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G. Do not be afraid ro use beavy weapons for what seent to us to
Georgpdsepnanzdiernoirs 1925-1950, pp 292-295, 298-301

H. Do not be afraid of unpleasantness and public airing of dif-
ferences.

L. Coordinate, in accordance with our established policies, all
activities of owr government relating to Russia and all private
American activities of this sort whick the government can in-
fluence.

1. Stremgthen and support our representation in Russia.

The stedent of Sovier-American relations who reads these rules
today will have, no doubt, two questions mn his mind as he com-
pletes the reading of them. One is whether they have been observed
in the ‘subsequent years and continue to be observed today. The
other is whether they are still applicable now that Stalin 15 dead and
the world situation has changed in important ways. My answer to
both these questions would be: only partly. But to explain this an-
swer now would be to jump ahead of my story.

In mid-February 1946 I was taken with cold, fever, sinus, tooth
rrouble, and finally the aftereffects of the sulpha drugs administered
for the relief of these other miseries. The ambassador was again ab-
sent; he was, in fact, now in process of leaving his post for good. 1
was therefore in charge. Bedridden by these various doulenrs, 1
suffered the daily take of telegrams and other office business to be
brought currently up to my bedroom, and coped as best I could
with the responsibilities that flowed from it ail.

Among the messages brought up on one of these unhappy days
was one that reduced us all to 2 new level of despair — despair not
with the Soviet government but with our own. It was a telegram
informing us that the Russians were evidencing an unwillingness to
adhere to the World Bank and International Monetary Fund. The
message, it appeared, had been inspired by the Treasury Depart-
ment. It should be remembered that nowhere in Washington had
the hopes entertained for postwar collaboration with Russia been
more elaborate, more naive, or more tenaciously (one mighr al-

i
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most say ferociously) pursued than in the Treasury Deparrment.
Now, at long last, with the incomprehensible unwillingness of Mos-
cow to adhere to the Bank and the Fund, the dream seemed to be
shattered, and the Department of State passed on to the embassy,
in tones of bland innocence, the anguished cry of bewilderment
that had floated over the roof of the White House from the Treas-
ury Department on the other side. How did one explain such be-
havior on the part of the Soviet government? What lay behind it?

The more I thought about this message, the more it seemed ro be
obvious that this was “it.” For eighteen long months 1 had done
little else but pluck people’s sleeves, trying to make them under-
stand the nature of the phenomenon with which we in the Mos-
cow embassy were daily confronted and which our government
and people had to learn to understand if they were to have any
chance of coping successfully with the problems of the postwar
world. So far as official Washington was concerned, it had been
to all intents and purposes like talking to a stone. The Russian
desk in the State Department had understood; bur it had generally
been as helpless as we were, and beyond it all had been an unecho-
ing silence. Now, suddenly, my opinion was being asked. The occa-
sion, to be sure, was a trivial one, but the implications of the query
were not. It was no good trying to brush the question off with a
couple of routine sentences describing Soviet views on such things
as world banks and international monetary funds. It would not do
to give them just a fragment of the truth. Here was a case where
nothing but the whole truth would do. They had asked for it.
Now, by God, they would have ix. '

I reached, figuratively, for my pen (ﬁguratiirely, for the pen
was in this case my long suffering and able secrerary, Miss Dorothy
Hessman, who was destined to endure rhereafrer a further Gfteen
years studded with just such bouts of abuse) and composed a tele-
gram of some eight thousand words — all neacly divided, like an
exghteenth-century Protestant sermon, into five separate parts. (I
thought that if it wenr in five sections, each could pass as a separate
telegram and it would not look so outrageously long.) These sec-
tions dealt respectively with:
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the basic features of the Soviet postwar outlook;
the background of that outlook;
its projection on the level of official policy;
its projection on the level of unofficial policy, 1.e., policy im-
plemented through “front” organizations and stooges of all
SOI1TS;
the implications of all this for American policy.
I justified this outrageous encumberment of the relegraphic process
by saying the department’s query involved “questions so intricate,
so delicate, so strange to our form of thought, and so important to
the apalysis of our international environment that 1 cannot compress
the answers into a single brief message without yielding to . . . a
dangerous degree of oversimplification.”

The text of this document is reproduced in the Annex. I shall not
attempt to summarize it here. I read it over today with a horrified
amusement. Much of it reads exactly like one of those primers put
out by alarmed congressional committees or by the Daughters of
the American Revolution, designed to arouse the citizenry to the
dangers of the Communist conspiracy. The fact that this is so de-
mands its explanation but —again—not ar this point in the
narrative.

The effect produced in Washington by this elaborate pedagogi-
cal effort was nothing less than sensational. It was one that changed
my career and my life in very basic ways. If none of my previous
ficerary efforts had seemed to evoke even the fainrest tinkle from
the bell at which they were aimed, this one, to my astonishment,
struck it squarely and set 1t vibraring with a resonance that was not
to die down for many months. Tt was one of those moments when
official Washington, whose states of receptivity or the opposite are
determined by subjective emotional currents as intricarely imbedded
in the subconscious as those of the most complicated of Sigmund
Freud’s erstwhile patients, was ready to receive a given message.
Exactly what happened to the telegram, once it entered into the
maw of the communications system of the capiral, I do not know.
To say the least, it went “the rounds.” The President, I believe, read
it. The Secretary of the Navy, Mr. James Forrestal, had it repro-
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duced and evidently made it required reading for hundreds, if
not thousands, of higher officers in the armed services. The Depart-
ment of State, not at all disturbed by the reckless use of the tele-
graphic channel, responded with a message of commendation. With
the receipt in Washington, on Washington’s Birthday 1946, of this
telegraphic disserration from Moscow, my official loneliness came

~in fact to an end — at least for a period of two to three years. My

reputation was made. My voice now carried.

Six months earlier this message would probably have been re-
ceived in the Department of State with raised eyebrows and lips
pursed in disapproval. Six months later, it would probably have
sounded redundant, & sort of preaching to the convinced. This was
true despite the fact that the realities which it described were ones
that had existed, substantially unchanged, for about a decade, and
would continue to exist for more than a hzlf-decade longer. All this
only goes to show that more important than the observable nature
of external reality, when it comes to the determination of Woashing-
ton’s view of the world, is the subjective state of readiness on the
part of Washingron officialdom to recognize this or thar feature of
it. This is certainly natural; perhaps it is unavoidable. But it does
raise the question — and it is a question which was to plague me
increasingly over the course of the ensuing years — whether a gov-
ernment so constituted should deceive itself into believing that it is
capable of conducting a mature, consistent, and discriminating for-
eign policy. Increasingly, with the years, my answer would tend to
be in the negative.

There remains, to complete this record of service in Moscow
during and just after the war, one ominous matter to be mentioned.
It was a cloud that appeared on the horizon in the last months of
my service there, a cloud decidedly larger than a man’s hand in the
literal sense but not appreciably larger as it then appeared to me.

The reader will note that in all this structure of thought concern-
ing Stalin’s Russia and the problem ir presented for American
statesmanship, the nuclear weapon played no part. Those of us who
served in Moscow in the last months of 1945 and the spring of 1946

**2**
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The Natonal War College

HE success of the long telegram from Moscow changed my

life. My name was now known in Washington. I became
qualified, in people’s minds, as 2 candidate for a different order of
position than the ones [ had previously occupied. In April 1946 1
was transferred to Washington and assigned as the first “deputy for
foreign affairs” ar the newly established National War College.
This institution, conceived as the senior of the various midcareer
educational establishments of the armed services, was scheduled to
open its door in the fall of that year to the first batch of officer-
students. My status was to be in effect that of one of the three
deputy commandants. My parricular function would be to devise
and direct the more strictly political portions of the combined
military-politica] course of instruction.

We arrived in Washington in late May. Most of June and July
‘was taken up wich the working out of a curriculum for the -col-
lege. In late July and early August, [ undertook, at the request of
the Department of Stare, a speaking tour to the Middle West and
the West Coast — more specifically, to Chicago, Milwaukee, Seat-
tle, Portland, the San Francisco arez, and Los Angéles.

This was my first extensive experience with public speaking. (It
was, alas, far from being the last.) I had lectured on Russian his-
tory to my fellow internees at Bad Nauheim. I had spoken once or
twice, nervously and fumblingly, before private audiences at this or
that foreign post. But mever had I mmvolved myself in anything of
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such dimensions. It was a mark of my inexperience that I prepared
no writren texts for these appearances, relying for the substance of
my statements on a few scribbled notes, on the resources of mem-
ory, and on the inspiration of the moment. Having failed to pre-
serve the notes, | have no clear idea of what I did say. Whatever it

" was, it must have been marked by more enthusiasm and spontaneity

than coherence. Bur audiences, however much or lrtle edified,
seemed to be attentive and appreciative. Their reactions, in fact,
sometimes startled me. On the second of these occasions — some
sort of a League of Women Voters luncheon in my native city of
Milwaukee — z clergyman at the speaker’s table, who had sat star-
ing at me with a disconcerting smile throughout my presentation,
approached me afterwards, shook my hand, and said, enigmat-
cally: “Boy, you missed your calling.”

In their readiness or ability to understand what I was talking
about, the audiences varied markedly. The best were the stag
groups of businessmen: skeptical, critical, but hardheaded, thought-
ful, schooled in the sort of dialectical approach that permirted you
to oppose a competitor without finding it necessary, or even desir-
able, to destroy him, and therefore capable of understanding thac
the Sovier-American antagonism might be serious without having
10 be resolved by war. The most difficulz, not in the sense that they
were hostile but rather that they were unprepared for, and troubled
by, what I had to say, were the academic ones. 1 discussed this in an
account of the tour which I submitred, upon its completion, to one
of the officials of the Department of State who had inspired irt.
There hun g over these academic audiences, I wrote,

something of the intellectual snobbery and pretense, the jealousies and
inhibitions, and the cautious herd-instinet which have a habit of creep~
ing into college faculties, whether liberal or conmservative. . . . But
added to this were two other elements which made things difficult.
One of these was z bias against the State Department s such. The
other was a geographic inferiority complex, if I may call it that: a
feeling that the East, including the State Deparunent, was haughty and
supercilious and neglectful of the wisdom and vision that flourished
in centers of learning on the West Coast. . . . There was 2 certain
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neurosis there: a resentment of the fact that ‘rhings are still cem:em?1
in the Bast; a desire to see the Pacific area just s n?npolrtan; n-a:r“
recognized 2§ being as important — as t.he Atlantlc.. This p a;y'e ) afgr I
ticularly noticeable role in the discus§1on of Russmn1 questuzno} for !
could see that many of my listeners v1ewz;:d the developmen: o
laboration” with Russia as one of the thi'ngs th_at were gotr{-% o e
crease the activity and importance of their 'pamcular ar;a.P Cicﬁ_\; e
ser high hopes on the developmer{t oij relatn?ns across the Pa e
rween our West Coast . . . and Siberia. 'Thelr noses were out of |

.  Ted
over the failure of these hopes to marerialize, and they were incline
to put the blame on the State Department.

I could not help but gain the impression, incid.entally, that theS(;
West Coast academic audiences inch;ded a sizable numl:ziez 0
peopie who, if not themselves C‘ommumst Pgr'.cy members, ha Z:i
strongly influenced from that side. sgppose it \_vas.the }'cce:?t r
dence in Moscow that made me sensitive to rhis situation; n emy;l
case, accustomed as I was to a concern for govcmmental SECUrity,
was disturbed by it. I had no doubt, I wrote to the State Depart-

ment,

that every word I said was being du‘tifuny reported o th:- S‘O\H(;t Icccalr;é
sul before the day was out. There is no great harm in this; an !
not zlter what I said for that reason; but if the depa'rtm'ent has peop .e
going out there to talk on subjects more con_ﬁdentxal in chsrajc:ter, it
tad better exercise some check on who is admitted to the meetings.

The atomic scientists included in the group at B.erkelfy had puz-
zled me particularly. “The exact nature of their Views, 1 wrote,

is still nebulous to me; they seemed TO f:ombine a grudging agprgval
of Mr. Baruch’s proposals for an International Atomic Energy 'gt 5:;
ity with an unshakable faith that if Fhey could only get ;ome ;)c 10f
scientists by the buttonhole and enhghten’ the.m a!aout the natu ¢
atomic weapons, all would be well. T don’t think 1t. ever oc‘:o_.le.:x:e °
them that a realization of the wemendous destructve ‘p033}b1 m.es o
atomic energy might be less inclined to scare the Russians 1ncofmt.er0r
national collaboration than to whet their desire to find a way of using
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it without danger to themselves. Politically these people are as innocent
as six-year-old maidens. In trying to explain things to them I felt like
one who shatters the pure ideals of tender youth. Fortunately for them,
they didn’t believe much of what I said and left, | am sure, unshaken
in the comforrable conviction that such evil as exists in the world has
its seat in the State Department, which doesn’t want to understand. . . .

On rereading these passages, I recognize that they might suggest
I was headed for a job as staff consultant to the late Senator Joe
McCarthy or to the House Un-American Affairs Commitzee. To
offset this impression, and to malke it clear thar this was not my only
reaction to the problem of communism in our own society, I ought
perhaps to include the following remarks, of which I find record in

the notes for a talk which I gave at the University of Virginia, some
six months later:

In particular, I deplore the hysterical sort of anticommunism which,
it seems to me, is gaining currency in our country: the failure to dis-
tinguish what Is indeed progressive social doctrine from the rivalry
of a foreign political machine which has appropriated and zbused the
slogans of socialism. I am far from being a Communist; bur I recognize
in the theory of Soviet communism (in the theory, mark you, not the
practice) certain ¢lements which T think are probably really the ideas
of the future. I hate to see us reject the good with the bad — throw
our the baby with the bath— and place ourselves in that way on the
wrong side of history.

.« . So here, again, I return to the need for greater coolness, greater
sophistication, greater maturity znd self-confidence in our approach
to this whole problem of Russia and communism. ‘

P

I do not, as I say, have any written record of what it was that |
was’ saying in the various speeches delivered around the country
in the summer of 1¢46. But I do have a record of sorts—— a sreno-
graphic record that somebody made — of what I said shortly afrer
return from that journey, on the occasion of an appearance by my-
self and Llewellyn Thompson (also only recently returned from
a period of service in Moscow) before a large meeting of members
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George Kennan, "The Long Telegram" (1947)

861.00/2 - 2246: Telegram

The Charge in the Soviet Union (Kennan} to the Secreteny of State
SECRET

Moscow, February 22, 1946--9 p.m. {Received February 22--3: 52 pam.]

5t Answer to Dept's 284, Feb 3 [13] involves questions so intricate, so delicate, so strange to our
form of thought, and so important to analysis of our international environment that | cannot
compress answers into single brief message without yielding to what I feel would be dangerous
degree of over-simplification. 1 hope, therefore, Dept will bear with me if I submit in answer o this
question five parts, subjects of which will be roughly as follows:

{1} Basic features of post-war Soviet outlook.

{2) Background of this outlook

{3) Its projection in practical policy on official level.
(4) Its projection on unofficial level,

{5) Practical deductions from standpoint of US policy.

[ apologize in advance for this burdening of telegraphic channel; but questions involved are of such
urgent importance, particularly in view of recent events, that our answers to them, i they deserve
attention at all, seem to me to deserve it at once. There follows

Part 1: Basic Features of Post War Soviet Outlook, as Put Forward by Official Propaganda
Machine

Are as Follows:

{a)} USSR still lives in antagonistic "capitalist encirclement” with which in the long run there can be
o permanent peaceful coexistence. As stated by Stalin in 1927 to a delegation of American
workers:

*In course of further development of internationat revolution there will emerge two centers of
world signiticance: a socialist center, drawing to itself the countries which tend toward socialism,
and a capitalist center, drawing to itself the countries that incline toward capitalism. Battle between
these two centers for command of world economy will decide fate of capitalism and of communism
in entire world.”

(b) Capitalist world is beset with internal conflicts, inherent in nature of capitalist society. These
conflicts are insoluble by means of peaceful compromise. Greatest of them is that between England
and US.

(¢} Internal conflicts of capitatism inevitably generate wars, Wars thus generated may be of two
kinds; intra-capitalist wars between two capitalist states, and wars of intervention against socialist
world, Smart capitalists, vainly secking cscape from inner conflicts of capitalism, incline toward
latter,

(d) Intervention against USSR, while it would be disastrous to those who undertook it, would cause
rentewed delay in progress of Soviet socialism and miust therefore be torestalled at all costs,

(e) Conflicts between capitalist states, though likewise franght with danger for USSR, nevertheless
hold out great possibilities for advancement of socialist cause, particularly if USSR remains
militarily powerful, idcologically monolithic and faithful to its present brilliant leadership,

(f) It must be borne in mind that capitalist world is not all bad. In addition to hopelessly reactionary
and bourgeois elements, it includes (1) certain wholly enlightened and positive elements united in
acceptable communistic parties and (2) certain other elements (now described for tactical reasons
as progressive or democratic) whose reactions, aspirations and activities happen to be "objectively”
favorable to interests of USSR These tast must be encouraged and utilized for Soviet purposes.

{g) Among ncgative clements of bourgeois-capitalist society, most dangerous of all are those whom
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Lenin called false friends of the people, namely moderate-socialist or social-democratic leaders (in
other words, non-Communist left-wing). These are more dangerous than out-and-out reactionaries,
for latter at least march under their true colors, whereas moderate left-wing leaders confuse people
by employing devices of socialism to seine interests of reactionary capital,

So much for premises. To what deductions do they lead from standpoint of Soviet policy? To
following:

(a) Everything must be done to advance relative sirength of USSR as factor in internationat society.
Conversely, no opportunity most be missed to reduce strength and influence, collectively as well as
individually, of capitalist powers.

(b) Soviet efforts, and those of Russia's fiiends abroad, must be directed toward deepening and
exploiting of differences and conflicts between capitalist powers. [f these eventually deepen into an
"imperialist” war, this war must be furned into revolutionary upheavals within the various capitalist
coundries.

(c) "Democratic-progressive” elements abroad ar¢ to be utilized to maximum to bring pressure to
bear on capitalist governments along lines agreeable to Sovict interests,

{d) Relentless baitle must be waged against socialist and social-democratic leaders abroad.
Part 2: Background of Outlook

Before examining ramifications of this party line in practice there are certain aspects of it to which
I wish to draw attention,

First, it does not represent natural outlook of Russian people. Latter are, by and large, friendly to
outside world, eager for experience of it, ager o measure against it {alents they are conscious of
possessing, eager above all to live in peace and enjoy fruits of their own labor, Patty linc only
represents thesis which official propaganda machine puts forward with great skill and persistence to
a public often remarkably resistant in the stronghold of its innermost thoughts, But party line is
binding for outlook and conduct of people who make up apparatus of power--party, secret police
and Government--and it is exclusively with these that we have to deal.

Second, please note that premises on which this party line is based are for most part simply not
trie. Experience has shown that peaceful and mutually profitable coexistence of capitalist and
socialist slates is entirely possible. Basic internal conflicts in advanced countries are no longer
primarily those arising out of capitalist ownership of means of production, but are ofics arising from
advanced urbanism and industriatism as such, which Russia has thus far been spared not by
socialism but only by her own backwardness. Internal rivatries of capitalism do not abways generate
wars; and not all wars are attributable to this cause. To speak of possibility of intervention against
USSR taday, after elimination of Germany and Japan and after exampte of recent way, is sheerest
nonsense. {f not provoked by forces of intolerance and subversion "capitalist” world of taday is
quite capable of living at peace with itself and with Russia, Finally, no sane person has reason to
doubt sincerity of moderate socialist teaders in Western countries. Nor is it fair to deny success of
their eftorts to improve conditions for working population whenever, as in Scandinavia, they have
been given chance to show what they could do.

Falseness of those premises, every one of which predates recent war, was amply demonstrated by
that conflict itself Anglo-American differences did not turn out to be major differences of Western
World, Capitalist countries, other than those of Axis, showed no disposition to selve their
differences by joining in crusade against USSR. Instead of imperialist war turning into civil wars
and revolution, USSR found itself obliged to fight side by side with capitalist powers for an
avowed community of aim.

Neveriheless, all these theses, however baseless and disproven, are being boldly put forward again
today, What does this indicate? It indicates that Soviet party linc is not based on any objective
analysis of situation beyond Russia's borders; that it has, indeed, little to do with conditions outside
of Russia; that it ariscs mainly from basic inner-Russian necessities which existed before recent war
and exist today.

At bottom of Kremlin's neurotic view of world affairs is traditional and instinctive Russian sense of

insecurity. Originally, this was insccurity of a peaceful agricuttural people trying to live on vast
exposed plain in neighborhood of fierce nomadic peoples. To this was added, as Russia came into
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contact with economically advanced West, fear of more competent, more powerful, more highly
organized societies in that area. But this latter type of insecurity was one which afflicted rather
Russian rulers than Russian people; for Russian rufers have invariably sensed that their rule was
relatively archaic tn form fragile and anificial in its psychological foundation, unable to stand
comparison or contact with political systems of Western countries. For this reason they have always
feared foreign penetration, feared direct contact between Western world and their own, feared what
would happen if Russians learned truth about world without or if foreigners learned truth about
world within, And they have learned to seck security only in patient but deadly struggle for total
destruction of rival power, never in compacts and compromises with it.

It was no coincidence that Marxism, which had smoldered ineffectively for hall a century in
Western Furope, caught hold and blazed for first time in Russia. Only in this land which had never
known a friendly neighbor or indeed any tolerant equilibrivm of separate powers, either internal or
international, coutd a doctrine thrive which viewed economic conflicts of society as insoluble by
peaceful means, Afier establishment of Bolshevist regime, Marxist dogma, rendered even more
truculent and intolerant by Lenin's interpretation, became a perfect vehicke for sense of insecurity
with which Bolsheviks, even more than previous Russian rolers, were afflicted. In this dogma, with
its basic altruism of purpose, they found justification for their instinctive fear of ontside world, for
the dictatorship without which they did not know how to rule, for cruekiies they did not darc not to
inflict, for sacrifice they felt bound to demand. 1n the name of Marxism they sacrificed every single
ethical value in their methods and tactics. Teday they cannot dispense with it It is fig leaf of their
moral and ingellectnal respectability. Without it they would stand before history, at best, as only the
last of that long succession of cruel and wasteful Russian rulers who have relentlessly forced
country on to ever new heights of military power in order to guarantee external security of their
internally weak regimes. This is why Soviet purposes most always be solemnly clothed in trappings
of Marxism, and why no one should underrate importance of dogma in Soviet affairs, Thus Soviet
leaders are driven |by?] necessities of their own past and present position to put forward which
fapparent omission] outside world as evil, hostile and menacing, but as bearing within itself germs
of creeping disease and destined to be wracked with growing internal convulsions until it is given
finad Coup de grace by rising power of socialism and yields to new and better world. This thesis
provides justification for that increase of military and police power of Russian state, for that
isolation of Russian population from outside world, and for that fluid and constant pressure to
extend imits of Russian police power which are together the natural and instinetive urges of
Russian rulers, Basically this is only the steady advance of uneasy Russian nationalism, & centuries
old movement in which conceptions of offense and defense are Inextricably confused. But in new
guise of international Marxism, with its honeyed promises to a desperate and war torn outside
world, it is more dangerous and insidious than ever before,

It should not be thought from above that Soviet party line is necessarily disingenuous and insincere
on part of all those who put it forward, Many of them are too ignorant of outside world and
mentally too dependent to question [apparent omission] self-hypnotism, and whe have no difficulty
making themselves believe what they find it comforting and convenient to believe. Finally we have
the unsolved mystery as to who, if anyone, in this great land actually receives accurate and
unbiased information about outside world. I atmosphere of oriental secretiveness and conspiracy
which pervades this Government, possibilities for distorting or poisoning sources and currents of
information are infinite, The very disrespect of Russians for objective truth--indeed, their dishelief
in its existence--feads them to view all stated facts as instruments for furtherance of one ulterior
purpose or another, There is good reason to suspect that this Government is actuslly a conspiracy
within a conspiracy; and I for one am reluctant to believe that Stalin himself receives anything like
an objective picture of outside world. Here there is ample scope for the type of subtle intrigue at
which Russians are past masters. Inability of forcign governments to place their case squarely
before Russian policy makers--extent to which they are delivered up in their refations with Russia
1o good graces of obscure and unknown advisors whom they never see and cannot inflacnce--this to
my mind is most disquieting feature of diplomacy in Moscow, and one which Western statesmen
would da well to keep in mind if they would understand nature of difficulties encountered here,

Part 3: Projection of Soviet Outlook in Practical Policy on Official Level

We have now scen nature and background of Soviet program, What may we expect by way of its
practical implementation?

