervise the
human rights policies of the State Department. The State
Department assigned special human rights officials to
most embassies. Their responsibility is to report on the
human rights conditions in the host nations and assess
the effectiveness of the United States’ effort to promote
human rights there. The Policy Planning Office of the
State Department was also charged with the formulation
of human rights policy. Because of Carter’s stress on
human rights, the National Security Council and the
White House also began tackling human rights matters.
Zbigniew Brzezinski, national security adviser to Presi-
dent Carter, named an official on the council as liaison
to non-government organizations.

The strongest support for the Carter Administration’s
“human rights diplomacy” came from Congress, which
took a series of actions to ensure that human rights
remained a key consideration in foreign policy making.
Under a law passed by Congress, President Carter was
required to submit to Congress a report on human rights
conditions in all developing nations that enjoyed most-
favored-nation treatment. Beginning in 1978, Secretary
of State Vance submitted to Congress each year a report
written by Di Rui, the ssistant secretary of state for hman
rghts and humanitarian affairs, on the human rights
situation in nations that received U.S. security aid. The
Carter Administration’s “human rights diplomacy”
received bipartisan support in the nation.

In 1981, the Republican administration of Ronald
Reagan succeeded the Democratic administration of
Jimmy Carter. In his first press conference, President
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Reagan declared that he would put human rights at the
top of his international agenda, attaching to it the same
importance as arms control. In the early days of his
administration, Reagan’s human rights diplomacy was
influenced by the Kirkpatrick Doctrine and differed
from Carter’s “human rights diplomacy.” In his “human
rights memorandum” submitted to Congress in October
1981, President Reagan put forward a dual standard for
his human rights policy, namely a positive standard
(furthering and spreading democratic values and putting
the Soviet government on the defensive) and a negative
standard (the United States would merely criticize,
instead of taking action against, an ally for its human
rights violations). Guided by this “dual standard,” the
Reagan Administration was in office for only 9 months
when it requested that military aid to Argentina, Chile,
Uruguay, and Guatemala, which had previously been cut
off, be restored. Toward the end of his first term, he
adopted a dual-track policy toward the Soviet Union,
beefing up “total confrontation” and “limited roliback”
while negotiating with Moscow at the same time,
Echoing the philosophy behind Carter’s “human rights
diplomacy,” Reagan declared, “Wherever there are
human rights violations, free people must get involved.”
Abandoning its dual-standard human rights policy, the
Reagan Administration proclaimed its opposition to any
form of dictatorial rule, left or right. Compared to the
Carter Administration, the Reagan Administration
relied more on open diplomacy, using a combination of
exposure and pressure. In its annual report on human
rights compliance submitted to Congress, the Reagan
Administration took an interest in the human rights
situation in the Soviet Union, Poland, Hungary,
Romania, Ccheoslovakia, Korea, Vietnam, and Cuba,
among other nations. In addition, 15 non-socialist
nations were also featured in the human rights report.

The second Reagan Administration followed a “dual
policy.” On the one hand, it “opposed any activity by a
foreign government that violated human rights.” On the
other hand, it was “devoted to strengthening democracy
in the long haul.” The goal pursued by the Reagan
Administration was also a dual one: part humanitar-
ian—"“improving the quality of life for all mankind by
improving the human rights situation worldwide” and
part “‘pragmatic”’~—putting human rights policy to work
for the United States’ global political interests and
national security. The Reagan Administration’s human
rights policy, so claimed Secretary of State George
Shultz, was both a “pragmatic policy” and an “‘idealistic
policy.” This policy continued to enjoy the support of
the entire Capitol Hill. Many agencies under Congress
remained in constant contact with the Office of Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs in the State Depart-
ment. It was a routinely busy office, staffed by more than
50 people, up from 30 or so in the Carter Administra-
tion.

