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TRUE LOVE

THE recent address by President Reagan
to Mrs Thatcher on his visit to London,
following the Moscow summit, was a
piece of political rhetoric behind which
we can see clearly the nature of the Anglo-
American alliance. The cause of his visit
was because ‘truly the relationship
between the United States and Britain has
been critical to Nato’s success and the
cause of freedom’, and his invitation to
Mrs Thatcher to visit the White House to
meet his successor emphasises her leading
role in the Western alliance.

‘Nations do not distrust each other
because they are armed, they are armed
because they distrust each other’, said
President Reagan. Now, a nation has been
defined as a group of people who may be
of common descent and culture, or of
diverse races, but inhabiting a territory
with defined limits. Groups of people
might distrust each other but they could
hardly harm each other if neither were
armed and in that case any distrust would
have to break down. One might ask why
groups of people in different areas should
distrust each other and the answer is that
a nation implies a state which rules over a
territory, defines its limits, and has a
vested interest in encouraging the people
within those limits to distrust those
outside it.

President Reagan’s suggestion is that if
a basis of trust is built between nations
then armaments can be reduced, the
degree of trust being apparently measured
by the extent of ‘civil rights’ in Russia.
After their meeting Mrs Thatcher ‘was
said to feel that the Russians could never
again feel the same kind of threat from
the US as they had been accustomed to
do in the past’. But then, if the US be-
lieves in peace and freedom, why should
the Russians have felt a threat?- Surely
this only underlines our contention that
the ‘threats’ felt by the US and Russia
were never real.

It is suggested by both Reagan and
Thatcher that the Russians have only
agreed to the INF treaty (to eliminate
intermediate nuclear weapons) because of
the intransigence of the Western powers.
It seems to us more likely that both the
Russians and the Americans have come to
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the point at which both realise that
neither can keep on increasing expendi-
ture on arms, and wish for a mutual re-
duction for economic reasons. Why then
the sudden change in America and in
Russia? It seems that both are on the
brink of economic crises. The US aimed
to cripple the Soviet economy by means
of the arms race, high-tech weaponry
which the US could afford but the Soviet
not. Now it seems the US can’t afford
them either. It is likely that the super-
powers have come to an agreement that
they cannot go on competing since both

will eventually be crippled and overtaken
by others — Europe, Japan or China.
Furthermore there have been irrever-
sible changes in Russian society brought
about by urbanisation and the develop-
ment of an educated middle-class, with
the technical and professional skills needed
to run the country, which is demanding
the same freedoms and standard of living
as are accepted in the West. Maybe
America and Russia are fearful of regional
wars, and have populations for whom
Vietnam and Afghanistan would no longer

be acceptable. [continued page 3