Soeviet policy, as Department implies in its guery under reference, is conducied on two planes: (1)

official plane represented by actions undertaken officially in name of Soviet Government; and (2)
subterrancan plane of actions undertaken by agencices tor which Soviet Government does not admit
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responsibility.

Policy promulgated on both planes will be calculated to serve basic policies (a) to {d) outlined in
part 1. Actions taken on different planes will differ considerably, but will dovetail into cach other in
purpose, timing and effect,

On official plane we must look for following:

{a) Internal policy devoted to increasing in every way strength and prestige of Soviet state:
intensive military-industrialization; maximum development of armed forces; great displays to
impress outsiders; continued scerctiveness about internal matters, designed {o conceal weaknesses
and to keep opponents in dark.

{b) Wherever it is considered timely and promising, efforts will be made 1o advance official limits
of Soviet power, For the moment, these efforts are restricted to certain neighboring points
conceived of here as being of immediate strategic necessity, such as Northern Tran, Turkey, possibly
Bornholm Hoewever, other points may at anty time come into question, if and as concealed Soviet
political power is extended to new arcas. Thus a "friendly Persian Government might be asked to
grant Russia a port on Persian Gulf. Should Spain fall under Communist control, question of Soviet
base at Gibraitar Strait might be activated. But such claims will appear on official level only when
unofticial preparation is complete.

(c) Russtans will participate officially in international organizations where they see opportunity of
extending Soviet power or of inhibiting or diluting power of others, Moscow sees in UNO not the
mechanisin for a permanent and stable world society founded on mutual interest and aims of all
nations, bul an arena in which aims just mentioned can be favorably pursucd, As long as UNQ is
considered here to serve this purpose, Soviets will remain with it, But if at any time they come to
conchusion that it is serving to embarrass or ftustrate their aims for power expansion and if they see
better prospects for pursuit of these aims along other lines, they will not hesitate to abandon UNO.
This would imply, however, that they felt themselves strong enough to split unity of other nations
by their withdrawal to render UNO ineffective as a threat to their aims or security, replace it with an
international weapon more effective from their viewpoint. Thus Soviet attitude toward UNO will
depend targely on loyalty of other nations to it, and on degree of vigor, decisiveness and cohesion
with which those nations defend in UNO the peaceful and hopeful concept of international life,
which that organization represents to our way of thinking, 1 reiterate, Moscow has no abstract
devotion to UNO ideals. Tis attitude to that organization will remain essentially pragmatic and
tactical.

(d) Toward colondal areas and backward or dependent peoples, Soviet policy, even on official plane,
will be dirccted toward weakening of power and influence and contacts of advanced Western
nations, on theory that in so far as this policy is successful, there will be created a vacunm which
will favor Communist-Soviet penetration. Soviet pressure for participation in trusteeship
arrangements thus represents, in my opinion, a desire to be in a position to complicate and inhibit
exertion of Western influence at such points rather than to provide major channel for exerting of
Soviet power, Latter motive is not lacking, but for this Soviets prefer o rely on other channels than
official trusteeship arrangements. Thus we may expect to find Soviets asking for admission
everywhere to trusteeship or similar arrangements and using levers thus acguired to weaken
Western influence among such peoples.

(e} Russians will strive energetically to develop Soviet representation in, and officiat ties with,
countries in which they scnse Strong possibilities of opposition te Western centers of power. This
applies to such widely separated points as Germany, Argentina, Middle Eastern countries, ete.

{f) In international economic matters, Soviet policy will really be dominated by pursnit of autarchy
for Soviet Union and Soviet-dominated adjacent argas taken together. That, however, will be
underlying policy. As far as official ling is concerned, position is not yet clear. Soviet Government
has shown strange reticence since termination hostilities on subject foreign trade, If large scale long
tenm credits should be fortheoming, ! believe Sovist Government may eventually again do lip
service, as it did in 1930's to desirability of building up international economic exchanges in
general. Otherwise | think it possible Soviet foreign {rade may be restricted largely to Soviet's own
security sphere, including occupied areas in Germany, and that a cold official shoulder may be
turned te principle of general cconemic collaboration among nations,

(=) With respect to cultural coltaboration, fip service will likewise be rendered to desirability of
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deepening cultural contacts between peoples, but this will not in practice be interpreted in any way
which could weaken security position of Soviet peoples. Actual manifestations of Soviet policy in
this respect will be restricted to arid channels of closely shepherded official visits and functions,
with superabundance of vodka and speeches and dearth of permanent effects.

(h) Beyond this, Soviet official relations will take what might be called “correct" course with
individual foreign governments, with great stress being laid on prestige of Soviet Union and its
representatives and with punctilious attention to pretocol as distinct from good manners.

Part 4: Following May Be Said as to What We May Expect by Way of Implementation of Basic
Saviet Policies on Unofficial, or Subterranean Plane, i.e. on Plane for Which Soviet Government
Accepts no Responsibility

Agencies utilized for promulgation of policics on this plane are following:

1. Inner central core of Communist Parties in other countries. While many of persons who compose
this category may also appear and act in unrelated public capacities, they are in reality working
closely together as an underground operating directorate of world communism, a concealed
Comintern tightly coordinated and directed by Moscow. H is inportant to remember that this inner
corg is actuatly working on underground lines, despite legality of parties with which it is
associated.

2. Rank and file of Communist Parties. Note distinction is drawn between those and persons
defined in paragraph 1. This distinction has become much sharper in recent years. Whereas
formerly foreign Communist Parties represented a curious (and from Moscow's standpoint often
inconvenient) mixture of conspiracy and legitimate activity, now the conspiratorial element has
been neatly concentrated in inner circle and ordered underground, while rank and file--no longer
even taken into confidence about realities of movement--are thrust forward as bona fide internal
partisans of certain political tendencies within their respective countries, genuinely innocent of
conspiratorial connection with forgign states. Only in certain countries where communists are
numerically strong do they now regularly appear and act as a body. As a vule they are used to
penetrate, and to influcnce or dominate, as case may be, other organizations tess likely to be
suspected of being tools of Soviet Government, with a view to accomplishing their purposes
through [apparent omission] organizations, rather than by direct action as a separate political party.

3. A wide variety of national associations or bodies which can be dominated or influcnced by such
penetration, These include: tabor unions, youth leagues, women's organizations, racial societies,
religious societies, social organizations, cultural groups, liberal magazines, publishing houses, eic.

4, International organizations which can be similarly penetrated through influence over various
national components. Labor, youth and women's organizations are prominent among them.
Particufar, almost vital importance is atiached in this connection to international labor movement.
In this, Moscow sees possibility of sidetracking western governments in world affairs and building
up international lobby capable of compelling governments to take actions favorable to Soviet
interests in various countries and of paralyzing actions disagrecable to USSR

5. Russian Orthodox Church, with its foreign branches, and through it the Eastern Orthodox Church
in general,

6. Pan-Siav movement and other moveinents (Azerbaijan, Armenian, Turcoman, ete.) based on
racial groups within Soviet Union.

7. Governments or governing groups willing to lend themselves to Soviet purposes in one degree or
another, such as present Bulgarian and Yugoslav Governments, North Persian regime, Chinese
Communists, ctc, Not only propaganda machines but actual policies of these regimes can be placed
extensively at disposal of USSR

It may be expected that component parts of this far-flung apparatus will be utilized in accordance
with their individual suitability, as follows:

(a) To undermine general political and strategic potential of major western powers. Efforts will be
ntade in such countries to disrupt national self confidence, to hamstring measures of national
defense, to increase sociat and industrial unrest, to stimulate all forms of disunity. AH persons with
grievances, whether cconomic or racial, will be urged to spelt redress not in mediation and
compromise, but in defiant violent struggle for destruction of other elements of society. Here poor
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will be set against rich, black against white, young against old, newcomers against established
residents, ete.

(b) On unofticial plane particutarly violent efforts will be made to weaken power and inflience of
Western Powers of {on] colonial backward, or dependent peoples. On this level, no holds will be
barred. Mistakes and weaknesses of western colonial administration will be mercilessly exposed
and exploited. Liberal opinion in Western countries will be mabilized to weaken colonial policies,
Resentment among dependent peoples will be stimulated. And while latter are being encouraged to
seek independence of Western Powers, Soviet dominated puppet political machines will be
undergoing preparation to take over domestic power in respective colonial areas when
independence is achieved.

{c) Where individual governments stand in path of Soviet purposes pressure will be brought for
their removal from office. This can happen where governments directly oppose Soviet foreign
policy aims (Turkey, Iran), where they seal their territories off against Communist penetration
(Switzerland, Portugal), or where they compete too strongly, like Labor Government in England,
for moral domination among elements which it is important for Conmunists to dominate.
{Sometimes, two of these clements are present in a single case. Then Communist opposition
becomes particufariy shrill ard savage. )]

(d) In foreign countries Communists will, as a rule, work toward destruction of all forms of
personal independence, economie, political or moral. Their systemn can handle only individuals who
have been brought info complete dependence on higher power. Thus, persons who are financially
independent--such as individual businessmen, estate owners, successful farmers, artisans and all
those who exercise local leadership or have local prestige, such as popular focal clergymen or
political figures, arc anathema. It is not by chance that even in USSR local officials are kept
constantly on move from one job to another, to prevent their taking root.

(e) Everything possible will be done to set major Western Powers against each other. Anti-British
talk will bs plugged among Americans, anti-American talk among British. Continentals, including
Germans, will be taught 1o abhor both Anglo-Saxon powers. Where suspicions exist, they will be
fanned; where not, ignited. No effort will be spared 1o discredit and combat al efforts which
threaten to lead to any sort of unity or cohesion among other fapparent omission] trom which
Russia might be excluded, Thus, all forms of international organization not amenable {o
Communist penctration and control, whether it be the Catholie [apparent omission] international
econontic concerns, or the international fraternity of royalty and aristocracy, must expect to find
themnselves under fire from many, and often [apparent omission}.

(£) In general, all Soviet efforts on unofficial international plane will be negative and destructive in
character, designed to tear down sources of strength beyond reach of Soviet control, This is only in
line with basic Soviet instinct that there can be no compromise with rival power and that
constructive work can start only when Communist power is doming But behind all this will be
applied insistent, unceasing pressure for penetration and command of key positions in
administration and especially in police apparatus of foreign countries. The Soviet regime is a police
regime par excellence, reared in the dim half world of Tsarist police intrigue, accustomed to think
primarily in terms of pelice power. This should never be losi sight of in ganging Soviet motives.

Part 5: {Practical Deductions From Standpoint of US Policy]

In summary, we have here a political force committed Fanatically to the belicf that with US there
can be no permanent modus vivendi that it is desirable and necessary that the internal harmony of
our society be disrupted, our traditional way of life be destroyed, the international authority of our
state be broken, if Soviet power is to be secure. This political force has complete power of
disposition over cnergies of one of world's greatest peoples and resources of world's richest
national territory, and is borne along by deep and powerful currents of Russian nationalism. n
addition, it has an elaborate and far flung apparatus for exertion of its influence in other countries,
an apparatus of amazing flexibility and versatility, managed by people whose experience and skill
in underground methods are presumably without parallel in history. Finally, it is seemingly
inaccessible 1o considerations of reality in its basic reactions. For if, the vast fund of objective fact
about human society is not, as with us, the measure against which outlook is constantly being tested
and re-forimed, but a grab bag from which individual items ave selected arbitrarily and
tendenciously to bolster an outlook already preconceived. This is admittedly not a pleasant picture.
Problem of how o cope with this force in [is] undoubtedly greatest task our diplomacy has ¢ver
faced and probably greatest it will ever have to face, It should be point of departure from which our
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political general staff work at present juncture should proceed. It should be approached with same
thoroughness and care as sofution of major strategic problem in war, and if necessary, with no
smaller outlay in planning effort, I cannot attempt Lo suggest al answers here. But [ would like to
record my conviction that problem is within our power to solve--and that without recourse to any
general military conflict.. And in support of this conviction there are certain observations of a more
cncouraging nature 1 should like to make:

(1) Soviet power, umlike that of Hitlerite Germany, is neither schematic nor adventunstic. It does
not work by fixed plans. It does not take unnecessary risks. hmpervious to logic of reason, and it is
highly sensitive to logie of force. For this reason it can easily withdraw--and usually does when
strong resisiance is encountered at any point, Thus, if the adversary has sufficient force and makes
clear his readiness to use it, he rarely has to do so. I situations are properly handled there need be
ne prestige-cngaging showdowns,

(2} Gauged against Western World as a whole, Soviets are still by far the weaker force, Thus, their
success will really depend on degree of cohesion, firmness and vigor which Western World can
muster. And this is factor which it is within our power to influence.

(3) Success of Soviet system, as form of inlernal power, is not yet finally proven. It has yet to be
demonstrated that it can survive supreme test of successive transfer of power from one individuat
or group to another. Lenin's death was first such transfer, and its effects wracked Soviet state for [5
years. After Stalin's death or retirement will be second. But even this will not be final test. Soviet
internal system will now be subjected, by virtue of recent territoriai expansions, to series of
additional strains which once proved severe tax on Tsardom, We here are convinced that never
since termination of civil war have mass of Russian people been emotionally tarther removed from
doctrings of Communist Party than they are today. In Russia, party has now become a great
and--for the moment--highly successful apparatus of dictatorial administration, but it has ceased to
be a source of emotional inspiration, Thus, internal soundness and permanence of movement need
not yet be regarded as assured,

{4} All Soviet propaganda beyond Soviet security sphere is basically negative and destructive. It
should therefore be relatively easy to combat it by any intelligent and really constructive program.

For those reasons 1 think we may approach calinly and with good heart problem of how 1o deal with
Russia. As to how this approach should be made, | only wish to advance, by way of conclusion,
following comments:

(1} Our first step must be to apprehend, and recognize for what it is, the nature of the movement
with which we are dealing, We must study it with same courage, detachment, objectivily, and same
determination not to be emotionally provoked or unseated by it, with which doctor studies unruly
and unreasonable individual.

{2) We must sce that our public is educated to realities of Russian situation. I cannot
over-emphasize importance of this. Press cannot do this atone. It must be done mainky by
Government, which is necessarily more experienced and better informed on practical problems
invoived, In this we need not be deterred by fugliness?] of picture, T am convinced that there would
be far less hysterical anti-Sovietism in our country today if realities of this situation were better
understood by our people. There is nothing as dangerous or as terrifying as the unknown. It may
also be argued that to reveal more information on our difficulties with Russia would reflect
unfavorably on Russian-American relations, I feel that if there is any real risk here involved, it is
one which we should have courage to face, and sooner the better. But 1 cannot see what we would
be risking. Our stake in this country, even coming on hecls of tremendous demonstrations of our
friendship for Russian people, is remarkably small. We have here no investments to guard, no
actual trade to lose, virtually no citizens to protect, few cultural contacts to preserve. Qur only stake
Hes in what we hope rather than what we have; and | am convinced we have better chance of
realizing those hopes if our public is enlightened and if our dealings with Russians are placed
entively on realistic and matter-of-fact basis,

(3) Much depends on health and vigor of cur own society. World communism is like malignant
parasite which feeds only on diseased tissue. This is point at which domestic and foreign policies
meets Every courageous and incisive measure to solve internal problems of our own society, to
improve self-confidence, discipline, morale and community spirit of our own people, isa
diplomatic victory over Mescow worth a thousand diplomatic notes and joint communiqués, If we
cannot abandon fatalism and indifference in face of deficiencies of our own society, Moscow will
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profit--Moscow cannot help profiting by them in its foreign policies.

{4} We must formulate and put forward for other nations a much more positive and constructive
picture of sort of world we would like to see than we have put forward in past, [t is not enough to
urge people to develop political processes similar to our owrt. Many foreign peoples, in Europe at
least, are tired and frightened by experiences of past, and are less interested in abstract freedom
than in security. They are seeking guidance rather than responsibilities. We should be better able
than Russians to give them this, And unless we do, Russians certatnly will,

(5) Finally we must have courage and sclf-confiderce to cling to our own methods and conceptions
of human society. After Al the greatest danger that can befall us in eoping with this problem of
Soviet communism, is that we shall allow ourselves to become like those with whom we are
coping.

KENNAN

800,00B International Red Day/2 - 2546; Airgram
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January 24, 1947

THE SOVIET WAY OF THOUGHT
AND
ITS EFFECT ON FOREIGN POLICY

Editors® Note: This paper was found among the lecture manuscripts
in the War College archives. It was neither delivered as a lecture nor
published in this form (see Introduction, pages xix-xx}, However, it is most
likely the origin of Kennan’s analysis that was published as the “'X’" article
in Foreign Affairs.
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HE PROBLEM OF THE RUSSIAN WAY OF THOUGHT I$ AS COMPLEX
Tand as illusive as the over-all problem of human psychology
itself. Here there are no sharp outlines, no clear lines of division, no
finite pattern susceptible of a two-dimensional approach. There is no
national psychology more subtle, more variegated and more contra-
dictory than that of the Russians. In the pattern of Russian thought
there is no single trait which does not seem to be balanced by its own
opposite, All the extremes are represented. Every rule is proved by a
multitude of exceptions. And every general statement is open to
challenge.

This being the case, it is idle to attempt to compress into a paper
of this scope anything which purports to be a full or exact portrayal
of the Soviet ‘*way of thought.”” The most that can be atiempted is to
approach the problem from certain points on the periphery which
seem to be the source of particular confusion in the public mind and
to see whether here, at least, a modicum of clarity cannot be
introduced.

The points which suggest themselves most readily for such anal-
ysis, and which in their aggregate undoubtedly cut deeply into the
whole question of the Soviet way of thought in its bearing on foreign
affairs, are the following:

(a) The role of ideology in the official Sovict mind;

(b) The importance of Russian history and traditional habits of
thought;

(c} The effect of the internal circumstances of Soviet power on
the Soviet mental outlook; and

(d) The psychological effect of the disciplinary principles of the
All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks.

If these points are examined with care, it may be possible to
arrive at certain gencral conclusions on the over-all question which is
the subject of this paper.

IDEOLOGY

The materialistic conception of history ... did away with two of
the principal deficiencies of former historical theories, These
latter had taken as the object of their study at best only the
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ideological motives of the historical actions of men without
examining what had evoked these motives ...
V.1, Lenin, Karl Marx: An Introduction to Marxism

There is no single question that causes more confusion with
respect to the Soviet way of thought than the part played therein by
the factor of ideology. There are some who deny that ideology plays
any part at all in Soviet thought and who insist on viewing the Soviet
leaders simply as cynical and hardboiled realists for whom ideology
is only an insincere pretense. This view is incorrect, and those who
hold it are clearly a minority among the circle of observers who have
had contact with the Soviet world. But even in the majority who are
prepared to recognize that the Soviet leaders are fanatics there is a
wide variety of opinion as to the part that ideology plays. And there
are many who are inclined to go to the opposite extreme, to conclude
that ideology is the sole motive power and program of action for the
men in the Kremlin and consequently to read the future in the
implications of what these people accept as official Soviet dogma.

I think it may be postulated at the outset that ideology is neither
the real driving force nor the real program of Soviet action. It cannot
be the real driving force, for—as we shall see later—the main preoc-
cupations of the Soviet Government have alway$ been ones arising
predominantly from the internal necessities of Soviet power and ones
which were not, and could not possibly have been, foreseen by the
classical fathers of Soviet thought, including even Lenin. For the
same reason, ideology could hardly have provided an adequate pro-
gram of action for the Soviet leaders. Clearly, Marxism could not
provide a program for the execution of purposes which were utterly
foreign to its world of thought. As a matter of fact, even if the Soviet
leaders today were animated exclusively—which they are not-—by a
desire to put into effect the precepts of Marxism as they inherited
them, they would find this difficult to do. Their own problems and
the situation in which they find themselves today were never
envisaged in Marxist philosophy. Marx’s teachings related mainly to
the means by which the change was to be effected from one set of
what he called the “‘conditions of production,’’ namely the capitalist
pattern, to another set of the *‘conditions of production,” namely the
socialist pattern. He did not try to envisage in detail the administra-
tion and development of the socialist state of the future. He certainly
did not envisage that the test of his ideas would come in one of the
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least advanced of the great nations and that it would be imposed from
above by a dictatorial minority, imposing its will over the majority of
the people. And even Lenin, who slowly and regretfully came to the
conclusion that it would all have to be this way temporarily, never
dreamed that the ‘‘dictatorship of the proletariat’’ was going to
become a permanent institution, lasting in Russia for decades, while
the economic organization of society elsewhere in the world con-
tinued to evolve in accordance with its own peculiar laws.

Thus the teachings of Marx and Lenin could not possibly
provide a detailed working plan for the men in the Kremlin today,
and these men are obviously obliged to play it by ear and to use their
own judgment in advancing their ultimate objective.

But if idcology is neither ¥ motive power nor a program of
action for the Soviet leaders, there are certain other functions which it
clearly fuifills.

In the first place, it is in the light of ideclogy, and in the lan-
guage of ideology, that Soviet leaders become aware of what trans-
pires in this world, They think of it, and can think of it, only in the
terms of Marxist philosophy. Their own education knows no other
terms. And the people on whom they are dependent for their reports
of the outside world have no other terms in which to describe to them
what they see. Ideology, we must remember, provides the jargon of
official Soviet life. And in that sense, it pervades all understanding
and discussion of objective reality. It is clear, then, that it functions
in effect as a prism through which the world is viewed; or to take a
more precise metaphor, as a sort of television set through which the
mental eye receives and registers the impressions of objective reality.

Secondly, ideology plainly dictates the form in which Soviet
decisions must be clothed and presented to the Soviet public and to
the world at large. This is of vital and compelling importance. It must
never be forgotten that the whole trend of Soviet policy over the past
15 years would be indefensible in the eyes of world opinion-—would
be indistinguishable, in fact, from many of the most disagreeable
forms of fascism—if it were stripped of its claim to ideological sig-
nificance. Therefore, all Soviet decisions and actions must appear to
serve the doctrines of Marx and Lenin, whether they do or not. This
sets severe limitations on the freedom of expression and the outward
behavior of the Soviet Government. In all its words and deeds in the
field of foreign affairs, it must do lip service lo the interests of the
working classes of the world. It must never for a moment drop the
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pose of the protector of the universal underdog. By the same token, it
must not be too polite or cordial in its references to other govern-
ments. It can never say or do anything to imply complete approval or
acceptance of the legitimacy of governments eisewhere in the world
which do not share its ideology. This means that the outward expres-
sion of Soviet foreign policy must move in a narrow and rather artifi-
cial path; and it goes far to explain the general reticence of the Soviet
Government in explaining its own attitude in international affairs as
well as the stilted and highly taconic form in which it phrases such
grudging expressions of policy as it cannot avoid.