The Reagan Administration’s human rights policy was in
turn continued by the Bush Administration. In 1989, the
Bush Administration explained to the whole world his
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human rights policy. He said that the United States’
interest in human rights lies at the heart of U.S. foreign
policy and that its human rights policy is global, not
targeting or excluding any particular country. While
human rights remains a major underlying principle of
U.S. foreign policy, it is not the only principle. Judging
from what the Bush Administration has done in the past
2 years, while its human rights policy has not departed
from the broad framework established by Carter and
Reagan, it has deeper strategic intent and displays a
greater measure of strategic flexibility.

Taking a broad sweep of history, this writer concludes as
follows:

1) U.S. politicians look to the ideas and philosophy of
the Founding Fathers as well as bourgeois thinkers of the
Enlightenment for guidancee in shaping their human
rights theory. Learning from World War II, they have
also added humanitarianism to their guiding thought. Its
notion of religious equality and desire for living, in
particular, appealed to the anti-dictator and anti-war
aspirations of people at home and abroad and so proved
acceptable to them. However, like all other bourgeois
theories, the United States’ human rights thinking has a
problem: it is divorced from practice to a large extent.
U.S. citizens have not yet achieved government non-
interference or the freedom to determine their own
destiny. Nor have they brought about democracy under
which they can choose their own government or full
“human rights.” According to Marxism, human rights
that mirror the commodity economy cannot transcend
state authority and class interests.

2) The foreign policy of successive U.S. governments
after World War Ii is made up of four major elements:
politics, security, economics, and values. Values in turn
consist primarily of four concepts—freedom, democ-
racy, human rights, and peace. In theory, the four
elements in U.S. foreign policy are equally important. In
actual practice, values, which belong in idealism, are
subordinate to the pragmatic elements of politics, secu-
rity, and economics. In other words, human rights con-
siderations take a back seat to such basic national
interests as politics, security, and economic interests.
Facts prove that the U.S. government has been playing
the role of regulator of the “brake valve” of national
interests all along. Once a human rights issue escalates to
a point where it threatens its national security and may
lead to national disintegration, the U.S. government
immediately closes the “valve” and modifies its policy
instantly.

3) The United States’ human rights policy has had a
certain impact on Western nations. Of the migrants
pouring into the United States today, some have left
their homeland influenced by U.S. human rights propa-
ganda. In most cases, the United States’ private diplo-
macy on behalf of human rights has been of no avail
while its open diplomacy has also run into snags and
been foiled everywhere. In recent years the human rights
situation has indeed improved in some nations and
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regions, but such improvement is not necessarily the
result of the United States” human rights policy but the
outcome of a change of government or the emergence of
a new leader in the nation concerned. Or it may be the
result of concessions made by the government. In con-
trast, the human rights factor in U.S. foreign policy has
only a limited impact on most foreign nations. Never-
theless, the understanding that basic human rights must
be protected will influence the domestic and foreign
policies of all nations to an extent that must not be
underestimated.

4) There are two glaring weaknesses about the human
rights element in the United States’ foreign policy, which
have led to international conflicts. One, it is anti-
communist and anti-socialist. Two, it violates the prin-
ciple of non-intervention in the internal affairs of
another country. Despite his facade of impartiality,
Carter still continued the “Cold War” on the U.S. side.
Reagan’s human rights policy was even more anti-
communist than Carter’s. Bush is preoccupied with
promoting and encouraging “political pluralization and
the development of a free market economy” in socialist
nations. This misguided U.S. foreign policy can only
saddie its own people with a heavy burden and cause
them serious losses, in addition to putting additional
pressure on socialist nations and forcing them to make a
response. When the human rights policy of the U.S.
government serves the national interests of the bour-
geoisie and becomes an instrument for attacking its
opponent, Washington cannot but have to interfere in
the internal affairs of another nation. U.S. human rights
policy, characterized by an involvement in the human
rights situation in other nations, precisely mirrors the
psyche of the U.S. government today—posed as
“defender of democracy” and determined to always
employ U.S. forces. It can be said with certainty that a
policy of imposing one’s values on international rela-
tions is unfeasible in today’s world.
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[Text] Mikhail Gorbachev has been in charge in the
Kremlin for six years now. During these six years, the
Soviet Union’s foreign policy has undergone great
changes; policy toward the Asian Pacific region has been
one important aspect of this change. Because of the
continually growing political and economic importance
of the Asian Pacific region in the world, its position in
Gorbachev's international strategy has grown more and
more important. His strategic goal is to become a player
in the Asian Pacific region, participate actively in the
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political and economic internationalization of the
region, establish a mechanism for security and coopera-
tion on its eastern front based upon the model provided
by the Conference for Security and Cooperation in
Europe, and to assure a peaceful international environ-
ment so that the Soviet Union can obtain economic aid.
The Soviet Union has always viewed China, the United
States, and Japan as the principal adversaries on its
eastern front, so these nations have naturally been the
main targets of Gorbachev’s new policy in the Asian
Pacific region. Changes in the relationship between the
Soviet Union and these three countries are a concrete
reflection of readjustments in the Soviet Union’s Asian
Pacific policy and the results of those readjustments.