Thirdly, ideology has an importani ¢ffect on Sovict method,
Many Westerners who have lived in Moscow and pondered Soviet
society from that vantage point have come (o feel that thc most
important and fateful element in the Soviet way of thought is the the-
ory that the ends justify the means. There is littie evidence that this
theory had any place in the mental world of Karl Marx. It was some-
thing born out of the dark and pagan recesses of the Russian soul
itself, with its uninhibited and desperate plunges into the extremes of
good and evil. It has constituted for a century the central political
philosoply in the Russian revolutionary movement. In my opinion it
has not yet been accepted by the mass of the Russian people, and
never will be. But it was taken over into the Leninist philosophy and
it has become official for the Soviet Government. Its effect is of
course to give that government an absence of scruple and restraint in
method which is probably unparalieled in history.. As a result of this
theory, the personal ethics of a host of Soviet officials and followers
have reached a state where they are often distinguishable from plain
criminality only by their theoretical subordination to the central
discipline of an ideological movement,

In summary, then, the rote of ideolog gy in Soviet political psy-
chology, while of tremendous importance, is not primarily that of a
basic determinant of political action. It is rather a prism through
which Soviet eyes must view the world, and an indispensable vehicle
for the translation into words and actions of impulses and aspirations
which have their origin deeper still. It colors what the Russians see
and what they do. Tts function is to distort and embellish reality, both
objective and subjective. Within the limit of this function, its influ-
ence is enormous. It has a profound effect on the mental background
against which decisions are taken, on the forms in which those
decisions arc put forward, and on the methods by which they are
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executed. To the extent that form may really be more important than
content—methods more important than motives—in determining the
end product of human conduct, ideology may be considered to be a
paramount component of Soviet behaviorism. But it is important to
remember that its bearing is on coloration of background, on form of
expression, and on method of execution, rather than on basic aim.

NATIONAL TRADITION

There is a strong anti-foreign party in Russia whose policy
would exclude all foreigners, except for mere purposes of tran-
sient commerce. ... No nation has more need of foreigners and
none is 5o jealous of them. ... A strange superstition prevails
among the Russians that they are destined to conquer the world.

from American diplomatic dispatches from the

Court of Tsar Nicholas 1 in the years 1850--54

‘The importance of the element of national habit and tradition in
Soviet thought has been generally under-rated in this country, This is
particularly true with relation to the Soviet attitude toward the outside
world: the Soviet analysis of its nature and significance and the
Soviet concept of the basic relationship between Russia and the
remainder of world society.

It has often been pointed out that the early history of the Soviet
state (and states, like people, are most deeply impressionable in their
early childhood) knew no instance of a friendly and peaceful neigh-
bor. Russia found herseif obliged to fight wars periodically with
every political entity which touched the fringes of her power. It is
idle to speculate whether this was Russia’s fault or the fault of the
others, Human nature being what it is, it was undoubtedly the fault of
both. The fact remains that the outside world came t0 be generally
viewed in Russia with suspicion and antagonism as a hostile force
with which there could be no possibility of peaceful co-existence.

Intertwined with this concept was the strong vein of official
xenophobia which runs through all of Russian history. It is charac-
teristic of the contradictory quality of all Russian reality that this
official resentment of the foreigner existed side by side with, and
doubiless constituted a reaction to, the most slavish curiosity and
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admiration for foreign things among the people. This detracted
nothing from its validity. You will find it ail through Russian litera-
ture. You find traces of it in Griboyedov, in Lermontev, in Gogol, in
Turgenyev, in Leskov, and above all'in modern Soviet literature.
You find it in the attitude toward Moscow’s ‘‘German Village’’ of
the 17th century, in the iynching of the Frenchman in Moscow during
Napoleon’s invasion, in the mob attack on the German Embassy in
St, Petersburg during the First World War, and again in incidents .
which have occurred during the Soviet era. It still plays its part in the
love-hate complex which obviously dominates the heart and mind of
the Russian intellectual in his attitude toward the cultural life of the
West,

Finally, the whole messianic quality of the Russian conception
of the relations between Russia and the world outside Russia’s
borders is as old as the Russian state itself. The original concept of
““Holy Russia’’ was an ideological concept, not a territorial one. It
extended as far as Russian Orthodoxy extended. It stopped where the
infidel began. This was a constantly shifting, moving line. There was
no permanence about it. There was no definiteness about it. There
were no visible geographic barriers: no mountains, no seas, no fast-
flowing rivers, to mark it, It was as limitless as the horizon of the
Russian plain itself. And it is no wonder then that Russians saw no
final limit to the possible extension of their power. It is no wonder
that as far back as the days of Ivan IIT and Ivan IV people in Moscow
liked to think of theijr capital as ‘‘the third Rome.”” And it is no
wonder that even in the 19th century an American envoy was con-
strained to report from St, Petersburg that *‘these people are obsessed
with a strange superstition that they are destined to conquer the
world.””

Now it will be noted that all of these points are ones which
dovetail very neatly with Soviet ideclogy of today. The view that the
outside world is a hostile force finds ready confirmation in the com-
munist insistence that there is an inevitable conflict between the
socialist state and its capitalist environment and that the great coun-
tries of the West are united in an evil conspiracy to overthrow the
socialist state and to enslave the Russian people. The traditional
xenophobia of Russian officialdom finds natural expression in the
Soviet view of the foreigner as a dangerous ‘‘spy, wrecker, and
diversionist.”” And the conception of the Russian state as an ideologi-
cal entity destined eventually to spread to the utmost limits of the
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earth is reflected with almost baffling fidelity in the communist belief
in the ultimate triumph of worid revolution and in the resulting tend-
ency of the Kremlin to the quiet infiltration into, and domination of,
outside centers of milifary and political power beyond the borders of
Russia itself.

Thus there is a highly intimate and subtle connection between
traditional Russian habits of thought and the ideology which has now
become official for the Soviet regime. And this is important to
remember. For it means that when people speak in terms of overcom-
ing or aitering these ideological convictions which animate Soviet
thought, they are in reality speaking of overcoming or altering some
of the most basic and deep-seated traits of traditional Russian
psychology.

THE INTERNAL NECESSITIES OF POWER

The organs of suppression, the army and the other organizations,
are necessary today, in the period of reconstruction, just as they
were in the period of the civil war. Without the presence of these
organs no halfway secure construction work of the dictatorship is
possible. 1t should not be forgotten that the revolution has thus
far been victorious only in one country. It should-not be forgot-
ten that as long as there is a capitalist encirclement there will be
danger of intervention, with all the consequences which flow
from that danger.

J.V. Stalin, Questions of Leninism, 1924

The objective student of psychology must question whether,
even in the years before 1917, when Russian revolution (to say
nothing of world revolution) was still a distant and uncertain dream
of the future and when the members of the Bolshevik faction plainly
pictured themselves as the devoted prophets and servants of the tenets
of Marxism, ideology was really the force by which most of them
were animated. It must be asked whether it was not rather the nega-
tive imprint of individual experience: the personal insults and restric-
tions and the frustrations of personal life under a semi-feudal
despoti'sm, which drove so many Russian intellectuals into the
revolutionary camp. Only the greatest of these intellectuals, such as
Lenin himself, were men of such great mental and spiritual power
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that they could be said to have become the genuine servants of an
ideal. For the rest, that ideal was a convenient rationalization and
cover for the pursuit of impulses which had their origin in the normal
workings of the good old human ego.

But whatever the motivation of the revolutionists in the tsarist
era, their advent to power produced a new set of compulsions which
came to determinc to an important extent their actual political
behavior. The victory of the revolution in Russia and the failure of
communist revolutionary efforts in the other great countries at the
close of the last war created for the Russian communist leaders an
unexpected and somewhat puzzling situation. They realized that
Russia was not yet economically or politically ready for socialism in
the Marxist sense. It became evident to them at a relatively early date
that socialism could be imposed upon Russian society only by
dictatorial, strong-arm methods carried out by a highly disciplined
and conspiratorial minority movement. It is doubtful that Lenin
wished to see it done this way. He was perhaps the only of the com-
munist leaders in the early 20s whose integrity as an international
socialist was complete and the sincerity of whose belicfs in socialist
principles rose above pefty egotism. It was part of this same pattern
that it was principally Lenin who appeared 10 doubt the efficacy of a
program of socialism forced onto Russia by dictatorial means. It is
questionable whether, if Lenin had lived, the New Economic Policy,
which he had put into effect before his illness and death, would not
‘have been retained for many years afterward, with a corresponding
moderation and democratization of Soviet power. But in any case, his
death and Stalin’s accession to power brought a complete renuncia-
tion of this line. Stalin and his associates not only shared the quality
of all Soviet power as a parvenu force on the national and interna-
tional scene, but were themselves to a large extent parvenus within
the Communist Party and the revolutionary movement, For this rea-
son their sense of insecurity was doubly strong. They could not
accept the risk of sharing power with any other elements in Russia or
of tolerating the free activity of people who might oppose them,
either within or without the Party. Further delay in the rapid and
forced socialization of Russia would have meant the continued exis-
tence of a whole sector of Russian economy, namely the capitalist
sector, which was unamenable to the authority of the Stalin regime.
For this reason, Stalin set about at an early date to liquidate this
sector and to achieve unchallenged power over the ¢conomic life of
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the country. This also entailed collectivization of the peasantry. And
in order that he and his regime might be economically independent of
foreign, as well as domestic, influences, he also set about to build a
war industry,

Now it will be observed that thesc basic measures all arose from
a feeling of insecurity in the regime itself and from a desire to secure
its independence from all forms of outside pressure. But they carried
with them very important implications for the future development of
Soviet power. Since they could be carried out only in opposition to
the wishes of the mass of the inhabitants of the Soviet Union, they
tmplied the continued existence of 4 strong tnternal opposition to the
regime: an internal enemy which could be held in check only by an
elaborate and skillfully operated police apparatus, and by all the other
paraphemalia of totalitarianism.

In time the entire nature of the regime became shaped to the end
of internal security. Organs of power and administration which did
not serve this purpose withered on the vine and had a tendency to
become atrophied. Organs which did serve this purpose became
vastly overdeveloped and swollen. The whole character and person-
ality of the Soviet regime were thus gradually conditioned by the
existence of this internal danger. And today the most imporiant fea-
tures of the regime are ones whose basic function is to assure the
security of its internal power and the validity of its dictatorial
authority.

Now this is a fact—and a very basic fact—which the Soviet
Government cannot for a moment admit. Men whose entire claim to
virtue and greatness lies in their pretense to be the only government
truly devoted to the interests and prosperity of the masses cannot
possibly admit there can be any serious and widespread opposition to
thern among those masses in their own direct sphere of authority and
that the basic function of their apparatus of power is to secure them
against this danger. For this reason, the real internal danger which
they face, and with which they are so preoccupied, has always been
officially portrayed by them not for what it is but as a reflection of
something outside of Russia: a reflection of a hostile external force,
namely the ‘'capitalist encirclement,’’ by which Soviet society is
threatened. The people who oppose Stalin within Russia are never—-
you will note——portrayed as acting in their own name. In the light of
government propaganda they are always the agents of foreign
powers. There has not been a single important phase of the purges
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over the past 15 years in which hostile foreign forces have not figured
as the real deus ex machina. The external enemy is thus the official
pretext and explanation for the measures taken against the internal
one.

Now what about the reality of this external enemy; the real
danger of the ‘‘capitalist encirclement”?

This is a very important point and one on which it is esacnual to
avoid confusion. Sometimes, as in the case of the Germans and the
Japanese during the 1930s, the external enemy has been real. At
times, Russia has indeed been threatened, whether or not this justi-
fied the preservation of an internal state of terror. At other times,
there has actually been no organized and serious hostility to the
Soviet Government abroad which could have caused legitimate worry
to any objective person in Moscow-—at least nothing which could not
easily have been countered and offset by the most elementary evi-
dences of a conciliatory attitude and of good faith from the Russian
side. But the important thing to note is that these real changes and
variations in the degree of the foreign menace have never had any
effect on the aspect which that menace has assumed in official Soviet
propaganda. This aspect has been uniformly horrific, regardless of
changes in the real situation abroad. In the *‘Promparty’’ and Metro-
politan-Vickers Trials of 1930 and 1933, respectively, the French and
British appeared as no less sinister threats to Soviet security than the
Nazis were later to appear in the major purge trials of 1936-37. It is
clear from this that it is not the real degree of foreign hostility with
which the Russians are concerned when they talk about the “capital-
ist encirclement.’” What we are dealing with here is a logical element
of the Soviet system of thought: something that has been constructed
in those times and conditions when it did not exist—a thesis indispen-
sable to the structure of Soviet power. And from that standpoint it is
immaterial to the people in Moscow whether it is, objectively speak-
ing, a fiction or a reality. Subjectively, it is for them a reality, and
must remain a reality.

Let me point out that what I have just said relates not only to the
Soviet leaders. Since the character of the Soviet state has been shaped
toward the function of assuring its own internal security, and since
this phenomenon can be explained and justified only in terms of the
foreign menace, the concept of this foreign menace has become an
essential to every minor official of the whole great Soviet
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bureaucracy. If this factor loses its validity, then so does he.
Training, habit, and political choice have fitted him only for this role
that he is playing. If the outside world is not hostile, he has, as a
political phenomenon, no excuse for existence. Thus Soviet
officialdom has become one great vested interest commitied to the
principle of a hostile outside world. And the closer you get to the
center of power, the more influential the individual! concerned, the
keener his appreciation of this state of affairs, and the more violent
his attachment to this concept of international life.

It will be seen, therefore, that the basic motive power of Soviet
policy lies in the assurance of the internal security of the regime itself
and particularly in the fact that the Soviet leaders have seen fit to
seek such assurance through the maintenance of a vast apparatus of
repression rather than through an effort to attune themselves to popu-
lar will and to compromise with its various manifestations. And it is
further apparent that this in turn necessitates the maintenance of a
fiction, namely the fiction of a hostile capitalist encirclement, which
again dovetails neatly with basic ideology and makes it impossible
for the Kremlin to speak officially in terms other than those of
ideology.

The real tactical aims of the Kremlin leaders may vary from one
period to another. At one time they may run toward aggressive mili-
tary action. Al another time they may be directed solely toward the
preservation of the Soviet state from outside attack. At one time they
may be concerned with countries which are the declared enemies of
the security of the Russian people. At other times they may be con-
cerned with countries which are in alliance with the Soviet Govern-
ment and fighting side by side as allies with the armed forces of the
Soviet Union. But for the basic orientation of the Soviet Government
toward the outside world, all this can make no real difference. The
theory of the outside world as a hostile force must at all events be
preserved and must underlie all other outward manifestations of
Soviet foreign policy.

We have in this fact a brilliant demonstration of the truth of the
thesis that ideology is a product and not a determinant of social and
political reality. The last people who should challenge this thesis are
those who cling today with such religious fervor to what they call the
doctrines of Marx-Engels-Lenin-Stalin. For Karl Marx, in his
““‘Introduction Concerning the Criticisms of Political Economy,”’ had
the following statements to make: '
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With the change of the economic foundation, the whole
enormous superstructure changes sooner or later. In studying
such changes one must always distingunish between the material
change in the economic conditions of production which can be
accurately observed in the natural sciences, on the one hand, and
the juridical, political, religious, artistic, or philosophical forms,
in short the ideclogical forms, through which people become
conscious of this conflict and fight it out.

Thus the father of Soviet ideology gave in advance his blessing
to our realization that the Soviet ideology of today flows with iron
logic and with irresistible force from the inner necessities of Soviel
power.

PARTY DISCIPLINE

There are moments when a party or an army has to retreal
because it has suffercd defeat. In such cases the army or party
retreats in order to preserve itself and to preserve its personnel
for new battles. But there are moments when a victorious parly
or army reaches too far forward in its offensive and lails to
secure its own rear base. This creates a serious danger. In such
cases the experienced party or army usually finds it necessary
... to retreat a little nearer to its base in order to strengthen the
connection with its rear, to assure its supply and in order then to
renew the offensive with greater assurance and with the guaran-

tee of success.
History of the Ali-Union Conmunist Party (of Bolsheviks),
Chapter 1X, Part 2

We now come to the last of the four factors selected for discus-
sion: the internal discipline of the Communist Party.

While the responsibilities of administration are often laid on the
shoulders of the individual government official, the responsibility for
the formulation of policy lies solely with the Party, not with the Gov-
ernment, and is a collective, not an individual, responsibility. Policy
is determined by the Party committees or bureaus, on the various
levels of the Party hierarchy, depending upon the nature of the
question involved and the scope of the policy decision. With respect
to foreign affairs, most decisions of any importance are taken either

**25**



JANUARY 24, 1947 123

in the Politburo itself or in some sort of a sub-committee of the
Central Commitiee of the Party, the exact designation of which and
character of which is not known.

Before a decision is laken on any particular question of policy in
a Party body, the individual member of that body is at liberty to state
his views freely on the subject under consideration. If the decision of
the committee later runs counter to the views which he has expressed,
he is not penalized for that fact, provided that he accepts in good
faith the committee’s final decision and drops every vestige of
opposition to it.

But in stating his views to the committee in advance to the tak-
ing of a decision, the commitiee member must be careful about the
motivation of his arguments. He must take care to see that his argu-
ments are based solely on the interests of the All-Union Communist
Party of Bolsheviks. No other molivation of any sort can be admitted,
Above all, he must not say anything which would indicate that he
was swayed in his thoughts in any way by a predilection for any for-
eign state or for any of its representatives or by any sympathy for
their point of view. Here ideology steps in to do its part. A Soviet
committee member must at all times do lip service to the principle
that the outside world is hostile to the Soviet Union. He is not at
liberty to impute to any foreign government or to any individual rep-
resentative of a foreign government any natural generosity or honesty
or good will,

It is important to remember at this point that the internal
discipline of the Communist Party is based on a cruel and ruthless
system of playing individuals off against each other. Thus within the
Party everyone is in a sense everyone else’s enemy. The advance-
ment of one member is usually the ruin of another, Yet to struggle for
advancement is something that everyone must do: for not to struggle
means to acquiesce passively in one’s own ruin. The internal life of
the Party is therefore characterized by a curiously impersonal but
deadly sort of individual rivalry, in which everyone must be on his
guard lest he provide openings for the other fellow. Not to depart,
therefore, from the posture of utter devotion to the interests of the
Party and utter cynicism as to the worthiness and good faith of
every other political force in the world is a compelling obligation of
every Party member, and the proceedings of Party bodies which
deal with questions of foreign affairs faithfully reflect this basic
situation,
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This means, in turn, that such Party bodies can be impelled in
the direction of caution and restraint in dealings with the outside
world only when it can be demonstrated by individual members that
any other course would be contrary to the interests of the Soviet
Union. (By which are mecant, in reality, the interests of the Party.) If
it can be shown that Soviet power would stand fo suffer by an
arrogant or aggressive policy in a question of foreign affairs, then,
and only then, would the committee feel itself justified in observing a
degree of restraint and moderation. Thus foreign representatives who
wish 1o see the Soviet Government take action along lines agreeable
to the interests of theit countries must make sure that it can be argued
in the Party councils that action along these lines would be in accord-
ance with the most cynical and hardboiled interpretation of Soviet
interests. For no other arguments could be effective.

Once the committee has made its decision, it is incumbent upon
the individual member to support that decision with every evidence of
conviction and eathusiasm, no matter what may have been his feel-
ings before the decision was taken. As a matter of fact, if he has
opposed the decision prior to its adoption, it is better for him to
forget forevermore that he did so oppose it. For him, from that
moment on, the decision was right; and it must acquire in his
thoughts and in his words all the attributes and all the validity of truth
itself, Above all, if it brings results which are not entirely desirable,
the last thing he must ever do is to say, "I told you so.”” As a
member of the committee, he beats collective responsibility for the
decision taken. whether or not he opposed it before its adoption. In
the form that it finally emerges from the resolution of the committee,
it must enter into his psychology and it must replace any feelings he
may previously have held on the subject in question. [t may seem
difficult for Western minds to envisage this mental evolution. But
they may rest assured that it is not a difficuli one for the Russian to
encompass. In most cases, he finds it relatively easy to assume that
the wisdom of the committee was greater than his own wisdom—
particularly because he usually suspects that the final decision of the
committee may have been the result of mysterious suggestions from
on high of which he himself was not entirely aware. That would
apply everywhere up to the inner circle of the Politburo itself. And it
is not certain that even the men in the immediate environment of
Stalin are always sure that they know exactly why Stalin favored one
decision or another and that there was not some mysterious reason
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beyond their ken which impelled him to such a position. It is part of
Stalin’s technique to keep everyone guessing as to the real back-
ground of his decisions. ‘ ,

But with this heavy responsibility which the individual Party
committee member bears to the decision of his collective body, there
goes a corresponding privilege for which he may be sincerely envied
by anyone who works in the more individualistic atmosphere of
Western government. This is the happy—and psychologically
healthy—privilege of feeling no worry about that which has been
done, and of being free to direct attention solely to the problems of
the future. If the decision, collectively taken, turns out to be unfortu-
nate, even though the individual may have supported it prior to its
adoption, he bears no greater individual responsibility than anyone
¢lse if it turns out to have unfortunate consequences. The collective
principle absolves his political conscience as a confession might
absolve the personal conscience. If his is a subordinate Party body
and if the decision is later found by higher authority to have been
unwise, then there is indeed a possibility that the collective body as a
whole may bc made to answer for what is declared to be an error. But
most decisions on foreign affairs are taken in the Political Bureau
itself, and here, in the highest organ of Soviet power, no mistakes are
ever made. The Politburo is infallible. The men who participate in its
deliberations may sleep the sleep of the just and upright. No decision
which they take will ever turn out to have been wrong.

Now, this is of course not to say that the members of the Polit-
buro do not in reality make mistakes, and very serious mistakes at
that. The principle that ‘‘to err is human®’ applies in the olympian
spheres of the Kremlin in only slightly less degree—if any at all—
than elsewhere. But such mistakes are never recognized for what they
are. If things go wrong, the worst that can happen is that the mem-
bers of the Politburo may have to face the fact that ‘‘the situation has
changed’’ and that a new directive is in order. They may then pro-
ceed to evolve the new directive in a spirit of complacent good con-
science. The fact that unfortunate events have followed their previous
decision need not be to them a source of personal embarrassment or
humiliation. This is important to remember, for it goes far to explain
how Soviet policy, after a long spell of almost ferocious insistence on
a certain line of policy, can suddenly, without explanation and with
no apparent ill humor, depart from such insistence and strike out on a
new and much more conciliatory line, even when this appears to
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involve an outward loss of face for the Soviet Government, We see
here a reflection of the mechanical impersonality which pervades the
whole Soviet regime and the fact that personal dignity and personal
prestige play by no means the same part in important decisions of
policy as they do elsewhere.