The United States: From Confrontation Towards
Searching for Cooperation

Since the end of World War 11, the Soviet Union has
consistently looked upon the situation in the Asian
Pacific region through the lens of Soviet-U.S. confronta-
tion, and it is from this point of departure that it has
always dealt with relations with the Asian Pacific region.
The focus of the Soviet Union’s Asian Pacific policy has
been to oust U.S. power and influence from this region.
Its main objective has been to seek military and strategic
equilibrium with the United States, and then to achieve
superiority over the United States. Toward this end, the
Soviet Union has devoted huge amounts of human,
material, and financial resources toward developing its
military strength in the Asian Pacific region in an effort
to seize points of strategic importance. Not only did the
Soviet Union fail to achieve its objective, but many
countries in the Asian Pacific region actually began to
look upon the existence of the Soviet Union there as the
main threat, with the result that the Soviet Union
became isolated in the Asian Pacific region.

Since Gorbachev has come to power, the Soviet Union’s
attitude toward the U.S. presence in the Asian Pacific
region has undergone a gradual change. This change has
taken place in several distinct phases.

The first phase was right after Gorbachev came to power.
On 21 May 1985, during a banquet welcoming Indian
Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi, Gorbachev proposed an
“All Asia Conference.” Later he wrote a letter to the
heads of state of the Asian nations asking for their
support. It was apparent from the list of nations which
would be allowed to attend this proposed conference that
the Soviet Union at that time continued to reject the
U.S. presence in the Asian Pacific region and still wanted
to use the Soviet geographical presence as an excuse to
eliminate U.S. involvement in the affairs of the region.
This attitude was also apparent in the content of Soviet
periodicals, particularly in the Soviet government’s
statement on Asian Pacific affairs which was released on
23 April 1986. In this statement, the Soviet Union
blasted the Pacific Economic Cooperation Conference
(PECC), which was mainly under the influence of the
United States and Japan, criticizing that the United
States and Japan had created a “Pacific community,”
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and that the PECC was “an Oriental version of NATO.”
The first change occurred in July 1986, when Gorbachev
indicated in his Vladivostok speech that the Soviet
attitude toward the United States had undergone a major
readjustment. In his speech, Gorbachev stated that the
United States “indisputably had significant economic
and political interests” in the Asian Pacific region, and
that “without the United States, without the participa-
tion of the United States, issues of Asian Pacific coop-
eration and security cannot be resolved to the satisfac-
tion of all parties.” Gorbachev also spoke positively of
the PECC for the first time, indicating that the Soviet
Union was interested in joining. In this speech he raised
a new proposal, suggesting a “Conference of Asian
Pacific Nations” in which the United States would
participate and in which all parties would discuss
regional security and cooperation issues. The Vladi-
vostok speech indicated that the Soviet Union had
adopted a pragmatic attitude towards the U.S. presence
in the Asian Pacific region, and that the Soviet Union
was shifting from an attitude of rejection of the United
States toward one of acknowledgment and acceptance.

However, for more than two years following this speech,
relations between the Soviet Union and the United
States in this region remained the same as ever. In the
words of Gorbachev, the Soviet Union “approves of
active U.S. participation in Asian Pacific affairs” and “is
making every effort to search for points in common with
the United States with regard to Asian Pacific regional
issues,” but the United States is “showing suspicion, and
attempting to spread suspicion among the people and
nations of the Asian Pacific region.” The Soviet Union
felt that U.S. participation “should be on an equal basis”
but the United States was “putting on the airs of a
powerful country and playing hardball.” In short, there
was “no understanding” in U.S.-Soviet relations (see
Gorbachev’s speech in Krasnoyarsk, September 1988).
In reality, the key factor affecting bilateral relations was
the fact that even though the Soviet Union had changed
its attitude toward the U.S. presence in the Asian Pacific
region and now took a pragmatic attitude towards the
situation instead of trying to crowd the United States
out, its basic objective was still to rein the United States
in. All of Gorbachev’s proposals were aimed directly at
the United States, including his concrete idea about the
establishment of an Asian Pacific security and coopera-
tion body, as well as the new suggestions contained later
in the seven points raised in his Krasnoyarsk speech. All
of these proposals included calls for the prohibition of
nuclear proliferation in the Asian Pacific region, the
restriction of naval activities, and the elimination of
foreign military bases. The United States believed that
these proposals directly affected its interests. In partic-
ular, at the same time that the Soviet Union was
attempting to restrict the U.S. military presence, it was
continuing to expand its Pacific fleet in order to balance
its operational capabilities on both fronts, and the
Pacific fleet had become one of the four most powerful
fleets in the Soviet navy. At the very time when the
presence of United States bases in the Soviet Union was
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becoming problematic, the Soviet Union was stepping
up efforts to expand its naval base in Camranh Bay. At
the same time, conflicts in Afghanistan and Cambodia
had not been resolved. The United States was not willing
to see the influence of the Soviet Union in the Asian
Pacific increase, and was especially unwilling to see the
Soviet Union’s military power there increase. Therefore,
it responded negatively to the Soviet Union’s stance, and
the two nations continued in a standoff in the Asian
Pacific region. In order to change this situation, the
Soviet Union stepped up its commitment in 1988 by
adopting a series of measures. In December of that year,
Gorbachev announced to the United Nations General
Assembly that within two years the Soviet Union would
unilaterally reduce its armed forces in Asia by 200,000
men, which included the reduction in the Far East of
twelve army divisions, the disbanding of eleven aviation
regiments, and the retirement of sixteen fighting ships
(nine large surface ships and seven submarines) from the
Pacific fleet. In late 1989, the Soviet Union gradually
began withdrawing its naval and airborne forces from
Camranh Bay. The activities of the Pacific fleet were also
noticeably reduced. The aforementioned statements and
actions by the Soviet Union began to receive cautious
welcome from the United States.

A further readjustment of the Soviet attitude toward the
U.S. presence in the Asian Pacific region occurred in
1990. This readjustment was in line with other readjust-
ments in U.S.-Soviet relations throughout the world.
From a global standpoint, the Soviet Union and the
United States “no longer looked upon each other as
enemies, but were beginning to establish a relationship
based on partnership and cooperation™ (See Shevard-
nadze’s speech in Vladivostok on 4 September 1990). In
the Asian Pacific region, the Soviet Union and the
United States also began to “search for opportunities for
cooperation within the context of efforts to resolve the
problems and conflicts in the Asian Pacific region” (see
the joint communique from the Soviet-U.S. foreign
ministers’ talks on 2 August 1990 in Irkutsk). In other
words, the policy of the Soviet Union toward the United
States in Southeast Asia had switched from a search for
mutual acknowledgement and understanding and had
moved on toward a search for cooperation.