In consequence, then, of the internal disciplinary rules of the
Communjst Party, we have a situation in which Soviet officials find
themselves obliged to defend with fanatical obstinacy and loyalty any
policy position which has been evolved by the competent collective
organs of the Communist Party, Their views on the subjects covered
by these decisions cannot be altered by the rcasoned arguments or
personal persuasiveness of individual representatives of other states;
and in no event would the Soviet statesiman be at liberty to cite such
arguments or such persuasiveness in support of a more moderate and
reasonable policy on the part of his government. The only argument
with which a change of policy may be invoked in the councils of the
Communist Party is an argument based squarely on the intercsts of
the Party and of the Soviet Union, in the most narrow interpretation.
But on the other hand, we see that when it can be demonstrated
within the Party that a given line of policy has proved unfavorable to
the interests of the Soviet Union, the disciplinary rules of the Party
permit the organization to adjust itself to that situation with relative
ease and good cheer and without personal embarrassment or humilia-
tion to any of its members. In this way we obtain that curious mixture
of outward obstinacy and inward flexibility which characterizes the
Soviet approach to international affairs and understanding of which is
basic to an appreciation of Soviet diplomacy and its significance for
the future.

CONCLUSION

I am perhaps the most guilty of all; 1 have perhaps treated you
too harshly from the beginning: perhaps 1 have, by my excessive
suspiciousness, repelied those who sincerely wished to be useful
to me. But if these latter really loved justice and the good of
their country, they should.rot have taken offense even at the
grrogance of my treatment of them, they should bave conquered
their own vanity and sacrificed their own egoes. I could not have
failed to notice their self-sacrifice and their high devotion to all
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that is good, and I could not have failed to accept in the end
their useful and intelligent advice,
Gogol, Dead Souls

The factors discussed above do not exhaust the list of those
which bear on the psychology of the Soviet Government as a member
of the world community of nations. But their importance in this
respect is so great that from them there emerges a reasonably clear
pattern of the foreign political personality of the Soviet regime. We
are dealing here with a political entity animated primarily by the
desire to assure the security of its own internal political power. His-
tory and environment impel it to seek such security in the pursuit of
military-industrial autarchy and in the maintenance of a greal internal
apparatus of repression. The impossibility of admitting the real rea-
son for the maintenance of this apparatus of repression and the neces-
sity of justifying its inevitable excesses by references to evil forces
beyond the scope of Soviet power compel the Kremlin to cling des-
perately to certain basic features of the ideology which is described in
Moscow as Marxism-Leninism.

This is an ideology which coincides closely with deep-seated
national traditions of thought. It requires that the relations between
Russia and the outside world be treated rather as the relations
between hostile powers which are in a state of armistice than as the
relations between friendly international neighbors. It affects
strongly—and must continue to affect—the vision, the language, and
the method of Russian Communism. It means that the pressure of
Russia on the outside world, in the sense of militant and persistent
efforts toward the acquisition of a maximum of power with a
minimum of responsibility, must be expected to continue for a long
time to come. By the same token, the outward aspects of Russia’s
velations with other countries cannot be expected to attain during this
period anything resembling even that modicum of cordiality and ease
of association which usually prevails in the relations between great
states. Relations will continue to be marked by a series of disturbing
and irritating features which flow inevitably from such a philosophy
of basic antagonism and intolerance. But all this should not blind us
to the fact that the functioning of the Soviet system allows, in its
impersonal and mechanical way, a wide latitude of basic flexibility—
a flexibility little hampered by the usual strictures of personal vanity
and prestige.
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Where the cautious eye of the Kremlin sees itself confronted
with superior force it records this fact realistically and without
indignation and sets about to adjust its tactics and, if necessary, its
strategy to this new state of affairs. In such a situation, the dictates of
Soviet conscicnce are satisfied and the men who bear the respon-
sibility of decision can truthfully say to themselves and to their
skeptical associates that they have gone as far as the interests of the
Soviet cause permitted them to go at that particular juncture. But the
vigilance of their own consciences and—more important still—of
their jealous rivals within the Party is there {o assure that they do not
stop short of that point; and forcigners who urge them to do so are
wasting their breath.

The problem of meeting the Kremlin in international affairs
therefore boils down to this; lis inherent expansive tendencies must
be firmly contained at all times by counter-pressure which makes it
constantly evident that attempts to break through this containment
would be detrimental to Sevier interests. The irritating by-products of
an ideotogy indispensable to the Soviet regime for internal reasons
must not be allowed to become the cause of hysterical alarm or of
tragic despair among those abroad who are working toward a happier
association of the Russian people with the world community of
nations. The United States, in particular, must demonstrate by its
own self-confidence and patience, but particularly by the integrity
and dignity of its example, that the true glory of Russian national
effort can find its expression only in peaceful and friendly association
with other peoples and not in attempts to subjugate and dominate
those peoples. Such an attitude on the part of this country would have
with it the deepest logic of history; and in the long run it could not
fail to carry conviction and to find reflection in the development of
Russia’s internal political life and, accordingly, in the Soviet concept
of Russia’s place in international affairs.
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and large beneficial to the civilization of which we are
a part, if I did not believe that our purposes as a na-
tion were on balance worthy ones, which can be pur-
sued and achieved without injury to any other people,
I would not feel we were entitled to take the attitude
I have suggested this evening. As it is, I do.

George Kennan, Realities of American Foreign Policy
(1954), pp. 63-70
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NII. The Problem of

Soviet Power

WE NOW COME TO THE SECOND of those planes of in-
ternational reality which I mentioned in the first of
these lectures. In doing so we find ourselves face to
face with something which is not only the greatest and
most urgent and most complex of our present prob-
fems of national policy but represents unquestionably
the greatest test of statesmanghip that our country has
ever faced. I am referring here to the problem of Soviet
pOwer.

This is too vast a subject for any comprehensive and
reasoned analysis in a single evening. All I can hope
to do is to remind you of some facts about the problem
that seem to me worth bearing in mind, and then to
make a few general comments on the most widely dis-
cussed concepts as to how we might dea] with it.

The first fact to which I should like to invite at-
tention 15 a geopoliticAl_one, important to all think-
ing about the Soviet problem. It is this. In a day
when large-scale warfare has become a matter of
highly complicated and expensive weapons and of cen-
tral control over great masses of manpower, military
strength on a major scale, and particularly strength of
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an amphibious nature, capable of reaching our home-
land and disputing our power within it, can be pro-
duced only in a limited number of parts of the globe:
in those regions where major industrial power, enjoy-
ing adequate access to raw materials, is combined with
large reserves of educated and technically skilled man-
power. Our own North American community consti-
tutes one such center of military-industrial strength.
There are only four others in the world. They are all
in the Northern Hemisphere. Two of them, England
and Japan, lie off the shores of the Eurasian land mass
and belong to the insular and maritime portion of the
globe, of which we Americans are also a part. The
other two have their seat in the interior of the Eura-
sian land mass. One of these last two is made up of
Germany and the industrial regions immediately con-
tiguous to Germany—the Rhineland, Silesia, Bohemia,
and Austria. It is dependent largely on the metallurgi-
cal resources of the Rhine Valley, Silesia, and the Alps.
The other is represented by the Soviet Union proper,
and is similarly dependent on the association of the
coal of the Donets Basin and western Siberia with
the iron ore and light metals of the Urals and the en-
ergetics resources of the Volga-Caspian Basin. I re-
peat, nowhere outside these five areas can military-
industrial strength be produced in this world today on
what we might call the grand scale.

One of the happy circurnstances of our life is that
whatever may be our differences with Britain, her
people are thoroughly conscious, I am sure, of the
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manner in which fate has bound their security with
ours. What we are concerned with here, fortunately,
is not just Britain as an island, but Britain as the
nucleus of a great political and econmomic system,
worldwide in its ramifications, and sharing in over-
whelming degree our own world interests. Surely, with
any reasonable degree of good will and understanding,
we need never fear that Britain will be our enemy. 1
earnestly bope that a similar situation now prevails
with respect to the Japanese, whose geographic situa-
tion in the Pacific is analogous to that of the British in
the Atlantic. I think we have grounds for such a hope.

That leaves the relationship between Germany and
Russia at the heart of our security problem, in the
physical sense.

This, I repeat, is a crude concept. There are many
qualifying elements in any such simple breakdown of
our world security problem. It does not mean that
other parts of the world are not important. They are,
for various weighty reasons. But it does mean that the
danger of Soviet expansionism is not always the same
everywhere, regardless of geographic Jocale. China,
for example, is not one of these five key areas; her
resources do not nearly come up to this class. And it
means that the heart of our problem is to prevent the
gathering together of the military-industrial potential
of the entire Eurasian land mass under a single power
threatening to the interests of the insular and maritime
portions of the globe.

The second fact I wish.to note has to do with the

mm——crr—_
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physical and military power of the Soviet regime. Prior
to 1939 the military strength of Russia, wblle formida-
ble in certain areas and for certain purposes, was not
of such a mpature that it appeared as any great imme-
diate threat to the security of central and western Eu-
srope. If today that can no longer be said, this is some-
| thing that must be attributed primarily to the fact that
the Soviets have come into control of the physical and
. technical and manpower resources of the Baltic states,
! of eastern Germany, and of the satellite countries of
~eastern Europe.
. This development has altered the relationship of
Rw{gthwto Cenfral _amd_western European
strength in two ways. In the positive sense it has di-
rectly enbanced, and quite considerablyso, the tech-
nological and industrial foundations of Soviet mili-
tary strength, by adding to it many of the resources of
these other countries. In the negative sense it has made
more difficult the restoration of any countervailing
strength in western and central Furope. These mili-
tary and political positions in the heart of central Eu-
rope and in the Manchurian-Korean area, gained by
the Russians through their military advance at the end
of the war, gave the Kremlin actual control over a
portion of the resources required for any full restora-
tion of German and Japanese power, and thus placed
it in a favorable position to hamper and delay the
re-growth of that power. In addition-—and this is a
fact of greatest importance—the occupation of eastern
Germany has given to the Soviet Union an area of
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military deployment in the heart of Europe that serves
to overcome the barrier of communications-poor ter-
ritory from Narva to Bessarabia behind which the main
Russian forces were confined before 1939, and which
constituted one of the main defenses of central and
western Europe.

The result has been that the balance of power in
Europe and Asia in conventional weapons has been
greatly and seriously altered to Russia’s advantage.
How much China has affected this, I do not know. For
that reason I have not included China in the calcula-
tion. Naturally, her political association with the Soviet
Union has brought many advantages to the Kremlin.
The use of the Chinese as puppet forces to assume
the burden of opposing us on the Korean Peninsula
was only the most conspicuous of these. But it also
has brought many disadvantages. China is distinctly
a resources-poor country. In the long run she will be
in many ways a drain on the industrial resources of the
Soviet Union. How the pluses and minuses will finally
tot up, I simply do not know. I would warn against
all sweeping assumptions on this score.

This leaves us with the conclusion that so far as
military potential is concerned, the inordinate posi-
tion of relative strength recently enjoyed by Russia
has been largely the result of the temporary prostra-
tion of Germany and Japan in conmsequence of the
recent World War, and the accretions to the Soviet
military orbit which came about through the course
of military operations in the final phases of the war.

67

**34**

—

J—

PR



The Problem of Soviet Power
The next fact we must note is the congenital-and

.,__——/:_—
deep-seated hostility of the Soviet regime to the older
45d Jarger countries Of ihe western world, and par-

ticularly to the Uifed Sfafés. There has been much

argument as to what caused this hostility: whether it
was a preconception of the communist movement or
whether it was something provoked by western policies
toward the Soviet regime in the years of its infancy.
Actually, both factors enter in, but the more tmportant
of the two has been by far the ideological prejudice en-
tertained by the Soviet leaders long before they seized
power in Petrograd in 1917. If there is anyone who
doubts the accuracy of this judgment, I would suggest
he read the pronouncements of the Soviet leaders dur-
ing the period just before and after their accession to
power in 1917.

Later the responsibilities of power began to render
it convenient for the Soviet leaders to have an external
enemy by whose menacing presence their own excesses
and cruelties could be explained and justified. In the
‘thirties they actually had such an enemy—two of
them, in fact: the Germans and the J apanese—both
quite gemuine, so genuine that they served with some
degree of plausibility as excuses for the bloody purges
that marked the middle of that decade. But when
World War II eliminated these real enemies, a ficti-
tious one had to be found, and we were it.

We had every qualification for being cast in such a
role. By our insistence on remaining in Germany and
Austria and controlling Japan, by stiffening Europe
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with Marshall Plan aid, and by defending the political
integrity of South Korea, we prevented that complete
sweep of dominant Soviet influence over Europe and
Asia which was Stalin’s initial postwar hope. By keep-
ing freedom alive in the immediate proximity of the
Soviet-occupied areas, we complicated the consolida-
tion of communist control there and maintained, in
effect, a constant threat to the security of Soviet power.
For there is no influence more dangerous and disrup-
tive to the totalitarian state than the knowledge on the
part of its subjects that somewhere else in the world
there still is such a thing as freedom, and the faint,
stubborn hope that they, too, might some day enjoy it.

For all these reasons we must recognize Soviet hos-
tility as something reflecting a degp historical and po-
fitical Togic; and we must not be moved by the silly
suggestions, IecUrring from timle to™ tiffie i westein
‘Opinion, that this hostility might éasily b made to dis-
appear if some Of OUr statesmen were to make them-
Selves personally agreeable to the Soviet leaders. This
is 2 hostifity that will not be caused to disappear by
either the cocktail or the vodka glass.

The existence of this hostility often leads people to
hasty and erroneous conclusions as to Soviet inten-

_—|

tions. Here we must be careful to avoid confusion.

&2 5
As many or you already know, I"Have never seen

any evidence that the Soviet leaders have at any time

since World War II (or before, for that matter) de-

sired a general war between the Soviet Union and the
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major capitalist powers, or looked to such a war as a
likely means of achieving their objectives. I believe
they have considered that a general war of this sort,
even if successful in the initial military stages, would
be too risky, too expensive, and would involve too
much in the way of sudden assumption of inordinate
political responsibility over conquered areas to be a
hopeful device of Soviet policy. The Soviet leaders are
not like many of us; they do not suppose that military
victory solves all problems; they know that it is only
a beginning and not an end.

Their ideology does tell the;n, however, that the
. capitalist powers, and above all the United States; will
'eventua]ly be inclined to seek a war with the Soviet
Union as a way out of the political frustrations and

Mapmhsm is supposed to be sub-
jected in ever-increasing degrees They tHiik, 10 other
words, that we will be driven by the logic of our social
system to want a war with them, and to seek it to the
best of our ability, within the limits of normal political
and military prudence.

But they comfort themselves with two reflections.
So far as the nightmarish possibilities of atomic weap-
ons are concerned, they believe these can be, and may
well be, cancelled out by the prospect of retaliation.
In other words, they doubt that these weapons will
ever be used. Secondly, they feel that before we can
arrive at the point where a preventive war would be
a realistic possibility for us, we will be decisively weak-
ened by what they call the “contradictions” of the cap-
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italistic world. By this they mean every sort of internal
division and difference within the western family itself.
These internal difficulties will, they hope, make it im-
possible in practice for us to launch the war we might
abstractedly desire. And these difficulties can, they
feel, be intensified by clever tactics and propaganda
from the communist side. _

Of all the hopes in the Soviet breast, the most busi- N\,
nesslike and serious ones, the ones most formidable |
to us, center around this prospect for sowing dJsumty
everywhere in the western camp, and particularly cl\

every relationship that has anything to do with west-

ern strength. That means disunity within our own
country as between classes, and races, and outlooks.
It means disunity between ourselves and our allies. It
means the disruption of the confidence of others in
us, of our confidence in others. It means, above all, the
disruption of our confidence in ourselves. Here—not ™
in elaborate blueprints and timetables of military con-
quest, but in hopes for the demoralization and disin-
tegration of our world—lies the thing that we are really
ent1tled to describe as the major Soviet design.

It is here, of course, that the foreign communist
parties come in. I think it important to recognize and
to bear in mind their allotted role in the Soviet scheme
of things. Ever since its inception, the Soviet regime
has had, in the form of the communist parties and
communist stooge groups in various other countries,
an arsenal of political weapons which it could use as
supplementary instruments for the achievement of its
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policy aims. It is important to note that in no instance
did the Soviet leaders themselves actually create the
basic circumstances that made possible the existence
and effectiveness of these weapons. It may be said of
the non-communist world, in Asia as in Europe, that
it was in part ripe to be abused and exploited in the
way that Moscow abuses and exploits it. It had illnesses
which provided the opportunities for the bacilli of
communist destruction. In Europe the illness consisted
of the weariness and bewilderment of the peoples fol-
lowing two. phenomenally destructive world wars, of
the unsettling effects of technological change on a mel-
Jow and tradition-bound civilization, and finally of the
fact that modern democracy is by nature vulnerable
to having exploited against it the very liberties and
privileges by which it lives. In Asia the illness lay in
the development of the colonial problem, in the gen-
eral social unrest, and above all in the receptiveness
of millions of people to ideological clichés that prom-
ised them, at one and the same time, an alternative to
the acceptance of the hated ideologies of the western
capitalist powers and a sort of a magic short-cut to
the coveted emoluments of industrial and material
progress. Everywhere, and at all times, communist suc-
cess has been mainly a function, almost an automatic
function, of weakness, illness, and irrealism elsewhere.
Fortunately there seem to have been limits almost
everywhere to the sort of weakness that did constitute
an invitation to communism. One of the most striking
things about the whole phenomenon of international,
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Moscow-controlled communism has been the minor
degree of political success it has generally enjoyed. I
know of no country in the world where the communists
have ever been supported by a real electoral majority.
1 believe the highest vote they ever got was a 38 per-
cent vote in Czechoslovakia. In most countries with
any reasonable degree of political health, the number
of their followers generally rarely exceeds five or six
percent. This percentage undoubtedly represents in
large part a certain margin of human nature, so con-
stituted that it lends itself congenitally to exploita-
tion by outside forces against the society of which it is

a part. Where communism has assumed larger dimen-—"

sions, as today in France and Italy, this has been the
result of deep-seated internal maladjustments from
which the communists have simply been able to profit,
mostly through their ruthless and effective organiza-
tional talents. It has not been, or at least it has beea—
in only very minor degree, the reflection of any suc-
cess of communist ideas per se. The belief, frequently
expressed in this country, that there has been in re-
cent years some sort of a triumph of Soviet propaganda
is simply devoid of substance. The fact is that the
ideological attraction of Soviet communism has de-
clined generally since the mid-'thirties.. Its ideas have
been increasingly exposed as the postulates of an ex-
tremely crude and rigid pseudo-science, outdated in
its terms of reference, plainly wrong in its most im-
portant assumptions, overtaken everywhere by the real
course of events. The prestige of Soviet power has
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come increasingly to rest simply on its ruthless or-
ganizational efficiency, its rigid discipline, and the im-
pressive quality of its military posture. But these are
not the same thing as ideas.

In addition to this, we must remember that in many
instances the preservation of the disciplinary bonds
by which these groups of foreign communists have
been held in subjection by Moscow has depended pre-
cisely on their remaining what they were: weak op-
position groups, with very little real indigenous support,
extensively dependent on inspiration, encouragement,

~and disciplinary stiffening from without. Moscow

has long recognized this, and has realized that if

these parties were to grow into »_majority parties, or

anything like it, and then acfually to come into-power
er countries, their dependence on Mos-
cow would be greatly reduced and Tito-ism, in one
form or another, would become a virtual inevitability
everywhere except under the direct shadow of Soviet

military power.

For this reason it is quite erroneous to assume that
what Moscow is after is to have all these foreign com-
munist parties seize power at the earliest possible mo-

~ ment. The effect of this would probably be only to see

many of them lost as political instruments of the Krem-
lin. But Moscow desires to retain them as mstruments

political strength, for the sowing of discord and distrust

among other countries, for the weakening of political
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and military potential elsewhere, for the sabotaging of
resistance to the Kremlin’s own foreign policies.

In the light of this fact it is interesting to note that,
WMePILOﬁ;QLChma nowhere in th37
world has there actually been any spread of . of com-

_munist power in the Test thirty yeass, other fhen in %

areas where it was installed by Soviet bayonets and

Whe Soviet military power could continue, with ~

ease and convenience, to breathe down 1ts neck The

"one exception, as I say, was China. And that iS pre-

cisely why the relationship of China to the Kremlin
today, desplte all outward appearances, is an UNeasy
and unstable ome, not fully clarified; not fully com-

fortable. I

” These, then, are the facts about Soviet power I

thought we should note by way of introduction to this
discussion. With these facts in mind, let us turn again
to the problems of our own national policy.

You have all followed, to one degree or another, the
great debate about policy toward the Soviet Union that
has dominated our public discussions in these recent
years. Let me attempt to summarize the nature of this
debate.

We all recognize, I think, that the present bloated
state of the Soviet empire represents, primarily for the
geopolitical reasons I have already outlined, an un-
healthy situation and a danger to everyone concerned.
We all recognize that any further expansion of Soviet
power would represent a still greater danger. Our dif-
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ferences relate only to what it is that we ought to do
in the light of these two recognitions.

First, there is the difference of opinion as to where
we should place our hopes for an actual reduction of
Soviet power and influence: whether on the operation
of natural forces within the Soviet Union or on the ap-
plication of pressure from outside. That is the question
_of liberation. Secondly, there is the question as to how
to prevent the process of Soviet expansion from going
further. That is the question of containment.

Let me emphasize: these concepts are not alterna-
tives, and the argument is not about whether one or
the other is most desirable. I know of no one in our
ranks, including myself, who would not like to see the
area of Soviet power and influence reduced. There-
fore, we are all in favor of “liberation.” Conversely,
1 know of no one in our ranks who thinks it would
be desirable that Soviet power should expand still
farther. Therefore, we are all in favor of “contain-
ment.” Qur differences concern only the rmeans by
which each of these objectives is to be sought.

Let me turn first to the one that seems to me to afford
the most dangerous possibilities for error and mis-
judgment-—namely, liberation. And let me make my-
self quite plain.

The retraction of Soviet power from its present
bloated and unhealthy limits is essential to the stability
of world relationships. To bring it about must be a car-
dinal aim of western policy. But the term “liberation”
can mean many things. It is one of those vague clichés
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the very currency of which depends on their impre-
cision. And as the term is most frequently used in this
country, and particularly by those who regard them-
selves as its strongest protagomists, it seems to me to
have two main implications. First, it implies the vio-
lent overthrow of Soviet power in either all or a pos-
tion of the present Soviet orbit. Second, it implies that
this overthrow should constitute an active aim of west-
ern, and particularly American, policy-—that the main
impulse to it, in other words, should come from with-
out and from us, rather than from within the Soviet
orbit itself.

Now I think we must recognize, first of all, that if
this is what we have in mind, and if we mean it seri-
ously—that is, if we are not just indulging in fine
phrases—then we are talking about a path of policy
which, if pushed far enough, would by every law of
probability lead ultimately to war. The Soviet leaders
are not going to dismantle their power in eastern Eu-
rope for the love of our beautiful eyes, or because we
set out to huff and to puff and to blow their house in.
Their power does not rest on the consent of the gov-
erned; and it is not of the sort that would be easily
shaken by propaganda to the subject peoples, even if
there were effective things that we could say. The very
attempt to shake it by external action is exactly thq
thing that would make it impossible for the Soviet lead-
ers to yield any portion of it except under the pressure

of war. -

You cannot expect a group of totalitarian rulers to
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step down from the scene of world history and to
acquiesce in the destruction of their political system
for the sake of the preservation of peace. These peopie
have no future outside of their own political power.
There is no place for them to go. Their chances for
personal survival would be minimal if that power were
really weakened. Let no one think that they could
give up a portion of it by way of submission to some
foreign ultimatum, and still retain the remainder, un-
affected. One of the great realities of political life js
the cumulative nature of all political change, the factor

O MIOTHERIIT 10 Whe dynamic character

Jotall alferations in political prestige. The Soviet lead-
&5 ¥now this; and it explains why they are sensitive
about yielding anything under pressure, even at the
remotest ends of their empire.

I can conceive that Soviet power will some day re-
cede from its present exposed positions, just as it has
already receded in Finland and Yugoslavia and north-
ern Iran. But I can conceive of this happening only
precisely in the event that the vital prestige of Soviet
power is not too drastically and abruptly engaged in
the process, in the event that the change is permitted
to come gradually and inconspicuously and as the re-
sult of compulsions resident within the structure of
Soviet power itself, not created externally in the form
of threats or ultimata or patent intrigues from out-
side. ,

If the transition cannot be eased over in this way,
then I see little likelihood of its occurring at all with-
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out leading ultimately to a general armed confiict. And
I would like to emphasize that any war that MGM—
pear to be the consequence of our owg@cws would
proceed under the gravest of disadvantages. It would
bring dismay and despair to people all over the world
who would like to think of themselves as our friends
and to look to us for world leadership. It would almost
certainly disrupt our alliances and jeopardize the en-
joyment of the advantages of them, an extremely im-
portant consideration from the standpoint of the pros-
pects for sheer military success. It would come to the
Russian people, and possibly to those other peoples for
whose liberation some of us are so concerned, as an
appalling and unjustified injury—an injury not just to
the communist leaders but to the subject peoples them-
selves—arousing every spark of patriotism of which
they are capable, and establishing the communist au-
thorities in the most favorable possible political posi-
tion as leaders in the defense of the peoples against
aggressive attack. Millions of Americans, I am sure,
could take part in such a war only at the expense of
the most tortured doubts as to whether this new calam-
ity to civilization had really been necessary, whether
there was really no other way to work out the problem.
And ali of this would be aside from. the question of the
destruction that might be wrought on our own Ameri-
can territory in the use of atomic weapons.

In addition to this, I think it necessary and per-
tinent to recognize that any war fought in the name
of liberation could not and would not be fully success-
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ful, either militarily or politically, precisely for the
Teason that its aims would be too sweeping, too ambi-

&

tious, and too total. People have become accustomed
0 saying that the day of limited wars is over. I would
submit that the truth is exactly the opposite: that the
day of total wars has passed, and that from now on
limited military operations-arethe only ones that could
conceivably serve any coherent purpose.

Russia, let us remember, cannot be wholly occupied.
No matter how successful military operations might
be, there would presumably always come a point at
which you would have to enter into communication
with your communist adversaries again and to arrive
at some sort of realistic arrangement with them. There
could be no expectation, here, of “unconditional sur-
render” along the lines of the precedents of the last
two world wars.

Even in those areas that might be “liberated,” there
would be the question of civil affairs, the question of
some new political authority to replace the old. Are we
prepared for that? Do we have such alternatives in
our pocket in all conceivable cases? In the case of the
Soviet Union, at any rate, I doubt that we do. And I
shudder at the responsibility we would have assumed,
if we were to occupy such areas, and yet had no vigor-
ous indigenous political movement to support us. That
is the position in which we found ourselves during the
intervention in Russia and Siberia in 1917-18, and
if there is anyone who doubts the reality of these re-
flections, let him read the sorry history of those ill-

80

The Problem of Soviet Power

conceived ventures. It is extraordinary how rarely it
seems to occur to Americans that every victory is a re-
sponsibility, and that there are limits to the respon-
sibilities we should invite upon ourselves.

The upshot of what I am saying is that in my view
this Soviet problem, while a great one, is not suitably
to be resolved by war. I do not mean to argue this point
tonight, but I think you would all find on reflection
that there is a deep general reality involved im this,
and that major war, deliberately undertaken, cannot
by its very nature serve effectively to promote positive
and constructive aims of society. Major war can be
at best the lesser of two evils, a terrible and heavy price
paid in order to avoid the necessity of paying one still
more terrible and still more heavy; but then it must be
a defensive war, forced upon us, accepted reluctantly
and with heavy heart.

I would like to be able to leave the question of war
at this point, for it is a prospect from which we must
learn to look away if we are to discover the true ave-
nues for the alleviation of cur problems with the Rus-
sians, but I am afraid that it cannot be left without 2
further word, addressed to those people who have a
tendency to say: How can you stand there and talk
quietly about all these things when you know that the
Russians have the Bomb, and that they may at this
very moment have the capacity for destroying our
cities? Is there, these people ask, anything else that
counts, anything else worth talking about, in this whole
Soviet problem? :
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There is no use arguing with the premises of these
people. They may exaggerate many details, but even
that does not affect the main issue. Of course the day
of absolute security is gome, if it was ever here. Of
course other people either have it in their power to-
day, or will have it soon, to lay waste to our cities, if
the devil possesses them. I still find in all this no rea-
son for any morbid excitement. Is there anything sur-
prising in any of it? Did people really suppose that in
a world of atomic realities we Americans could live
forever in the sole possession of a sort of sorcerer’s
charm by which everyone else would always be inferior
to us miljtarily and bound to defer to our will in a
pinch?

The question is not what people could conceivably
do. We are all of us, m personal life, at the mercy of
crackpots, maniacs, even of wild drivers cn the high-
ways. Such security as we have in personal life rests

on what people actually do, in the law of averages,.

rather than on what they could do. Fortunately a push-
“bution attack on this country actually makes little more
sénse from the standpoint of our adversaries than would
@ Similar attack by ourselves on someone else. It would
sérve 1o sound political purpose. It would not really
assure to them the sort of quiet and cautious expan-
sion of power that they are seeking. It would only mess
things up badly in this world, for everyone concerned,
themselves included.
Besides, there is always the factor of retaliation. If
we retain a prudent measure of the capacity to re-
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taliate and a reasonable dispersal of the facilities requi-
site thereto, there is no reason to suppose that any-
one is going to find it in his interest tc destroy our
country out of a blue sky.

People will say: yes, but we cannot depend on this;
we cannot depend on others to be sane and rational.
To some small extent, of course, this is true. But 1
think great political regimes are apt to have quite a
rational comprehension of their own most vital and
immediate military interests. In the Soviet regime, in
particular, I have never detected any suicidal tend-
encies; and I will do its Jeaders the justice to say that
while I think them very misguided people and have
no high opinion of their intentions with regard to this
country, I do not suspect them of any desire to wreak
upon others some fearful measure of destruction just for
destruction’s own sake, apart from any coherent po-
litical or social purpose. These people are mot ogres;
they are just badly misguided and twisted human be-
ings, deeply involved in the predicaments that invaria-
bly attend the exercise of great power.

Of course there is danger in our contemporary world,
but when has human life ever been without danger?
The sort of jitters apparent in a portion of our press
and public is not only unworthy of the traditions of
our country, it does not even do justice to the way
most of us would behave if danger were to become a
reality. And the worst thing about it is that it actually
increases the seriousness of our situation. If we all sit
quietly in our little boat and address ourselves to the
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process of navigation, I doubt that it will tip over; but
if we all leap up from our seats and go rushing around
grabbing each other by the lapel and screaming, “Why
don’t you do something about it?” we will be on the
surest way to making it capsize.

The weapons of mass destruction have to be borne
in mind as one of the great and sorry realities of our
day. We cannot rule out the possibility of war, for wars
can arise from many constellations of circumstance;
and similarly we cannot rule out the possibility that
these horrible weapons may some day be used. For this
contingency we must make the most realistic disposi-
tions we can, but we must not be carried away by these
dispositions to the point where we neglect the cul-
tivation of the other possibilities. There is also the
possibility that there will be no general war. And there
is always the further possibility that even if there is a
war, it may prove the part of prudence for us all to
restrict ourselves either to the more conventional weap-
ons or to a more conventional use of the unconven-

~tional ones. For this, too, we must be prepared. It is for
| this reason that I would fail to comprehend any policy
that did not preserve a balance between conventional
weapons and the weapons of mass destruction, and
especially one that staked our world position on the
power of weapons we ourselves, in the final event,
might or might not find it prudent to wuse. The
sooner we can learn to cultivate the weapons of mass
destruction solely for their deterrent value, the sooner
we can get away from what is called the principle of
84
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“first use” of such weapons, the sooner we can free
ourselves from the false mathematics involved in the
assumption that security is a matter of the number of
people you can kill with a single weapon, the betteij
off, in my opinion, we will be.

So much for liberation, for preventative war, and
for the atomic bomb. We are left, as usual, with the
other side of our problem, the old and familiar side
which many people find it so distasteful to talk about:
the side of “containment.” There seers to be a theory,
especially since the Korean war, that this is a matter
of preventing armies from crossing frontiers for ag-
gressive purposes. I find little to substantiate this view.
Certainly in every immediate sense it is a matter of
preventing other peoples from committing the naive
and fateful folly of permitting the reins of government
to be seized within their respective countries by ele-
ments that accept the disciplinary authority of Moscow.
And this, as you will readily perceive, is not primarily
a matter of Soviet policy but a matter of policy for the
non-communist peoples themselves.

I recognize that what I am saying is precisely the
opposite of another view which would hold Moscow
formally responsible for all communist activity every-
where, and punishable for every attempt of a com-
munist minority to seize power. I am sorry to have to
say that I do not think that things are quite this simple.
I pointed out earlier that communist penetration in
the non-communist world is not solely a matter of
Soviet initiative or support, but contains a very im-
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portant component of local origin, in the weaknesses
and illnesses of a given society. Moreover, Soviet of-
ficials have a point when they remind us that they do
not challenge the right of any other government to deal
as it will with its communist minority, and do not
protest diplomatically when such minorities are treated
sternly and rendered ineffective through police action.
The literal physical destruction of the German com-
munist party by Hitler in the "thirties was not only rnot

~ the subject of any diplomatic protests from Moscow

to Berlin, but was actually accompanied by a series
of diplomatic approaches from the Soviet side that led
eventually to the amijable arrangement of the Nazi-
Soviet Non-Aggression Pact. Thus Moscow does not
dispute the right of others to take whatever steps they
wish to take in order to control their own communist
elements. But where they are unwilling to take those
steps, Moscow is not prepared to do it for them. Nor
can the Moscow leaders properly be expected to see
to it that their views never, by any chance, commend
themselves to people elsewhere.

I realize fall well that this is not all there is to it:
that there are training schools for subversion behind
the Iron Curtain, that there is conspiracy, that there
are secret agents and spies, and all of this to no good

[ purpose. But underlying all this, and making it all pos-

sible, is the fact that there are great areas of softness

and vulperability in the non-communist world, areas

which it lies wholly in the competence of non-com-

rounist authority to remove. If certain of these areas
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could be removed, there would be, I think, no further
expansion of Soviet power. If they are not removed,
our fortunes——the fortunes of all people who look for
a continued unfolding of the process of civilization
and for a continued growth in the dignity of the hu-
man spirit—are unquestionably going to suffer. Buf)
we cannot look to Moscow, which did not create these |
soft spots, to remove them. Our problem is not that.
simple. We will have to continue to search for other
solutions.

_Thus the problem of containment is basically a prob-
lem of the reactions of people within the non-comyu-

p—

nist world. It is true that this condition depends tpon
o — o 12

the maintenance by ourselves and our allies, at all

times, of an adequate defense posture, designed to
guard against misunderstandings and to give confi-
dence and encouragement to the weak and the faint-
hearted. But so long as that posture is maintained, the

_things that need most to be done to prevent the further
expansmn of Soviet power are not, so far as we are ¢ con-

cerned, things we ca,n..do_dlrectly—m-our_relatlons mtlx
the Soviet Government; they are things we must do_

in our relations with the pe oples of the non-communist
world.”

On the other hand—and this is the final thought I
would like to leave in your minds this evening—it is
my belief that these very same things are precisely the
most useful things we can do in the interest of the
eventual greater freedom of the peoples now bebind
the Curtain. Whatever we do that serves to bring hope
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and encouragement and self-confidence to peoples out-
side the Soviet orbit has a similar effect on the peoples
inside, and constitutes the most potent sort of argu-
ment for prudence and reasonableness on the part of
the Soviet leaders. To the extent we are able to realize
this, we will understand that containment and Libera-
tion are only two Sides of the same coin, and both part

of a greater problém—ithe problem of how the be-
"“havior of this nation is to be so shaped as to command

the hope and confidence of all those who wish us wellA

and The Tespect of all those who do not, whichever side
_of tHe Cuftai they may be on.

Permit me now to say a few words in conclusion. I
fear that the points I have touched on this evening may
have seemed disjointed and without relation to each
other, but I think that if stacked up side by side they
do constitute a way of looking at the Soviet problem,
and one which is not quite so depressing as some of the
others now current in our country. Let me recapitulate
them.

Soviet hostility to us is bitter and deep, but it does
not mean that the Soviet leaders want war.

The communist parties in the free countries are a
nuisance and an impertinence, but they are largely a
reflection of weakness within those countries them-
selves and they need not represent a mortal danger to
any country that wishes to keep its own house in order.

The weapons of mass destruction are a sad and
dangerous fact of our contemporary life, but they need
not necessarily ever be used.
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The geographic over-extension of Soviet power is
a serious and unhealthy anomaly, and needs desper-
ately to be remedied, but there is no sudden and drastic
and direct way of seeking to remedy it that would not
draw down upon us all, friends, enemies, and Ameri-
cans alike, new miseries and confusions far worse than
those we would be concerned to overcome.

In all of this I see no reason for jitters, for panic, or
for melodramatic actions. I do see reasons for hard
work, for sober thinking, for a great deliberateness of
statesmanship, for a high degree of national self-disci-
pline, and for the cultivation of an atmosphere of unity
and mutual confidence among our own people.

The greatest danger presented to us by Soviet policy
_155\1:11113:3 atfempt to promote internecine division and
conflict within our system of alliances and within our
own body politic. But this is something we have it in
‘our power to counteract by the quality of our leader-
ship and the tone of cur own national life generally. If
these were what they should be, they would radiate

_themselves to the world at large, and the warmth of

that radiation would not only represent the best means
of frustrating the design for further Soviet expansion—
it would also be the best means of helping the peoples
behind the Iron Curtain to recover their freedom. For
you will all recall the Aesopian fable about the com-
petition between the Sun and the North Wind to see
which of them could make the traveler remove his
cloak. Well, the traveler is the phenomenon of Soviet
power. The cloak is that zone of inordinate power and
89

**45**



The Problem of Soviet Power

influence in eastern Europe and elsewhere with which
it has tried to shelter its own inner sanctum. And you
will all recall that it was not by the direct huffing and
puffing of the North Wind, but by the gentle indirec-
tion of the Sun that the stubborn traveler was at last
induced to remove his cloak.

90

IV. The Umfymg Factor

I AM AFRAID THAT in the last two of these lectures 1
found it necessary to speak primarily about things we
ought not to do rather than about things we ought to
do in our foreign relations. I hope tonight to correct
in some measure the resulting deficiency and to indi-
cate to you certain of what seem to me to be the more
hopeful and constructive possibilities of American for-
eign policy. But before I enter on this task, there are
one or two things I would Iike to add, by way of after-
thought, to what I said last night with regard to the
problem of Soviet power. I am afraid that if I do not
do this there will be certain serious gaps in the pattern
of the Soviet problem I left in your minds.

You will recall that I hinted at the possibility that
the changes in the Soviet order which we would like
to see occur—above all, the retraction of the limits
of Soviet power and influence to something more
normal and more compatible with the peace of the
world—might conceivably come as the result of the
workings of internal forces within the structure of
Soviet power, with oaly an indirect encouragement
from ourselves and the rest of the outside world. I
know that this intimation will be challenged by some
people who do not believe in the possibility of such
change, or who fear that it will not occur soon enough
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the killing of our own people. It can comceivably protect —

values which it is mecessary to protect and which can be pro-
tected in no other way. Occasionally, if used with fore-

thought and circumspection and restraint, it may trade the

lesser viclence for the greater and impel the stream of human
evenis into channels which will be more hopeful ones than
it would otherwise have taken. But, basically, the democratic
purpose does not prosper when a man dies or a building col-
lapses or an epemy force retreats. It may be hard for it to
prosper unless these things happen, and in that lies the entire
justification for the use of force at all as a weapon of na-
tional policy. But the acinal prospering occurs omly When
something happens in a man’s mind that increases his en-
Lightenment and the conscicusness of his real relatiom to

other peopl&——so*neﬂmfmc that makes them aware that, when-

ever the dignity of another man is offended, his own dignity,
as z Man among men, is thereby reduced. And this is why
the destructive process of war must 2lways be accompanied

by, or made subsidiary tc, a different sort of undertaking

aimed at widening the horizons and changing the motives
of men and should never be thought of in itself as a proper
vehicle for hopes and enthusiasms and dreains of world im-
provement. Force, like peace, is not an abstraction; it canmot
be understood or dealt with as a concept outside of the given
framework of purpose and method. If this were better under-
stood, there could be neither the sweeping moral rejection of
international violence which bedevils so many Avoericans in
times of peace nor the helpless abandeonment to its com-
pulsions and its inner momentm wh.lch characterizes so
many of us in times of war.

It is haré for me to say how different would have been
our situation today had our public opinion and the mental
outlook of our leading persons comprised a comprehension
of these realities fhrouvghout the entire pericd of the thirties
and forties which we asscciate with World War IL It is easy
to imagine that war might never have come upen us in the
form that it did had this been the case. Or, perkaps, even if
it had comae upon us, we might have been prepared to enter
it sooner and in greater force, and thus have been able {o
end it in a2 way more favorable to the interests of mederation
and stability in world affairs. But these are only comjectures.
The historiar can never prove that a betier comprebension of
realities would have prevented any specific calamity or ob-

[P
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viated any of the major human predicaments. He can only
say that in the law of averages it should have helped.
At the very worst, we can be sure tha.t, had we understood

better Ee elements of cur predicames I3 W Tl ‘Wa. I,
we WO , a.g%} lomacy il Nevith
one %Qﬁ?@% é%%ﬁ%%%&é mlﬁ&‘%ve been

better prepared for the things that have happened since 1945
and less inclined to mistake them for the product of some-
body else’s stupidity or bad faith. But actually it is my belief,
which I cannot prove, that the benefits would have gone
much farther than this. The possibilities which He in human
understanding, like those that lie in darkness and ignorance,
are seldom hypothetically demonstrable; but sometimes they
are Surprising.

Vi
DIPLOMACY IN THE MODERN WORLD

THESE lectures were designed as historical exercises, as con-
tributicns to the analysis of past events in the field of Amesx-
ican dipleinacy; and normally they might have been permitted
to siand as such. But the background of current events
against which they have been given has been so absorb-
ing, and your own preoccupation with these events so ob-
vious and understandable, that I know you will fesl that
what I have said has not been given its maximum useful-
ness if I do not add 2 word about its relevance to ocur prob-
lems of today.,

Before 1 do this, there is one more thing I would like to
say about the past. I fear that the impression I have given
vou of our past performance in the diplomatic feld may
have been a darker and gloomier one than is really in my
mind. I cught to record, I think, my cown recognition that
the annals of American diplomacy in this half-century con-
tain many positive aspects as well as negative ones. Let us
remernber that for us this has been 2 period of tremendous
and moest trying {ransition. We entered upon it with the con-
cepts and methods of a small neutral nation. I know this ap-
proach well. T have seen it In some of the foreign offices of
other countries where I bave been privileged to do business
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on bebalf of our government. ¥t is an approach which I like
and respect, and for which I must confess z certain nostalgia.
It can bave in i, and usvally does, great quality and dignity.
The Department of State as it existed at the turn of the cen-
tury, and as it still was in large measure in the 1920%s when 1
entered it, was a quaint old place, with its law-office atmos-
phere, its cool dark corridors, its swinging doots, its brass cus-
pidors, its black leather rocking chairs, and the grandfather’s
clock in the Secretary of State’s office. There was a real old-

fashioned dignity and simplicity about it It was staffed in

those earlier days by professional personne! some of whom
were men of great ezperience and competence. And it was
beaded more often than otherwise by Americans of genuine
stature and quality.

I should be most unhappy if anything said in these lec-
tures should seem a mark of disrespect for such men as John
Hay, Elihu Root, Charles Evans Hughes, or Henry Stimson.
These men embedied that pattern of integrity of mind and
spirli, moderation and delicacy of character, ireproachable
foyalty in personal relaticns, modesty of person combined with
dignity of office, and kindliness and generosity in the ap-
preach to all who were weaker and more dependent, which
constitutes, it seems to me, our finest contribution to the var-
iety of the human species in this world and comes closest to
embodying our mational ideal and genius, They were men so
measured and prudent in their judgment of others, so careful
to reserve that judgment until they feit they had the facts, so
well aware of the danger of inadequate evidence and hasty
conclusion, that we would be making ourselves ridiculous if
we were to attend their memories and the evidences of their
handiwork in any other spirit.

We are ancther gemeration, and we casnot be fully the
judges either of the demands which faced our elders or of the
adequacy of their responses. For the performance of these
men in public office I can feel only the sort of sympathy and
admiration which one felt for the struggles and works of one’s
own father, ccupled with the invariable conviction of children
everywhere that there were features of the modern world
which Father understood very peorly and we children under-
stood much better. And if, today, we think we see blind spots
or weak spots in their approaches to foreign policy, we would
do well to remember what Gibbon said of the great Byzantine
general, Belisarius: “His imperfections flowed from the con-
tagion of the times: his virtues were his owsn.” )
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But, notwithstanding all this, it is clear that there has been
in the past a very significant gap between challenge and re-
sponse in our conduct of foreign policy; that this gap still
exists; and that, whereas ffty vears ago It was not wvery
dangerous to us, today it puts us in grave peril. We can af-
ford no complacency about these things in the year 1951,
and we have mo choice but to face vp unsparingly to our
weaknesses.

I think you have seen quite clearly from the earlier lectures
what I hold these weaknesses to be. I do not need to recapitu-
late them in any great detail. Thev are cnes which relaie both
to machinery and to concept—ooth to means and to objec-
tives.

On the question of the machinery of government, we have
seen that 2 good deal of our trouble seems to have stemmed
from the extent to which the executive has felt itself beholden
to short-term trends of public opipier In the country and
from what we might call the erratic and subjective nature of
public reaction to foreign-policy questioms. I would Lke to
emphasize that I do pot comsider public reaction to foreign-
policy gquestions to be erratic and undependable over the long
term; but I think the record indicates that in the short tsrm
our public opinion, or what passes for cur public opinion in
the thinking of official Washington, can be easily led astray
into areas of emotionalism and subjectivity whick mmazke it a
pocr and inadequate guide for maticnal action.

What can we do about this?

As one who has occupied himself professionally with forsign
affairs for a quartst of a centuwry, I cannot refrain from say-
Ing that I frmly believe that we could make much more
effective use of the principle of professionalism in the conduct
of foreign policy; that we could, if we wighed, develop a corps
of professional officers superior to anything that exists or
ever has existed in this field; and that, by treating these men
with respect and drawing on thelr insight and expsrience, we
could help ourselves comsiderably. However, 1 am guite pre-
pared te recognize that this runs counter to strong prejudices
and preconceptions in sections of our public mind, patticularly

iz Congress and the press, and that for this reason we are

probably condemned to continue relying almost exclusively
on what we might call “diplomacy by dilettantism.”