This further change in the Soviet attitude was due
primarily to the following factors: First, in terms of the
larger picture, drastic changes began occurring in Eastern
Europe in late 1989. The situation in Europe and world-
wide was undergoing a great change, and the influence of
the United States and the Soviet Union was on the wane,
while that of Germany and Japan was on the rise, so the
Soviet Union and the United States both felt a need to
rely on each other in order to maintain their positions as
superpowers. Second, from the standpoint of the Asian
Pacific region, the Soviet Union was beginning to feel
that its main threat had shifted. Because of Japan’s
growing economic strength and military potential, the
Soviet Union felt that the greater threat was from Japan
and that it should rely upon the strength of the United
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States to curb Japan. Third, the Soviet Union was
anxious to participate in Asian Pacific economic coop-
eration, It felt that the United States was playing the
main guiding role in many important organizations of
economic cooperation in the Asian Pacific region, and
that the United States had an important influence.
Therefore, it wanted to establish a relationship of coop-
eration with the United States, and it wanted to get the
United States to open the door to economic contact with
the Asian Pacific region. The Soviet Union looked upon
the establishment of close economic ties with the Asian
Pacific nations as a fundamental guarantee of its ability
to eliminate security threats. The Soviet Union hoped
that the establishment of a cooperative relationship with
the United States would spur other countries to adopt a
different attitude toward the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union hopes to achieve a lot by establishing
a cooperative relationship with the United States in the
Asian Pacific region, and it has made a great effort to
achieve this end. For example, it quickly established
diplomatic relations with South Korea, gave recognition
to the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, etc. Rapprochement
between the Soviet Union and the United States has
elicited positive response within the United States. Some
Americans believe that Soviet intentions have changed,
and that its military presence in the Asian Pacific region
is now defensive in nature, so increased Soviet partici-
pation, with conditions, in Asian Pacific affairs is accept-
able. However, no matter whether the Soviet Union is
seeking an understanding with the United States or a
cooperative relationship, an important Soviet goal in the
Asian Pacific region is to lower the level of military
confrontation between the United States and the Soviet
Union there, thereby reducing the U.S. military pres-
ence. There has not been the slightest progress in this
area so far. The United States remains ever alert to this
Soviet intention and to the modernization of its military
forces in the Far East, and the United States has not had
a positive attitude toward Soviet participation in Asian
Pacific economic cooperation. For this reason, the
Soviet Union feels that Soviet-U.S. relations in the Asian
Pacific region are out of step with the overall climate of
worldwide relations between the two countries, particu-
larly given the understanding that the two countries have
reached in Europe and the overall desire to resolve major
problems in their bilateral relations. In other words, the
reality of U.S.-Soviet relations in the Asian Pacific
region differs widely from that which the Soviet Union
hopes to achieve. The Soviet Union is dissatisfied and
anxious about this situation.

China: Normalizing Relations

In its relations with the major countries of the Asian
Pacific region, the Soviet Union has brought about the
greatest changes and successes in its relations with
China.

For a long time, the Soviet Union has regarded China as
one of the major hostile forces in the Asian Pacific
region, and it has looked upon the 7,000-kilometer
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Sino-Soviet border running East and West as one of the
two major axes of military confrontation in the Asian
Pacific region (the other axis being the one running
North and South between the Soviet Union and the
United States/Japan). This situation began to change in
the latter Brezhnev period, and after Gorbachev came to
power the change was even clearer.

There are several reasons why Gorbachev changed
Soviet policy toward China: First, in order to carry out
domestic reform, he urgently needed peace on his bor-
ders. Second, China’s foreign policy underwent readjust-
ment. The Twelfth Congress of the Communist Party of
China in 1982 established an independent and autono-
mous foreign policy for China; China would neither ally
with any superpower, nor would it establish a strategic
relationship with any superpower. The Soviet Union felt
that the conditions for improving bilateral relations were
present. Third, after its reforms, China underwent great
change, and there were corresponding changes in the
relative strength of China and the Soviet Union as well
as in their position in the Asian Pacific region. China’s
economic strength has grown greatly, and it no longer
relies on Soviet aid. In its political and economic rela-
tions with the Asian Pacific nations, China is even ahead
of the Soviet Union. At the same time that the Soviet
Union was being seen by the nations of the Asian Pacific
region as the major threat and was the subject of suspi-
cion and distrust, China, on the basis of the five princi-
ples of peaceful coexistence, was developing friendly
relations with most of these nations, and it was playing a
positive role in regional affairs. When the Soviet Union
was just beginning to work to establish broad economic
ties with the Asian Pacific nations, China had already
developed close economic cooperation with the United
States, Japan, and the newly industrialized countries and
territories in the Asian Pacific region. For this reason,
the Soviet Union places a great deal of importance upon
China’s position and role in the Asian Pacific region.