That being the case, we still have with us, in what is cb-
viously a very acute form, the problem of the machinery for
decision-making and for the implementation of policy im our
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government. Whatever else may be said about these facilities
to date, it can hardly be said that they are distinguished by
such things as privacy, deliberateness, or the long-term ap-
proach. The difficulties we encounter here are so plain to all
of you at this moment that I shall not attempt tc adumbrate

- them. The subject of their correction is an extremely complex
one, mnvolving many facets of governmental organization and
method. There are those who feel that these difficulties can be
satisfactorily disposed of within our present constitutional
framework and that they are simply a question of proper per-
sonal leadership in government. There are others who doubt
that the problem is soluble without constitutional reform—
reform which would give us a parliamentary system more
nearly like that which exists in England and most other parlia-
mentary countries, 2 system in which a' government falls if it
loses the confidence of its parliament, and in which there ig
opportunity to consult the people on the great issues and at
the crucial moments and to adjust governmental responsibili-
ties in accordance with the people’s decision.

I must say that if T had zny doubts before as to whether it

is this that cur country requires, those doubts have been pretty
well resolved in my mind by the eveats of the past weeks and
months. I find it hard to see how we can live up te our respon-
sibilities 2s a great power unless we are able o resclve, in a
manner betier thar we have done recently, the great chal-
lenges to the soundness of government policy and to the claim
of an administration to speak for the mass of the people in
foreign affairs.

Here again, I am afraid, the chances of change in the
direction I have indicated are so slight that we must dismiss
the possibility as one that might have any particular relevance
to cur present problems.

This leaves us substantially with the question of concept.
This is the field in which the scholar’s voice can be most use-
ful, and for which it seems to me that this examination of
the past vields the most instructive results.

As you have no doubt surmised, I see the most serious
fault of our past policy formulation to lie in something that
I might call the legalistic-moralistic approach to international
problems. This approach runs like a red skein through our
foreign policy of the last fifty years. It has in it something of
the old emphasis on arbitration treaties, something of the
Hague Conferences and schemes for universal disarmament,
something of the more ambitious American concepts of the
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i ational law, something of the League of Nations
:ﬁg Efel%tggled Nations,psomethjﬁg of the Ki]logg Pact, some-
thing of the idea of a universal “Article 517 past, so:meﬂ?m.g
of the belief in World Law and World Government. But it is
none of these, entirely. Let me try to descpbe it.

It is the belief that it should be possible to suppress the
chaotic and dangerous aspirations of governments in the inter-
national field by the acceptance of some system of .]Legal rules
and restraints. This belief undoubtedly represents in part an
atterapt to transpose the Anglo-Saxon concept of individual
law into the international field and to make it agphg:a_ble to
goveraments as it Is applicable here at home tq mdw_id_ua‘is}
It must also stem in part from the memory of the origin of
our own poiitical system—ifrom the recpﬂegnqn that e Were
able, through acceptance of a comrmoen msﬁtuhgnai a_m'i furid-
ical framework, to reduce to harmless d@gmzﬂt@%_ the
conflicts of interest and aspiration among the original thzﬁeﬂem
colonies and to bring them all into an oztdered.and peaceful
relationship with one another. Remembering this, people are
unabie to understand that what might have been poss_lbie for
the thirteen colonies in a given set O;E]_ cﬁiﬁgmstamces might not

ssible in the wider international field. )
beggis the essence of this belef that, iastead_of *&akmg the
awkward conflicts of natiomal interest and dealing with them
on their merits with a view to finding ‘t;he splu’uoms least un-
settling to the stability of international life, it would b&_ better
to find some formal criteria of 2 juridical natvre by which the
permissible behavior of states could be defined. There Woulci
thern be judicial entities competent to measure the actions of
governments against these criteria and to decide Wh@g their
behavior was acceptable and when unacceptable. }Behmd_ all
this, of course, lies the American assumption that Tnhde illelngs
for which other peoples in this world are apt to contend are
for the most part neither creditable nor important amd mlghf
justly be ezpected to take second p}iaice behmd the 'd@s:urabmcy
of an orderly world, untroubled by international viclence. T
the American mind, it is implausible that people shou@dt have
positive aspirations, and ones that they regard as Ieglmate,
mors important to them than the peacefulne_ss and orderliness
of international life. From this standpoint, it is not apparent
why other pecple should not join us in accepting the rules 1of
the game in international politics, just as we accept such m;es:
in the competition of sport in order that the game may not
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become teco cruel and too- destructive and may not assume
an importance we did not mean it to have. .

If they were to do this, the reasoning runs, then the trouble-
some and chactic manifestations of the national ego could
be contained and rendered either unsubstantial or subject to
easy disposal by some method familiar and comprehensible
to our American usage. Departing from this background, the
mind of American statesmanship, steraming as it does in so
large a part from the legal professicn in cur country, gropes
with unfailing persistence for some institutional framework
which would be capable of fulfilling this function.

1 cannot undertake in this short lecture to deal exhaustively
with this thesis or to peoint out all the elements of unsound-
ness which I feel it contains. But some of its more cutstanding
weaknesses are worthy of mention.

In the first place, the idea of the subordination of 2 large
number of states to an international juridical regime, limiting
their possibilities for aggression and injury to other states,
implies that these are all states lke our ocwn, reascnably con-
tent with their international borders and status, at least to the
extent that they would be willing to refrain from pressing for
change without international agreement. Actually, this has
generally been true only of a portion of international society.
We tend to underestimate the violence of national maladjust-
ments and discontents elsewhere in the world if we think that
they would always appear tc other people as less important
than the preservation of the juridical tidiness of international
life.

Second, while this concept is often associated with a revolt
against pationalism, it is a curicus thing that it actually tends
to confer upon the concept of natiomality and national sov-
ereignty an absolute wvalue it did not have before. The very
principle of “one government, one vote,” regardless of physical
or political differences between states, glorifies the concept of
national sovereignty and makes it the exclusive form of parti-
cipation in international life. It envisages a world composed
exclusively of sovereign national states with a full equality of
status. In doing this, it ignores the tremendous variations in
the firmness and soundness of national divisions: the fact that
the origins of state berders and national personalities were
in many instances fortuilious or at least poorly related to
realities. It alsc ignores the law of change. The natiopal state
pattern is not, should not be, and cannot be a fixed and static
thing. By naturs, it is an unstable phenomenon in a copstant
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change and flux. History has shown that the Wﬂl and
:.gi;sacity gf individual people_s to co_nn-ibute to their world
environment is constantly changing. It s only 1_og1cal that the
crganizational forms (and what else are such things as borders
and governments?) should cham_ge wm.:th Tn‘-;&em. The @sz:t@on qf
a systern of international relationships 18 not 10 inhibit this
process of change by imposing a legal strait jacket upon it
but rather to facilitate it; to ease its tramsitions, to temper the
asperities to Whickh it often leads, to isolate and moderate the
conflicts to which it gives rise, and to see that th-ese cogﬂzc:i:s
do not assume forms too unsettling for mt:emamonal Hfe in
generzl. But this is 2 task for diplomacy, I the most old-
fashioned semse of the term. For this, law is 100 abs@acﬁ, too
inflexible, too hard to adjust to the demands of the un-
predictable and the unexpected. )

By the same tokem, the American concept of world law
ignores those means of international offense—those means of
the projection of power and coercion OVer other peoples—
which by-pass institutional forms entitely or even @:iploﬁ
them against themselves: such things as gdeologlcal attack,
intimidation, penetration, and disgrised seizure @fﬁ the ipsti-
tutional paraphernalia of natiomal sovereigniy. It ignores, in
other words, the device of the puppet staie amirl the set of
techniques by which states can be converted into puppets
with no formal viclation of, or chellenge to, the cutward
attribates of their sovereignty and their independence.

This is one of the things that bave caused the peoples of
fhe sateilite countries of eastern Europe to lock with 2 gezjm
tinge of bitterness on the United Nations. The organization
failed so completely to save them from domination by 2 great
neighboring couniry, a domination no less invidicus by vm‘rug
of the fact that it came into being by processes We cov:ﬂd act
call “aggression.” And there is indeed some ]mt.mcauoig for
their feeling, because the legalistic apprpach to mtemauona}i
affairs ignores in gemeral the imtermational significance of
politicel problems and the desper scurces of mtema_.tmmal -
stebility. It assumss that civil wazs will rermain C_l’jfﬁ and not
grow into international wars. It assumes the abﬂ._lt*y of each
people to sclve its own internal political problems in a manner
not provocative of its international envircmment. It assumss
fhat each nation will always be able to construct a government
qualified to speak for it and cast its vote in the international
grena and that this government will be acceptgble to the rest
of the international community in this capacity, 518* assuInEs,
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in other words, that domestic issues will not become inter-
national issues and that the worid community will not be put
in the position of having tc make choices between rival
claimants for power within the confines of the individual state.
Finally, this legalistic approach to intermational relations
is faulty in its assumptions concerning the possibility of sanc-
tions against offenses amd viclations. In general, it looks to
collective acticn to provide such sanction against the bad
behavier of states. In doing so, it forgets the limitations on
the effectiveness of military coalition. It forgets that, as a
circle of military associates widens in any conceivable politi-
cal-military venture, the thecretical total of available military
strength may increase, but only at the cost of compaciness and
ease of conirol. And the wider a coalition becomes, the more
difficult it becomes to retain political umity and general agree-
ment on the purpcses and effects of what is being done. As
we are sseing in the case of Korea, joint military operations
against an aggressor have z different meaning for each par-
ticipant and raise specific political issves for each one which
are exiraneous to the action in question and affect many other
facets of internaticnal life. The wider the circle of military
asscciates, the more cumnbersome the problem of political con-
trol over their actioms, and the more circumscribed the least
common dencminator of agreement. This law of diminishing
returns lies so heavily on the possibilities for multilateral mili-
tary action that it makes it doubtful whether the participation
of smaller states can really add very much te the ability of
the great powers to assure stability of international life. And
this is tremendously important, for it brings us back to the
realization that even under 2 system of world law the sanction
against destructive internationmal behavior might continue to
rest basically, as it has in the past, on the alliances and rela-
tionships among the great powers themselves. There might be
a state, or perhaps more than one state, which all the rest
of the world commumnity together could not successfully co-
erce info following a line of acticn to which it was viclently
averse. And if this is true, where are we? It seems to me that
we are right back in the realm of the forgotien art of di-
plomacy from which we have spent fifty vears &Grying to es-
cape.

These, then, are some of the theorstical deficiencies that
appear o me to be inberent in the legalistic approach to in-
ternational affairs. But there is a greater deficiency still that
I should like to mention before I close. That is the inevitable
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association of legalistic ideas with moralistic ones:fﬂ{zh;arargd
g e o aﬁmtf];f Stit?ts f }iiiiggﬂi?gtsﬁf su?:jeci;t for
wrong, the assumption that state beha 1
mom% judgment. Whoiger faysbth:ie r]LS ;; éaﬂ}ve ;mjt ;fo Icg.zfi
indi i against the law-bDreaxer s ) ]
;zﬂ?ﬁilt?n 1::? h]ﬁz And when such indignation spﬂlidmcr%xo;nzz
miliary contes, 1t knows 90 S0uRde SO ¥ iveness—
Jbreaker to the point Of > _ i
?ﬁmﬁz E}condiﬁomal suiemder. It is a CUTIONS th::}g, +b§t E:Z i
true, that the legalistic a&ppmaih 133 i{;ﬂ% iﬁﬁgs%go;; s
unquestionably is in a desie 10 ¢ o e o maro
lence, makes violence more enduring, more tEIL0°S, nore
ctive to political stability than did the o}de§ ot
gﬁiﬁi@nﬂ interest. A war fought in the pame of hlghfmtzﬁll
principle finds po early end short of some form ©
dgm%my, we see that the Ilegaljsﬁa E‘pproach t?eﬁiiwéé
natiosal probiecss  cloedly Wentel 0 2 o e ose
total war and total victory, and the mams==se =, f e o
il olv too easilty into the manifestations o the other.
Sﬁm%ﬁf coongspt of mfﬂ war is something we wou}lc} h;ﬂisd«;
wall to think about a little in these ‘gfgl}ble_d times. s
relatively mew concept, I Western cszﬂ_szaﬁuon ;;.}E any ﬁa&;ﬂ;
did not really appear on the scene until World /ar 1% It char
scterized both of these greal world wars, and b(?lht?h'i' -
as 1 have pointed out-—WeIt followed by great imsia utgyf* e
disillusionment. But it is mot .omly a question DoW O"b -
desirability of this concept; it is a question of its J_‘f@fﬁl Wltz:;
Actually, I wonder whether even ia the past mtg]. @?myh °
not really an ifusion from the standpoint of the Vé;l OTS. =
sense, there is nc total victory short of /gemmcnde,mm;essw - 2
o victory over the minds of men. But the total de.axy e
tories are rarvely victories over the mmds of men. And we o i
face the fact that it is very questionable wfgetz%fir na ’mial
global conflict thers could ever be amy suca ‘Eﬁmg as »cgl :
military victery. 1 personally do not believe that thfm Cfoomé
There rmight be a great weakeming of the armed_fmﬁ *fthezr«s
side or another, but I think it out of the quesiion unatl :
should be such a thing as a general and formal submission ﬂ:g
‘he national will on either side. The attempt to acli:ll:ef;e : S
rmattainable goal, however, could _wreak upon cwﬂ:[zg gm
ancther set of injuries fully as sericus as those gause ¥4
World War 1 or World War I, ?,nd I leave it 1o you to answer
the question as to BOW civilization could suIvive thermn.
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It was asserted not long ago by a prominent American that
“war’s very object is victory” and that “in war there can be
no substitute for victory.” Perhaps the confusicn here lies in
what 1s meant by the term “victory.” Perhaps the term is
actually misplaced. Perhaps there can be such z thing as
“victory” in a battle, whereas in war there can be only the
achievement or nonachievement of your objectives. In the old
days, wartime objectives were generally limited and practical
ones, and it was commoen to measure the success of your mili-
tary operations by the extent to which they brought you cleser
to your cbjectives. But where your objectives arve meral and
ideological omes and run to changing the attitudes and tradi-
tions of an entire people or the personality of a regime, then
victory is probably something not to be achieved entirely by
military means or indeed in any short space of time at all;
and perhaps that is the source of our confusion.

In any case, I am frank to say that I think there is no more
dangerous delusion, none that has done us a greater disservice
in the past or that threatens to do us a greater disservice in
the future, than the concept of total victory. And I fear that
it springs in large measurs from the basic faults in the ap-
proach to inmternational affairs which I have been discussing
here. If we are to get away from it, this will not mean that
we shall have to abandon our respect for imtermatiopal law,
or our hopes for its future usefulness as the gentle civilizer of
events which [ mentioned in one of the earlier lectures. Nox
will it mean that we have to go in for anything that can
properiy be termed “appeasement”—if one may use a word
so cheapened and deflated by the abuse to which it has been
recently subjected. But it will mean the emergence of a new
attitude among us toward many things outside cur borders
that are irritating and unpleasant today—an attitude more like
that of the doctor toward those physical phenomena in the
human bedy that are neither pleasing nor fortunate—an atti-
tude of detachment and scberness and readiness 1o reserve
judgment. It will mean that we will have the modesty to admit
that our own national interest is all that we are really capable
of knowing and understanding—and the courage o recognize
that if our purposes and undertakings here at home are decent
ones, unsullied by arrogance or hostility toward other people
or -delusions of superiority, then the pursuit of our national
interest can never fail to be conducive t¢ a better world. This
concept is less ambitious and less inviting in its immediate
prospects than those to which we have so often inclined, and
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" less pleasing to our image of ourselves. To many it may seem

to smack of cynicism and reaction. I cannot sh?rg _the:g
doubts. Whatever is realistic in concept, and founcieaﬂm .
endeavor to see both ourselves and others as we really ars,
capnot be illiberal

PART i
THE SOURCES OF SOVIET CONDUCT®
E

THE political personality of Soviet power as We -kI'lgW 11t tod;z
is the preduct of ideology and cucu1:1sta_ncis. i eocvgzlt >
herited by the present Soviet leaders from the mcvime:- =
which they had their political ongin, a.ild czrcumsta:_nc\.fi OLa,C};’S
power which they now have exercised for nearly tl'ne; ec;l e
in Russia. There can be few tasks of psychc.ﬂogﬁa an z;
more difficult than to try to trace the }nteraction of these t C*Jf
forces and the relative role of gach in the determxiatl.gnmot
official Soviet conduct. Yet the attempt must be n.:‘laﬂ e if thaj
conduct is to be understood and effectively countered. .
It is difficult to summarize the set of ideological concepts
with which the Soviet leaders came into power. M:g;axz
ideclogy, in ifs Russian-Commgmst pm]ection_, has high
been in process of subtle evolution. The maLeElals on Wd_ .
it bases itself are extensive and co;nple?;. But the outstanding
features of Communist thought as it existed in 191 :i Ié_lagj Ee.r-
haps be summarized as follows: (c_z) that the centr “acLo: u-nf
the life of man, the fact which deterines tge_ch?ameltpo
public life and the “shysiognomy of society,” i the ss_f_s .,151
by which material coods are produced and exchanged; { i
that the capitalist system of production 1s 2 nefaj;i(;tis ?n
which inevitably leads to the exploltation of the working c.{ass
by the capital-owning class and is incapable of aiviplzﬁ
adequately the economic resources of society or o dIS

uting fairly the material gocds produced by buman labor;

1851 { i iom Affairs, KXY,
* inted, by permission of the <:.‘.d1‘t01‘, from Foreign - X
Mo. Ffpgnuli‘, 1;47?), 566-82. Copyright 1947 by Council cn Foreign
Relations, Inc.
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ation indefinitely without eventually adjusting itself in
one way or amother to the logic of that state of affajrs.

Thus the decision will really fall in large measure in this
couniry iself. The issue of Soviet-American relations is in
SESERUST gR KRSined, temevim ali dtberRussiahd WikednStates as
gt %ﬂ@%m&m@@woérww@@s Ueyipuetiod 2the United

ales neec only measure up to its own best traditions and
prove iself worthy of preservation as a great nation.

Surely, there was never a fairer fest of natiopal quality
than this. In the Yght of thess circumstances, the thought-
ful cbserver of Russian-American relations will Snd no cause
for complaint in the Kremlin’s challenge to American scciety.
He.wﬂl rather CZperience a certain gratitude to a Providence
which, by providing the American psople with this implacable
challengs, has made their entire security 2s a nation dependent
on their pulling themselves together and accepting  the
responsibilities of moral and political leadership that history
plainty intended them to bear,

AMERICA AND THE RUSSIAN FUTURE®

J

THE very viralence with which Americans reject the outlock
and practice of those who now hold power in the Kremlin
g&nph@s I the strongest possible way the belief in, and
e for, an alternative—ior. some other Russian outlook
azf:;d thsmme oiber set of practices in Russia to take the place
Sv heﬂf% E;VS know today. Yet we may be permitted 10 ask
v » ?)1' 1€ 1s any clear image in our minds of what that
‘??Ei Ggh and thoss practices might be, and of the ways by
t‘hec : e?iﬂ*@ﬂfiams meight promote progress toward them. At
Trwops t:*“- time, in particular, when the coexistence of the
S*tmingsafés 0@;. ﬂge same planet has led to such immense
¢ i ha atxieties everywhere, and to so much despair
o) a:rs Z lfsuccessml continuation, there is a tendency on the
P&t many people to permit the image of 2 different and
Fote acceptable Russia to become eclipsed by, or even iden-
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tified with, the question of victory or defeat in a future war.
Some Americans are already reverting, merely in contem-
plation of a possible war, toc the . American bad habit of
assuming that there is something final and positive about
a military decision—that it is the ending of scmething, and
the happy ending, rather than a beginning.

There could, of course, be no greater error than this, quite
apart from any consideration of the blood and sacrifice
which was invclved. A war against Soviet power which could
be said to be relatively successful militarily (and we would
do well {oc remember that no such war could be more than
relatively successful) would in itself assure little or nothing
in the way of progress toward the achievemnent of the sort of
alternative we might wish; at the most it would only make
more immpediate various aspects of a problem which already
exists and which every American who objects to Soviet
behavior must, in consistency, have in mind anyway, war of
oo war. That is the problem of the kind of Russia which we
would prefer to see; the kind with whick we ourselves could,
let us say, live easily; the kind which would permnit the
existence of a much mere stable world order; the kind to
which it would be both realistic and suitable for us to
aspire.

This problem of the possibility of a different and preferable
Russia is not really a question of war or peace. War in itself
will not bring about such a Russia. Indeed it would be most
unlikely to lead in that direction unless accompanied by many
wise and strenuous efforts besides the military one. And a
continued sbsence of major war will not preclude the coming
of a different Russia. All of that depends upon a great
many other things which would have to be done by a great
many people, either in war or in peace. Not all of these things
can be dome by Americans. So far as direct action is con-
cerned, the bulk of them cannot be. But our possibilities for
influencing the cutcome are significant; and we must remember
that there may be times when cur efforts may be capable
of swinging the balance one way or the other. For that reason
cur own relationship to the Russian future is something worth
our most strenuous thought and attention. And in our efforts
to determine it, two things are of major importance: (1)
that we should know what we want; and (2) that we should
know how to conduct ousselves in order to facilitate, rather
than to impede, the coming into being of what we want.
The word “facilitate” is used advisedly; for we are dealing
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here with a foreign country, and our role can be at best

a marginal one, supplementary to a far more important roie
which others roust play.

il

What sort of Russia would we like to see before us, as
our pariner in the world commupity?

Perhaps the first thing to get straight hers is the sort of
Russia thers is no use locking for. And such a Russia—the
kind we mpay rot lock for—is easy to describe and en-
visage, for it would be a capitalistic and liberal-democratic
ome, witk institutions closely resembling those of cur owa
republic.

If we look first at the question of the economic sys-
tem, we see at once that Russia has scarcely known
private enterprise as we are familiar with it in this couniry.
Even in pre-Revolutionary times the Russian government
always had a close hold on a pumber of economic activi-
ties, motably tramsportation and the armament industry,
which in ocur country have traditionslly, or at least nmorm-
ally, been private. There were, to be sure, in the earlier
period of Russian history, distioguised families of private
Russian entreprencurs, famous for thelr bold cormmercial
pioneering in the undeveloped areas of the resbm. But by
and large indigenous private capital remaimed more con-
spicuous in the exchange than im the production of com--
modities. The great domestic business was trade, rather
than meanufacture. And business did not stand in so high
repute as in the West. There was a traditional, and desply
Russian, merchant class; but it was not gemerally noted or
respected for breadth of outlock or for any enlightened con-
cept of its own responsibility to society. The portrayals of it
in Russian literature are generally negative and depressing.
The members of the Ilanded gentyy, whose tastes and
prejudices were authoritative in the social field, often locked
down on business, and themselves tended to aveid participa-
tion in it. The Russian language, in fact, never acquired a
word comparable fo our expression “busingssman”; it had
only the word for “merchant,” and this term did mot always
have 2 pleasant connotation,

As Russia became industrialized, in a sudden rush of
activity which took place around the turn of the century,
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there were clearly apparent the absence of an adeguate
tradition of responsibility and restraint, on the part of the state
and of society generally, to cope with the new strams..Thls
industrial development, proceeding largely on 2 basis of
individual enterprise rather than of widely distributed cor-
porative ownership, was marked by sudden agqumulahons ox
fortunes in the hands of individuals and families not aiways
well prepared for such affivence. Often the mode of ex-
penditure of wealth appeared to other people as liitle
creditable as the means by which it had been accun?ul_ated.
Individual capitalists and workers lived in _close proximity—
indesd, many of the factory owmers lived in the compounds
of their factories. Such conditions often bore greater resem-
blance to the pattern of early Industrial-Revolution capitalism,
as Marx had described it, than to conditions in advanged
Western countries. This fact may well have had scmething
to do with the success of Marxism in Russia. The Russian
industrial capitalist was generally visible in the flesh, and as
often as not he had the rotundity, and sometimes (Dot always)
the vulgarity and callousness, of the capitalist of the early-
Communist caricaiure. '

All these things go to show that whatever privaie emter-
prise may have been in Tsarist Russia, it had not yet come
to hold anything resembling the respect and significance in
the eves of the people that it had acquired in the older mer-
cantile countries by the beginning of this century. Eerhg.ps
with time it would have. The prospects were steadily im-
proving. Ezamples of efficlent and progressive 1_11dustr1a1
management existed in Russia before the Revoluticn, and
were increasing. .

But all this, it must be remembered, was a iong time
ago. Thirty-three years have elapsed since the_ Re_volutlon.
Those years, in the sirenuous conditions of Soviet ‘hfe, have
witnessed the passing of a full gemeration. Of the people
capable of influencing the course of events in Russia today
only an insignificant minority recall the pre-Revolutionary
days at all. The younger generation has no comprehension cr
concept of anything but the state capitalism that the Soviet
regime has enforced. And what we are talking about here
is something not ever in the present but in the indefinite
future. - .

Bearing 2l this in mind, we see that there i8 Do Russian
national understanding which would permit the early es-
tablishment in Russia of anything resembling the Ei—igzte enter-
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prise system as we know it. This is not fo say that some
such understanding will not some day develop. It may, if
circumstances are favorable. But # will never be a system
identical to our own. And no ome wili usefully be able to
force the pace, particularly no one from cutside.

It is true that the term “Socialism”™ has been used for so
many years in close intimacy with the term “Soviet” that it
is now hateful to many people, both within and without the
borders of the Soviet Union. But it is easy to draw wrong
conclusions from this phenomenon. It is conceivabie that retail
trade and the performance of the small individual services
which have so much to do with the pleasantness of daily life
mey some day return im large measure to private hands in
Russia. In agriculture, as we shall see presently, there will
certzinly be an extemsive return to private ownership and
initiative. There is a further possibility that the system of
mutual production-cooperation by groups of artisans {(artels)

—a sysiem peculiarly rocted in Russizn tradition and under- -

standing—may some day point the way 1o economic institu-
tions which could represent a highly impertant and promising
innovation in the approach to modern problems of labor and
capital. But large sections of economic life known to us as
the normal provinces of private enterprise will almost cer-
tainly remain in national hands for a long time to come in
Russia, regardless of the identity of the political suthority.
This should surprise no American, nor should it offend any.
There is no reascr why the form of Russian economic life,
beyond certain major ¢zception that will be mentioned below,
should be comsidered a matter of vital comcern to the out-
side world. ,

Agriculture deserves a special place in our thinking on
this subject. Agricuitural enterprise is the Achiles hsel of
the Soviet systern. Left im private hands, it comstitutes a
concession 1o hurman freedom and individual ipitiafive—a
concessicn which the true Bolshevik finds abhorrent. Forcibly
collectivized, it requires an elaborate apparatus of restraint
if the farmer is to be made to stay on his land and to
procduce. The forced coliectivization of the farming population
is probably today the greatest single cause of discontent in
the Soviet Unicn, except possibly the excessive cruelty of the
police, with which it is intimately comnected. It may be taken
for granted that one of the first acts of any future progressive
authority in Russia would be to zbolish this hated system
of agricultural serfdom and to restore to the farmers the pride
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and incentives of private land ownership and free disposal of
agricultural commodities. Collective farms may continue to
exist; and they probably will, for the most abhorrent feature
of the present systemn is not the concept of producer-ccopéera-
tion itself but the element of restraint that underlies its
application. The collectives of the future will be voluntary
cooperatives, however, not shotgun marriages.

Turning to the political side, it was said above that we
could not expect to see the emergence of a liberal-demo-
cratic Russia along American patterns. This cannot be tco
strongly emphasized. It does not mean that future Rgssian
regimes will mecessarily be unliberal. There is no liberal
tradition finer than the strain which has existed in the Russia
of the past. Many Russian individuals and groups of this
day are deeply imbued with that tradition, and will do all in
their power to make it the dominant element in the Russian
future. In that effort, we may wish them well without
reservation. But we will be doing them no favor if we permit
oursslves to expect too much to happen too fast, or look
to them to produce anything resembling our own institutions.
These Russian liberals will have nc easy road to walk. They
will find in their country a young generation that has known
nothing but Soviet power and has been trained to think sub-
consciously in the terms of that power even when it has
resented and hated it. Many features of the Soviet system
will stick, if only for the reasen that everything has been
destroyed which might seem to have constituted an alternative
to them. And some features will deserve to stick, for ne
system that lasts over decades is entirely without merits.
Any program of government for a future Russia will have to
adjust itself to the fact that there has been this Soviet interlude,
and that it has left its positive marks as well as its negative
ones. And no members of future Russian governments will
be zided by doctrinaire and impatient well-wishers in the West
who look to them, just because they are seeking a decent
alternative to what we know today as Bolshevism, to produce
in short order a replica of the Western democratic dream.

Above 2ll, it behooves us Americans, in this connection,
to repress, and if possible to extinguish once and for all,
our inveterate tendency to judge others by the exient fo
which they contrive to be like curselves. In our relaticns
with the people of Russia it is Important, as it has never been
important before, for us to recognize that our institutions
may not have relevance for pecple living in other climes and
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conditions and that there can be social structures and forms of
government in no way resembling cur own and yet not
deserving of censure. There is no reason wihy this realization
should shock us. In 1831 de Tocgueville, writing from the
United States, correctly observed: “The more I ses of this
country the more I admit myself penetrated with this truth:
that there iIs nothing zbsclute in the theoretical value of
political institutions, and that their efficiency depends almost
always on the original circumstances and the social conditicns
of the people to whom they are applied.”

Forms of government are forged meainly in the fire of
practice, not in the vacuum of theory. They respond to
nationazl character and to national realities. There Is great
good in the Russian patiomal character, and the realities of
that country scream out today for a form of administration
more considerate of that good. Let us hope that it will
come. But when Soviet power bas run s course, or when its
personalities and spirits begin to change (for the ultimate
outcome could be of one or the other), let us not hover
nervously over the people who come after, applying litnous
papers daily ¢o their political complexions to find out whether
they answer to our concept of “democratic.” Give them time;
fet them be Russiaps; let them work out their internal
problems in their own manner. The ways by which peoples
advance toward dignity and enlightenment in government are
things that constitute the deepest and most intimate processes
of mnational Life. There is nothing less tnderstandable to
foreigness, nmothing in which forsign interference can do less
good. There are, as we shall see presently, certain features
of the future Russian state that are of genuine concern to
the outside world. But these do not include the form of
government itself, provided only that i keep within certain
well-defined lmits, beyond which liss ictalifarianism.

i

What, then, do they inciude? To what kind of 2 Russia
may we reasomably and justly look forward? What attri-
butes are we, as rtesponsible members of the world com-
munity, entitled 0 lock for in the persenality of 2 foreign
state, and of Russia in particular?

We may look, in the fixst place, for a Russian govern-
ment which, in contrast fo the one we know today, would
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be tolerant, communicative and forthright in ifs relations with
other states and peoples. It would not take the ideological
position that its own purposes cannot fimally prosper unless
all systerns of government not under its conirol are subverted
and eventually destroved. It would dispemse with this para-
noiac suspiciousness we know so well, and comsent to view
the outside world, ousselves included, as it really is amnd
always has been: neither entirely good nor entirely bad,
neither entirely to be trusted mor emtirely o be mistrusted
(if only for the simple reason that “trust” has only z relative
significance in foreign affairs). It would consent to recognize
that this gutside world 1s not really precccupied with diabolical
plots to invade Russia and inflict injuries on the Russiam
people. Viewing the outside weild in this way, the statesmen
of a future Russiz could approach it with tolerance and
forbearance and practical gocd humor, defending their na-
tiomal interests as statesmen must, but not assuming that these
can be furthered only at the eZpense of the interesis of cthers,
and vice versa.

Mo one asks for 2 naive and childlike confidence; no one
asks for a fatuous enthusiasm for all that is foreign; no ome
asks that the genuine and legitimate differences of interest
which have always marked, and will always coniinue to mark,
the relations betwesn peoples be ignored. We must expect
Russian national interest not only to continue to exist but to
be vigorously and confidently asserted. But in a regime that
we could recognize as an improvement over what we know
today we would expect that this would be done in am at-
mosphere of emotional sanity and moderation: that the
foreign representative would not continue to be viewed and
treated as one possessed of the devil; that it would be con-
ceded that there might be such a thing as innocent and legit-
imate curiosity about a foreign counizy, which could be
permitted to be grafified without fatal detriment to that
country’s natioval Life; that it would be recognized that there
might be individual foreign business aspirations which did
not aim at the destruction of the Russian state; that it would
be admitted, finally, that persons desirous of txavelling across
international borders might bkave, and are even apt {o have,
motives other tham “espionage, sabotage and diversion”—

uch trivial motives, in fact, as the erjoyment of travel or
the peculiar impulses that move pecple to wish o visit re-
latives from time to fime. In short, we may ask that the
grotesque system of anachromisms known as Ehe*lj;g)gi Curtain
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be lifted from the world, and that the Russian people, who
have so much to give and so much to recsive as mature
members of the world community, cease to be insulted by a
policy that treats them as children, too immature to have
normal contact with the adult world, too undependable to
be let out alone.

Secondly, while recognizing that the internal system of
government is in all essential respects Russia’s own business
and may well depart drastically from our own, we are
entitled to expect that the exercise of governmental avthority
will stop short of that fairly plain line beyond which lies
totalitarianism. Specifically, we may expect that any regime
which claims to contrast favorably with that which we have
before us today will refrain from enslaving ifs cwn laboi—
industrial and agricultural. There is a reason for this: a reason
even more solid than the shock we experience at witnessing
the sickening details of this type of oppression. When a regime
sets cut to enslave its own working population in this way,
it requires for the maintenance of the arrangement so vast
an apparatus of coercion that the imposition of the Iron
Curtain follows almost automatically. Wo ruling group likes
to admit that it can govern its people only by regarding and
treating them as criminals. For this reason there is always
a tendency to justify internal oppression by pointing to the
menacing iniquity of the ouiside worid. And the outside worid
must be portrayed, in these circumstances, as very iniquitous
indeed—iniquitcus to the point of caricature. Nothing short
of this will do. Carefully hiding the realities behind the Iron
Curtain, the regime depicts “abroad” to its own people in
every lurid hue of hideousness, as anxious mothers attempt
to intimidate their children and fortify their own authoerity by
embroidering the image of that sinister “something” which
“will get you if you dom’t watch out.”

In this way, excess of internal authority leads inevitably
to unsocial and aggressive conduct as a government among
governments, and is a matter of concern to the intermational
community. The world is not only heartily sick of this comedy
by reason of the endless and wearisome falsehoods it involves,
but it has learned to recognize it as something so irresponsibie
and dangercus that, maintained for any length of time, it
easily becomes a major hazard for world peace and stability.
It is for this reason that we, while recognizing that all dis-
tinctions as between freedom and authority are relative and
admitiing that 90 per cent of them are no business of ouss
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when they affect a foreign counfry, still imsist that there is
an arsa here in which no government of a great couniry
can raove without creating the most grievous and weighty
problems for its neighbors. That is precisely the area in which
the regime of Hitler found itself at home, and in which the
Soviet government has moved for at least these past fifteen
years. We may state blumily that we can recognize no fu-
ture Russian regime as one with which we could have a
satisfactory relationship unless it keeps out of ithis danger
area.

‘The third thing we may hope from a new Russia is that
#t will refrain from pinning an oppressive yoke on other
peoples who have the instinct and the capacity for national
self-assertion. In menticning this matier, we are enfering upon
a delicate subject. There is no more difficuit and treachercus
one in the entire lexicon of political issues. In the relation-
ships between the Great-Russian pecple and nearby peoples
outside the confines of the old Tsarist Empire, as well as non-
Russian national groups that were included within that empire,
there is no conceivable pattern of borders or institutional
arrangements which, measured against the concepts prevailing
to dats, would not arouse viclent resenmtments and invelve
genuine injustices in many quarters. If people im fhat part
of the world are going to go on thinking of national berders
and mincrity problems in the way that they have thonght of
them in the past and continue to think of them today, Amer-
icans would do well to avoid incurring any responsibility for
views or pesitions on these subjects; for any specific sclu-
tions they may advocate will some day become a source of
great bitterness against them, and they will find themseives
drawn into confroversies that have litile or nothing to do with
the issue of buman freedom.

What is plainly mecessary, and the only sclution worthy
of American encouragement, is the rise of such a spirit among
all the peoples concernmed as would give to border and
institutional arrangements in that troubled area an emtively
new, and greatly reduced, significance. Whether that spirit
will actually arise, we cannot tell. And precisely because we
cannot tell this, Americans should be extremely careful in
committing their support or enmcouragement to any specific
arrangements in this sphere; for we cannot know what they
mean uniil there is clarity as to the spirit which will underiie
them. How can we know whether a given natiomal group will
require am independent status, or a federal status, some special
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brand of lccal self-gsovermment, or nc special status at all,
until we know something about the psychological climate in
which these arrangements would operate? There are peoples
of non-Russian ethnclogical character on the borders of the
Great-Russiap family whose economic existence is intimately
bound up with that of the Great-Russiams. The future
should see 2 minimum of distuption of these economic ties,
and that in iself would normally warrant a close political
connection. But ifs pature would always bave to depend on
what sort of attitudes prevailed on both sides of the line:
on the degree of toleramce and insight which the peoples
involved (and not only the Russian people) might be able
tc bring to the establishment of these relationships.

We are all agreed, for exampie, that the Baltic countyies
should mever again be forced against the inpermost feelings
cf their peoples imtc any relationship whatscever with 2
Russian state; but they would themselves be foolish to reject
clos_e _a.nd cooperative arrangements with a tolerant, nonim-
perialistic Russia, which genuinely wished to overcome the
unhappy memories of the past and to place her relations to
the Baltic peoples on a basis of real respect and disinterested-
ness. _The Ukraine, again, deserves full recognition for the
peculiar genius and abilities of its people and for the
requirements and possibilities of its develcpment as 2 linguistic
and cultural entity; but the Ukraine is economically as much
a part of Russia as Pennsylvania is a part of the United States.
Who can say what the final status of the Ukraine should be
uniess he knows the character of the Russia to which the
adjustment will have to be made? As for the satellite states:
th.ey must, and will, recover their full independence; but they
will not assure themselves of a stable and promising future
if they meke the mistake of proceeding from feelings of
revenge and hatred toward the Russian people who have
shared their tragedy, and if they try to base that future on
the exploitation of the injtial difficulties of a well-intentioned
1;1135:1&11 regime struggling to overcome the legacy of Bol-
shevism.

‘There is no use underestimating the bitterness of these

teititorial problems, even assuming the utmost of good-will

and relaxed tolerance on the part of the peoples concerned.
Some of the dispositions taken at the close of the Second
Wor%d War (made even worse today by the deliberate policy
on the pari of certain governments to turn the provisional
prematurely into the permanent) represent distinetly unhealthy
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sitnations, not conducive tc a peaceful future. Some day
these dispositions must be changed; and it will adroittediy
require tact on the part of all concerned, and forbearance
bordering on the miraculous, if these changes are to be effected
without & further compounding of violence and bitterness.
For that unhappy sitcation the peoples of Europe have io
thank the calculating cynicism of the Bolshevik leaders and the
amniable indulgence of the Western Powers.

But one of the greatest of the German oppositionisis in
the time of Hitler, writing at the risk of his life to a friend
in England during the recent war, said: “For us Hurcpe after
the war is less a problem of fromtiers and soldiers, of top-
heavy organizations and grand plams than . . . 2 question
of how the picture of man can be restored in the breasts of
our fellow-citizens.” &

Would that the Nazi gallows had spared this man for
the present and the future; he was both right and courageous,
and such people will be desperately nesded if the future
of the region from the Elbe o Bering Strait is ever to be
happier than it has been in the past. An American who wishes
his influsnce to be beneficial in that part of the world would
do well to impress on any friends he may bave from the Iron
countries the folly of 2 continuation, by them or any-
one ¢lse, of these dreary and prefitless manipulations with so-
called prational boundaries and with the najve lcyaltiss of
bewildered linguistic groups which have passed for statss-
manship in that area in the past. There are more important
things than where the border runs, and the first of these is that
on both sides of it there should be tolerance and maturity,
homility in the face of sufferings of the past and the problems
of the future, and a realization that none of the imporiant
problems of the future for any of the peoples of Europe is

. geing to be solved entirely, or even primarily, within the

couniry’s national boundaries.

These, then, are the things for which an American well-
wisher may hope from the Russia of the future: that she
Lift forever the Iron Curtain, that she recognize certain lira-
itations to the internsl authority of government, and that
she abandon, as ruinous and uaworthy, the ancient game of
imperialist expansion and oppression. If she is nct prepared
to do these things, she will hardly be distinguishable from

1. A German of the Resistance: The Last Lerre}s of Count Helmuth
James von Moltke (London: Oxford University Press, 1548).
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what we have before us today, and to hasten the arrival of
such a Russia would not be worth the care or thought of a
smgle_Ameﬁca.n. If she is prepared to do these things, then
Americans will not need to concern themselves more deeply
with her nature and purposes; the basic demands of a more
sta{aie world order will then have been met, and the area in
which a foreign people can usefully have thoughts and sug-
gestions will have been filled.

A%

So much, then, for the kind of Russia we would like to
see. How should we, as Americans, conduct ourselves in
order to promote the realization of, or at least an advance
toward, such a Russja?

In our thinking on this subject we must be careful to
d:}stmguish between direct action, i.e., action on our part
directly affecting persons and events behind what is now the
Iron Curtain, and indirect action, by which we mean action
‘taken with respect to other things-—with respect, let us say,
to ourselves or to our relations with other people—and affect-
mng the Soviet world cnly obliquely and incidentally.

‘Most regrettably, as the wozld is today, the possibility
for direct action by Americans toward the ends discussed above
must be examined both in terms of 2 possible war and in
terms of the continuation of the present state of “no major
war.” The first of these contingencies must unfortunately
be discussed first, for it has become the dominant prospect in
the minds of many pecple. )

If war comes, what can we do directly to promote the
emergence c_}f a more desirable Russia? We can hold steadily
and cleasly in mind the image of the kind of Russia we would
iike to see and assure that military cperations are shap
In such a way as to permit it to come intc existence. '

The first part of this task is a negative cne: not to let
curselyes be diverted by irrelevant or confusing concepts of
war aims. We can avoid, this time, the tyranny of slogans.
We. can avoid confusing ourselves with grandiose and un-
realistic, or even meaningless, phrases designed simply to
Fnake1 us feel better about the bloody and terrible business
in which we are engaged. We can remember that war—a
matter gf destruction, brutalization and sacrifice, of separations,
domestic disintegration, and the weakening of the deeper
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fabrics of society—is a process which of itself can achieve no
positive aims: that even military victory is only the prereq-
uisite for some further and more positive achievement which
it makes possible but by no means assures. We can have the
moral courage, this time, to remind ourselves that major inter-
national viclence is, i terms of the values of our civilization,
a2 form of bankruptcy for us all—even for those who are
confident that they are right; that all of us, victors and
vanguished alike, must emerge from it poorer than we began
it and farther from the goals we had in mind; and that, since
victory or defeat can signify omly relative degrees of mis-
fortune, even the most glorious military victory would give
us no right to face the future in any spirit other than one
of sorrow and humbleness for what has happemed and of
realization that the road ahead, toward a better world, s
long and hard—Ilonger and harder, in fact, than it would
have been had it been possible to avoid a military cataclysm
altogether.

Remembering these things, we will be less inclined tfo
view military operations as ends in themselves, and should
find it easier to conduct them in a manner harmonious with
our potitical purpeses. If it should fali to us to take up arms
against those who today dispose over the Russian people; we
can try not to give that people the impression that we are theix
enemies, or consider them ouxs. We can try to make them
understand the necessity of stch hardships as we cannot avoid
inflicting on them. We can endeavor to hold constantly before
them the evidences of a sympathetic understanding for their
past and interest in their future. We can give them the feeling
that we are on their side, and that our victory, if it comes, will
be used to provide them with a chance to shape thelr own
destiny in the future to a pattern happier than that which
they have kncwn in the past. For ail of this it I8 important
that we bear in mind what Russia has been, and can be, and
not permit political differences to becloud that picture.

Wational greatness is a difficult thing to define. Bvery nation
is made up of individuals; and among individuals, as is
known, there is no uniformity. Sorne are charming, others
irritating; some are homest, cthers not exactly so; some are
strong, others weak; some command admiration, others, by
general agreerent, are anvthing but admirable. This is rue
in our cwn couniry; it is true ir Russia. Tust what, in these
circumstances, national greatmess comsists of, is hard to say.
Certainky it rarely consists of those qualities in ﬂ}%ié’ﬁca people
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thinks itself great; for in nations, as in individuals, the out-

standing virtues are generally not the ones for which we fancy
- ourselves distinguished.

Yet that there is such a thing as naticnal greatness is
clear; and that the Russian pecple possess it in high degree
is beyond question. They are a people whose progress out
of darkmess and squalor has been a painful one, marked by
epormous sufferings and punctuated by heart-rending set-
backs. Nowhere on the face of the globe has the tiny flame
of faith in the dignity and charity of man flickered more
precariously under the winds that tore at it. Yet it has never
gone out; it Is not extinguished today even in the heart of the
Russian land and whoever studies the struggle of the Russian
spirit through the ages can only bare his head in admiration,
before those Russian people who kept it alight through their
sacrifices and sufferings.

The record of Russian culture to date has proven that
this struggle has a significance far wider than the confines
of the traditional Russian territory; it is a past, and an exz-
tremely important part, of the general cultural progress of
mankind. We bave only to lock at the people of Russian
birth or origin lving and working in our midst—ithe ep-
gineers, the scientists, the writers, the artists—to know that
this is true. Ii would be tragic if cur indignation over Soviet
outlooks and policies led us to make ourselves the accom-
plices of Russian despotista by forgetting the greatness of
the Russian people, losing our confidence in their genius and
their potential for geod, and placing ocurselves in opposition
to their national feelings. The vital importance of this be-
comes even clearer when we reflect that we in the outside
world who believe in the cause of {reedom will never prevail
in any struggle against the destructive working of Soviet
power unless the Russian people are our willing allies. That
goes for peace, and it gees for war. The Germans, though
not fighting at that time in the cause of freedom, learned
to their sorrow the impossibility of combatting simultaneously
both the Russian people and the Soviet govermment.