After Gorbachev became the general secretary of the
Soviet Communist Party, he soon chose China as the
area to make the first breakthrough in his strategy to
improve the Soviet position in the Asian Pacific region.
He made several important readjustments in the Soviet-
China policy: First, he accorded China a position of
much greater importance within the Soviet scheme of
diplomatic affairs. The Soviet Union publicly and pri-
vately acknowledged the important role of China in the
world and in the Asian Pacific region, and stated the
belief that without China’s participation, no major world
problem could be solved. In its diplomatic agenda, the
Soviet Union attached greater importance to China, and
in its relations with the Asian Pacific nations, the Soviet
Union had in reality placed China in the position of
premier importance. Second, a switch was made from
the Brezhnev China policy, which was backed up by a
military threat. After Gorbachev came to power, the
Soviet Union publicly stated that China did not repre-
sent a threat. Gorbachev stated in 1986 in Vladivostok
that the Soviet Union would withdraw its troops from
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Mongolia and reduce its forces along the Sino-Soviet
border, and he further agreed to the Chinese proposals
that troops along the Sino-Soviet border be reduced to
the minimum number commensurate with relations
between the two countries. He stated that the Soviet
forces stationed along the Chinese border would be
restructured into a ‘‘defensive posture.” Third, the
Soviet Union took varying degrees of action to do away
with the other two major obstacles—Afghanistan and
Cambodia. Between 1986 and 1988, the Soviet Union
withdrew all of its forces from Afghanistan, and by
putting pressure on Vietnam, it played a definite role in
spurring a solution to the Cambodian problem. Fourth,
the Soviet Union changed its attitude concerning the
relations between China and the countries on China’s
borders, now choosing to persuade and prompt these
countries to improve their relations with China. These
actions created the necessary conditions for normaliza-
tion of relations between the two countries.

The most important event in the recent history of
Sino-Soviet bilateral relations was Gorbachev’s visit to
China in May 1989. A bilateral joint communique was
released in which the Soviet Union affirmed the five
principles of peaceful coexistence as the basis for devel-
oping bilateral relations. They “finished with the past,
and opened a path toward the future,” and normaliza-
tion of bilateral relations was accomplished. Soon there-
after, normalization of relations between the two com-
munist parties was also accomplished.

Since that time, progress has been made on several fronts
in Sino-Soviet relations:

Political relations have developed in a steady manner.
High level leaders have maintained contact. In April
1990, China’s Premier Li Peng made an official visit to
the Soviet Union and took concrete steps to “open a path
to the future.” Relations between China and the Soviet
Union reached a new level. Both parties expressed a
hope to do a lot of pragmatic work to expand contacts
and cooperation between the two countries so that
bilateral relations could develop in a stable and healthy
manner. During Li Peng’s visit, the two governments
signed four agreements on economic and technological
cooperation. Afterwards, normal military, parliamen-
tary, and governmental intercourse developed.

There has been some progress in border negotiations.
The Sino-Soviet border issue is a historical problem
which has gone unsolved for a long time. When Gor-
bachev said in his July 1986 speed in Vladivostok that
the “main navigational channel” could be taken as the
eastern border between the two countries, China
responded positively. The two countries established a
border negotiation team and resumed border negotia-
tions. When Gorbachev visited China, the Soviet Union
and China went further to affirm the guiding principle
behind the efforts to resolve the border problem—
“finding a fair and reasonable solution to the Sino-Soviet
border problem left by history in a manner consistent
with the relevant current Sino-Soviet border treaties,
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and on the basis of publicly accepted principles of
international law, always with a spirit of mutual under-
standing and consultation between equals.” At the same
time, the leaders of the two countries discussed stepping
up discussions on sections of the border where there are
disagreements “in order to formulate a method for
solving simultaneously the eastern and western border
questions in a manner that both sides find acceptable.”
The two sides have made some progress on the border
question, and so far the overall attitude of the Soviet
Union is positive.

Troop reduction negotiations continue. When Gor-
bachev visited China, the two sides reached agreement
for the first time on the general principles of troop
reduction along their borders when they “agreed to take
measures to reduce military forces along the border to
the lowest level consistent with normal, friendly, bilat-
eral relations.” Afterwards, each nation established
working teams composed of diplomatic and military
specialists which began working in November 1989 to
draft an agreement on a reduction of the number of
troops stationed along the border. The visit by Li Peng to
the Soviet Union in April 1990 hastened the signing of
an “agreement regarding the guiding principles gov-
erning the mutual reduction of troops on the Sino-Soviet
border and the strengthening of trust in the military
sphere.” The agreement affirmed the principle of “equal
security, where the party with the advantage will make
the greater cuts,” and it stated that the “status quo along
the border would be maintained” until the border ques-
tion was resolved. Both parties announced that they
would abide scrupulously by these principles and would
carry out further negotiations to implement the troop
reduction measures. This is the first agreement in the
Asian Pacific region on troop reductions. The signing of
this agreement not only facilitates increased trust
between China and the Soviet Union and helps them to
develop friendly relations, but it also carries great signif-
icance for efforts to strengthen peace and security in the
Far East and the Asian Pacific region.

The expansion of economic and trade relations has
opened up a new avenue for cooperation. Economic
cooperation is an important venue for the Soviet Union
to improve relations with China. Development in this
area has maintained relatively good momentum for the
past several years, and it has moved forward at three
different levels: the central government, local govern-
ment, and the border. Trade between the governments
has increased year after year. It reached 4.1 billion Swiss
francs in 1988, a 36 percent increase over 1987. It
reached 4.83 billion in 1989, and 5.23 billion in 1990.
What is particularly worth noting is the rapid growth in
trade between local governments and along the border
between China and the Soviet Union. Both sides have
made great efforts, the central governments have decen-
tralized power, and there have been breakthroughs in
trade as well as economic and technical cooperation
between some Soviet republics and large cities, on the
one hand, and neighboring Chinese provinces, particu-
larly in the Far East. At this point, the total volume of
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border trade is about one-fifth that of trade between the
two governments. The governments of the two countries
have signed agreements for more than 200 economic and
technological cooperation projects. In the area of eco-
nomic cooperation, there is new activity in construction
contracting, labor exports, and joint ventures. By
December 1990, the Soviet Union and China had set up
more than 40 joint venture enterprises in each other’s
countries. Commercial dealings are moving in a direc-
tion which promises to complement and optimize the
structure of commerce in each country. In addition,
tourism has been expanded.

In the past few years, there have been many substantive
improvements in Sino-Soviet relations. The Soviet
Union feels that the confrontation that it has faced in the
Asian Pacific regions on the east-west axis has been
mitigated, and it is satisfied with the development of its
bilateral relations with China.

Of course there are problems in the Soviet Union’s
relations with China. For example, both countries are
trying to resolve problems related to the development of
their national economies, and both need funds, tech-
nology, equipment, and modern methods of manage-
ment. In this regard, a certain degree of competition
exists. In addition, domestic instability in the Soviet
Union has an impact upon the execution of contracts,
and the pluralization of politics in the Soviet Union has
led some individuals to do things in developing relations
with Taiwan which have hurt the feelings of people in
China. The two countries do not see completely eye to
eye on international issues. In spite of this, however, the
Soviet Union will continue to work actively to develop
friendly relations with 