The greatest difficulty here, of couzse, lies in the mute
and helpless position in which the Russian people find them-
selves as subjects of a totalitarian regime. Qur experiences
with Germany have demonstrated that we have not succeeded
very well, as a nation, in understanding the position of the
man who lives under the yoke of modern despotism. Total-
itarianism is not a national phenomenon; it is a disease to
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which all humanity is in some degree vulnerable. To live
under such a regime is a misfortune that can befall a nation
by virtue of reasons purely historic and not really traceable
to any particular guilt on the patt of the nation as a whole.
Where circumstances weaken the powers of resistance, to z
certain crucial degree, the virus triumphs. If individual life
is to go on at all within the totalitarian framework it must
go on by arrangement with the regime, and to some extent
in copmivance with its purposes. Furthermore, there wﬂl
always be areas in which the totalitarian government will
succeed in identifying itself with popular feelings and
aspirations. The relationship between citizen a_t_id political
authority under totalitarianism is therefore inevitably com-
plicated: it is never pat and simple. Who does not un-
derstand these things canmnot understand what is at stake
in our relations with the peoples of such countries. These
realities leave no room for our favored conviction that_the
people of a toialitatian state can be neatly divided into
collaborators and martyrs and that there will be none left
over. Peopie do not emerge from this relatior.}ship unsca:thed:
when they do emerge they meed help, guidance and um-
derstanding, not scoldings and serrnons. o

We will get-nowhere with an attitude of emotional indig-
nation directed toward an entire people. Let us rise above
these easy and childish reactions and consent fo view the
tragedy of Russia as partly our own tragedy, and the people
of Russia as our comrades in the long hard battle for- a
happier system of man’s coexistence with hiraself and with
nature on this troubled planet,

N

So much for what we do if, contrary to our hopes and
our wishes, 2 war so much talked about should prove im-
possible to aveid. But supposing we are faced :With a con~
tinuation of the present state of absence -of major warfare?
What should our course of action be then?

First of all, have we any grounds to hope, in these cir-
cumstances, that there might be changes in Russia of the
kind that we are here envisaging? There are no objective
criteria for the answer to this question. There is no “proof”
one way or znother. The answer rests on something which
is partly a matter of opinion and judgment, but partly, ad-
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mittedly, an act of faith. The writer believes the answer to

be a positive one: that we are indeed justified in hoping,
and holding it possible, that there may be such changes. But
in substantiation of this view it is possible to say only the
following.

There can be no genuine stability in any system which is
based on the evil and weakmess in man’s nature—which
attempts to live by mar’s degradation, feeding like a vulture
on his anxieties, his capacity for hatred, his susceptibility
to error, and his vulnerability to psychological manipulation,
Such a system can represent mo more than the particular
frustrations and bitterness of the generation of men who
created it, and the cold terror of those who have been weak
or unwise encugh to become its agents.

I am not speaking here of the Russian Revolution as
such. That was a more complicated phenomenon, with deeper
roots in the logic of history. I am speaking of the process
by which something claiming to be a hepeful turn in buman
events, claiming to lead toward a decrease rather than an
increase in the sum tetal of human injustice and oppression,
evoived into the shabby purgatory of the police state. Only
men with a profound sense of persoral failure could find sat-
isfaction in doing to others those things which are always
involved such a system; and whoever has had cccasion
to lock deeply into the eves of a Comznunist polics officer
will have found there, in that dark weil of disciplired hatred
and suspicion, the tiny gleam of despaizing fright which is
the proof of this statement. Those who begin by clothing a
personal Iust for power aud revenge with the staggering
deceits and oversimplifications of totalitariemism end up
by fighting themselves—in a dreary, hopeless encounter
which projects itself onto the subject peoples and makes
of thelr happiness and their faith its battlefield.

Mer of this sort can bequeath scmething of the passion
of the struggle to those of their close associates who inherit
their power. But the process of inheritance cannot be carried
much fuether. People can move along, themselves, as by
some force of habit, on the strength of an emotional drive
acquired at second hand; but it is no longer theirs to trans-
it to others. The impulses that thrust men of one generation
into so despairing an attitude toward themselves and toward
the popular masses in whom they like to ses themselves re-
flected become progressively uninteresting to succeeding
gemerations. The cruelties, the untruths, the endless deriding
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of man's nature practised in the comcentration camps: all
these institutions of the police state, though they may first
have something of the lurid fascination that manifestations
of danger and anarchy always exert in a well-regulated and
composed society, sooner or later end up—Ilike some stale and
repetitious pornography—by boring everybedy, including
those who practise them. :

Many of the servants of totalitatiam power, it is true,
having debased themselves more than their victims and
knowing that they have barred themselves from any bet-
ter future, may cling despairingly to their urhappy offices.
But despctism can never live just by the fears of the jailers
and bangmen alone; it must have behind it a driving political
will. In the day when despotic power could be closely as-
sociated with a dynasty or an inmberited oligarchy, such a
political wili could be more enduring. But then, by the same
token, it had to take 2 more benevelent and constructive
interest in the people over whom it ruled and from whose
labors it fed. It could not afiord to live by their total intim-
idation and degradation. Dynastic continuity compelled it
to recognize an obligation to the future, as well as to the
present and the past.

The modermn police state does not bhave these qualities. It
represents only a fearful convulsion of society, springing
from the stimulus of a given historical moment. Society may
be grievously, agomizingly ifl from it. But society—being
something organic, marked by change and renewal and ad-
justment—will not remain this way indefinitely. The violent
maladjustments which caused the convulsion will eventually
begin to lose their actuality, and the instinct for a bealthier,
less morbid, more interesting life will begin to assert itself.

These, then, are the reflections which give the writer, for
one, faith that if the necessary alternatives are kept before
the Russian people, in the form of the existence elsewhere
on this planet of a civilization which is decent, hopeful and
purposeful, the day must come——soon or late, and whether
by gradual process or otherwise—when that terrible system
of power which has set a great people’s progress back for
decades and has lain like 2 shadow. over the aspirations of
all civilization will be distinguishable no longer as a living
reality, but only as something surviving partly in recorded
history and partly in the sediment of constructive, organic
change which every great human upheaval, hov»r&*viygc t131?1L1h*@*zq>py
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its other manifestations, manages to deposit on the shelf
of time.

But how those changes are to come about is something
which cannot be foreseen. If there are, indeed, such things
as laws of political development, they will surely play a
part bere; but then they would be the laws of development
pecuiiar to the phenomenon of modern totalitarianism, and
these have not yet been adequately studied and understood.
Whether such laws exist or not, develcpments will be mod-
ified both by natiomal chavacter and by the tremendous
part which the fortuitous unguestionably plays in the shaping
of human evenis.

These things being so, we must admit with respect to the
futvre of government in Russia, we see “as through a glass,
darkly.” Superficial evidences woudd not seem to leave much
room for hope that the changes we would wish to see in
the attitudes and practices of govermment in Moscow could
come zbout without viclent breaks in the continuity of
power, that i3, without the overthrow of the system. But
we cannot be sure of this. Siranger things have happensd——
though not much stranger. And, in any case, it is not our
business to prejudge the questicn. It is not necesssary for us,
merely in order to shape our own conduct in 2 way condu-
cive to our own interests, to decide what we admittedly can-
nct really know., We should allow, here, for all possibilities,
and should exclude nomne. The main thing is that we keep
clearly in mind the image of what we would like to see in the
personality of Russia as an actor on the wozld stage, and
let that be our guide in all our dealings with Russian polit-
ical factioms, inciuding both that which is iIn power and
those which are in opposition to it. And if it should turn out
to be the will of fate that freedom should come to Russia
by ercsion from despotistn rather than by the wviolent up-
thrust of lberty, let us be able to say that our policy was
such as to faver it, and that we did not hamper it by pre-
conception or impaticmce or despair.

Of ome thing we may be sure: no great end enduring
change in the spirit and practice of government in Russia
will ever come about primearily through foreign inspiration
or advice. To be genuine, to be enduring and to be worth
the hopeful welcome of other peoples such a change would
have to flow from the initiatives and efforts of the Rus-
sians themselves. It is a shallow view of the workings of
history which looks to such things as foreign propaganda
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and agitation to bring about fundamental changes in the
lives of a great nafion. Those who talk of overthrowing the
Soviet system by propaganda point, by way of justification
of their thesis, to the intensive workings of the Soviet prop-
aganda machine and to the various facets of subversive
activity conducted, inspired or encouraged by the Kremlin
throughout the world. They forget that the outstanding fact
abcut such activities, on the record of the thirty-three years
over which they have been assiduously conducted, has been
their general fajlure. In the end, military imtimidation oz
invasion has been generally necessary for the actual spread
of the Soviet system. It may be argued that China is an
exception to this statement; but to what extent China can
really be said to be part of the Soviet system we do not
kpnow, and to atiribute the revolution which has taken place
in China in these recent years primarily to Soviet propaganda
or instigation is to underestimate grievously, to say the least,
a number of other highly important facters.

Any attempt at direct talking by one nation to another about
the latter’s political affairs is a questionable procedure, replete
with possibilities for misunderstanding and resentment. That
is particularly true where spirit and tradition differ and the
political terminology is not really translatable. This apprecia-
tion in no way weakens the importance of the “Voice of
America,” the function of which with respect to Russia, is to
reflect as faithfully as possible the atmosphere and attitudes of
this country, in order that the Soviet citizen may form a fair
judgment of them. But this is an entirely different thing from
urgings toward this or that political action. We may have
cur own hopes or ideas as to the implications for the Soviet
citizen of the view of American realities which is apparent in
the broadcasts of the “Voice” and in such other evidences of
American life as reach his consciousness; we may think we
know what we would do in the light of this evidence; but it
would be a mistake for us to be too explicit and to make these
things the basis of suggestions and promptings to him about
what he should do in the intermal political life of his own
country. We are too apt to talk in our terms rather than
his, and from an imperfect understanding of his problems
and possibilities. And cur words, accordingly, are apt to con-
vey meanings entirely different from those which we meant
them to convey.

For these reasons, the most important influence that the
United States can bring to bear upon internal dgyglé;gments
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in Russia will continue to be the influence of example: the

infivence of what it is, and not only what it is to others but
what it is to itself. This is not to say that many of those things

which are now preocccupying the public mind are not of un-

guestioned importance: such things as physical strength,
armaments, determination and solidarity with other Iree

nations. It is not to deny the urgent and overriding necessity

for a wise and adroit foreign policy, designed to release and
make effective 2ll those forces in the werld which, together
with our own, cam serve to convince the masters of the
Kremlin that their grand design is a futile and unachievable
ome, persistence i which promises no solution of their own
predicarnents and dilemmas. In fact, there can be no ques-
tion but that these must remain major preoccupations if war
is to be avoided and fizue is to be gaired for the working
of more hopeful forces. But they can only remain sterile
and negative if they are mot given meaning and substance by
something which goes deeper and locks further ahead than the
mere prevention of war or the frusiration of imperialistic ex-
pansion. To this, there is general agreement; but what is
this “something”? Many people think it only a question of
what we urge upon others, in other words, a gquestion of
external propaganda. I would submit that it is primearily a
question of what we urge upon ourseives. It is a guestion of
the spirit and purpcse of American national life itself. Any
message we may Iy to bring to others will be effective only
if it is in accord with what we are to ourselves, and if this
is something sufficiently impressive to compel the respect and
confidence of a world which, despite all its material difficul-
ties, is still more ready to recognize and respect spirifual dis-
tinction than material cpulence.

Our first and main concern must stll be to achieve this
state of mational character. We need worry less about con-
vincing others that we have done so. In the lives of nations
the really worthwhile things cannct and will not be hidden.
Thoreau wrote: “There is no il! which may not be dissipated,
like the dark, if you let in a stronger light uwporn it. . . . If
the light we use is but a paltry and narrow taper, most ob-
jects will cast a shadow wider than themselves.” Conversely,
if our taper is a sirong one we may be sure that its rays will
peneirate to the Russian room and eventually play their part
in dissipating the gilocom which prevails there. Wo irom cur-
tain could suppress, ever in the imnermost depths of Siberia,
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the news that America had shed the shackles of disunity. con-
fusion and doubt had taken a new lease of hupe and deter-
mination, and was setting about her tasks with enthusiasm
and clarity of purpose.
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influence in eastern Europe and elsewhere with which
it has tried to shelter its own inner sanctum. And you
will all recall that it was not by the direct huffing and
puffing of the North Wind, but by the gentle indirec-
tion of the Sun that the stubborn traveler was at last
induced to remove his cloak.

George Kennan, "The Unifying Factor," in

Realities of American Foreign Policy (1954), pp. 91-120
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IV. The Unifying Factor

I AM AFRAID THAT in the last two of these lectures I
found it necessary to speak primarily about things we
ought rnof to do rather than about things we ought to
do in our foreign relations. I hope tonight to correct
in some measure the resulting deficiency and to indi-
cate to you certain of what seem to me to be the more
hopeful and constructive possibilities of American for-
eign policy. But before I enter on this task, there are
one or two things I would like to add, by way of after-
thought, to what I said last night with regard to the
problem of Soviet power. I am afraid that if I do not
do this there will be certain serious gaps in the pattern
of the Soviet problem I left in your minds.

You will recall that I hinted at the possibility that
the changes in the Soviet order which we would like
to see occur—above all, the retraction of the limits
of Soviet power and influence to something more
normal and more compatible with the peace of the
world—might conceivably come as the result of the
workings of internal forces within the structure of
Soviet power, with only an indirect encouragement
from ourselves and the rest of the outside world. I
know that this intimation will be challenged by some
people who do not believe in the possibility of such
change, or who fear that it will not occur soon enough
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~ to be of any significance to us. It is about this attitude
- that I would like to say a few words.

. It seems to me that in the field of international affairs
one should never be so sure of his analysis of the future
as to permit it to become a source of complete despair.
The greatest law of human history is its umpredict-
ability. Here, in this Soviet problem, we have the great-
est possible need for the broad historical perspective.
There has never been a country that was not susceptible
to change. Evolution occurs everywhere, if only as a
response to change in physical conditions—alterations
in population and resources and technology. Does any-
one really suppose that a nation could undergo so vio-
lent a process of technological change as has marked
the Soviet Union in these past decades and yet remain
unaffected in its social and political life? Or is it held
that the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 brought into
being a political system so far-sighted, so comprehen-
sive, so well-designed, that it can bear without modi-
fication, indefinitely, the weight of any conceivable de-
gree of physical and technological change? It would
be an ill omen for us all if we were obliged to admit
this. For certainly, only a political system magnificently
attuned to the inner needs of man could meet this su-
preme test.

Actually, history has already belied this fear. There
has already been change in the Soviet orbit. There was
a great change from Leninism to Stalinism. There is a
change in process today from Stalinism to something
else; and the fact that this “something else” is not fully
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clear to us is not a proof that it does not exist, or that
it will not be something closer to the requirements of
international stability than what we have known hith-
erto n the Soviet system. It is my impression that
there must already be in progress, in the relations be-
tween Moscow and the various satellite governments,
a certain subtle evolution, the effects of which may
as yet be in no way visible, but which may neverthe-
less be of greatest importance for the development of
the Soviet program as a whole.

Me is any great lesson we Americans need to
learn with regard to the methodology _oii_{gaﬂ:ggg_pohcy,
1t is that we must be gardeners and not mechanics i in

our approach to world affairs. We must come to think
of the development of international life as an organic
and not a mechanical process. We must realize that |
we did not create the forces by which this process op- .
erates. We must learn to take these forces for what they
are and to induce them to work with us and for us by
influencing the environmental stimuli to which they
are subjected, but to do this gently and patiently,
with understanding and sympathy, not trying to force
growth by mechanical means, not tearing the plants
up by the roots when they fail to behave as we wish
them to. The forces of nature will generally be on the
side of him who understands them best and respects
them most scrupulously. We do not need to insist, as
“the communists do, that change in the camp of our
adversaries can come only by wolence Qur concept
“of the possibility of improvement in the condition of
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mankind is not predicated, as is that of the communists,
on the employment of violence as a means to its real-
ization. If our outlook on life is, as we believe it to be,

more closely attuned to the real-nature.of man_than

that of our communist adversaries, then we can afford
0 be patient and even occasionally-to-suffer. reverses

placmg our confidence in the longer and deeper Work—
ings of hlstory

—Twould alse Tike to add a few words of reinforce-
ment to what I said at the conclusion of last night’s

lecture about the effects on the Soviet orbit of our own
behavior here at home and in our relations generally
with the non-communist countries. There seems to be
an assumption among some of our people that the Rus-
sian communists and their people take note of us only
when we do something that affects them directly. I
would like to wamn strongly against this assumption.
Don’t think that we are not watched at all times with
most careful and anxious eyes from the other side of
the Iron Curtain. Don’t think that the resulting ob-
servations do not have the most far-reaching repercus-
sions on the hopes and fears and calculations both of
the rulers and the ruled in the Soviet camp, and con-
sequently on the entire trend of the political relation-
ship between them. When we make fools of ourselves
and mess up our own affairs and bring dismay and
anxiety into the hearts of those who would like to be
our friends and our allies, this is reflected at once by a
new birth of false hopes and arrogance in the minds of
those who rule the roost in Moscow. When, on the
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other hand, we speak with a voice—or better, act with
a voice—that carries courage and determination and
mner conviction to the world at large, believe me, it is
heard by millions and millions of people, and every
heart that cares anything for freedom thrills to it, and
those who hear it do not ask by what precise military
calculations we propose to bring Soviet power to an
end or on what day this is supposed to happen. They
are wiser than many of us in this respect; and they
know that just because one cannot predict the precise
steps by which courage and faith earn their victories
in this world, the power of these quahues is nonethe-
less formidable for that fact.

Finally, while I am still dealing in after-thoughts, I
would like to say a few words about the particular
problem we have in those specific areas that are today
most threatened by indigenous communist pressures;
for it is there that the attention of our people and the
world is riveted just at this moment, and I fear that any
Ppresentation that did not contain a specific reference to
them would be incomplete.

So far as Indo-China itself is concerned, which is
eighty percent of the problem today in the immediate
sense, I think there is little to be gained at this moment
by any attempt to master-mind our government’s ac-
tions, day by day, from the outside. This is an incred-
ibly complex and baffling situation. We are now in it
up to the hilt. The time has passed when any back seat
driving can do any good. Our government is obviously
making a concentrated and determined effort to come
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to grips with the problem. We can only wish them well
and give them our confidence and support. There are
times when, having elected a government, we will be
best advised to let it govern and to let it speak for us as
it will in the councils of the nations.

But there are a few considerations with regard to
the general problem of communism in Asia which
might be worth noting at this point. It is here, above
all, that we must avoid the fallacy that we are dealing
with some threat of military aggression comparable to
that which faced the world when Hitler put his de-
mands on the Poles in 1939. Military adggression can
never be ruled out entirely as a possibility, but it is
not the most urgent and likely of the possibilities with
which we have to reckon. We are dealing here in large
measure with tendencies and states of mind which,
however misguided and however befuddled by decep-
tions practiced from outside, are nevertheless basically
the reflections of wholly real and even profound in-
digenous conditions, and would not be caused to dis-
appear even in the unthinkable event that Moscow
could be threatened or bludgeoned into telling them to
do so. We are dealing here with great emotional forces,
and not with rational reactions.

We could perhaps exploit these forces with relative
ease, as the communists do, if we had the cynicism and
the shamelessness and the heartlessness to do it. We,
too, could promise men things we know to be illusory.
We, too, could hold out short-term advantages as baits
for a long-term enslavement. We, too, could incite
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hatreds and fan suspicions and try to strike profit from

~ the workings of bitterness and blind fury.

But we Americans are not set up for this type of
exploitation, either morally or politically. This being
the case, there are limits to what we can expect to ac-
complish; and I would be foolish to encourage you to
believe that there are any simple or sure solutions to
these bafiling problems. There is no certain means by
which other people can be prevented from following
the Pied Piper to their destruction if their childishness
and lack of realism are of this extraordinary order.

Some of these troublesome situations have existed
for a long time. I can conceive that they may have to
exist for a long time still. We would do well to remind
ourselves here, again, that just because the solutions
of problems are not visible at any particular time does
not mean that those problems will never be alleviated
or confined to tolerable dimensions. History has a way
of changing the very terms in which problems operate
and of leaving them, in the end, unsolved to be sure,
yet strangely deflated of their original meaning and
their importance.

I do not mean to say that we have no possibilities
at all for influencing the situation in these uncertain
areas, or that we should not make the effort. But I
would like to point out that this does not mean many
of the things that Americans seem to think it means.
It does not mean that we should breathe down the
necks of these peoples and smother them with our
influence and attention. It does not mean that we

97

**67**



The Unifying Factor

should give them the impression that they have to
choose between the Russians and ourselves. It does not
mean that we should deluge them with words and with
great numbers of American officials and visitors. None
of these things is necessarily useful; all of them can, on
occasion, be harmful.

We must remember that many people in these coun-
tries have, for various reasons, a pathological fear of
what they have come to think of as being dominated by
the United States. If they are told that they have to
choose between the Russians and ourselves, this fills
them only with frustration and despair, and paralyzes
whatever action they might otherwise be capable of in
their own interests. Qur propaganda often fails to carry
to them because their problems are deep and painful
and highly personal, and sometines there is really noth-
ing we can say to them about themselves, or very little,
that comes with tact and good grace from a nation so
wealthy and successful as our own. The presence of
American officials in large numbers is not always use-
ful, because people in general, and Americans in par-
ticular, do not always appear at their best when trans-
planted to a foreign environment. And the material
comforts to which most Americans have become accus-
tomed and to which they cling so tenaciously even when
they live abroad, have a tendency to invite envy and
contempt rather than admiration when they are sported
in the midst of people who do not themselves enjoy
them.

Instead of all these things, and instead of the attempt
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to appear eager for intimacy and full of helpful sugges-
tions, I think it would be better, as things stand today,
if we were to display toward the peoples of these unset]
tled areas an American personality marked by a ve
special reserve and dignity, fully prepared to admit that,
we probably do not have all the answers to their prob—
lems, not necessarily demanding that the values of our :

own civilization should be fu]ly understood and appre- :

-

ciated by others, prepared to recognize the experimen-

tal and tentative nature of our own national institutions,

requiring of others not that we be liked, or imitated, or
admired, but only that we be respected for our serious-
ness of purpose, our belief in curselves, and the funda-
mental reasonableness of our approach. I would hope

that there might come a time, as I shall have occasiof"

to explain later this evening, when we would have more
than this to say to peoples in Asia and elsewhere. But as
things stand today, and as we Americans are today, I
think we should do well to lay this sort of restraint upon
ourselves.

So much for the after-thoughts. Now for the burden
of what I should like to say by way of conclusion.

It seems to me evident, from the considerations that
have been set forth in the preceding Jectures, that jn no
W&pohcy will we be well served, in this
coming period, by an approach directed strictly to coun-
mﬂ 25 A SErAght military problem.
This consideration 15 valid not only for our relations

with the non-communist countries, whose people obvi-
ously expect other and more positive things from us; it
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is also valid from the standpoint of our approach to the
communist problem itself in its broader aspects.

Let us remember that the dominant characteristic of
our present international situation is the passing of the
phenomenon people have called “bipolarity”—a state
of affairs that marked the immediate post-hostilities
period—and the rise to renewed vigor and importance
of the so-called “in-between” countries, particularly our
recent enemies, but not only them. We are today in the
midst of a transition from a simple to a complex inter-
national pattern. Yet many of us seem not to be aware
of this.

/ The test of statesmanship for both the Russians and
0

s

e A TS

urselves in the coming period is going to be the skill
with which we are able to adjust to this new situation,
and the vision and imagination with which we succeed
in shaping new and advantageous relations with the in-
between countries, to replace those that have rested,
since the recent war, on the abnormal conditions of po-
litical subjection in the Russian case, and economic de-
pendence in our own. Here, in application to this new
task, a strictly military approach, which attempts to
subordinate all other considerations to the balancing of
the military equation, will be not only inadequate but
downright harmful. For the demands placed on our
policy by the rise of these in-between countries to posi-
tions of new vitality and importance will often be in
direct conflict with the requirements of the perfect and
total military posture; and any marked failure on our
part to meet these new demands will only be capitalized
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on at once by the communists within the respective
countries; so that by a rigid military approach we will
be in danger of losing on the political level more than
we gain on the military one. We will be like the man
whose exclusive preoccupation with barricading the
front door has made it easy for his enemies to enter by
the back door.

Now what the in-between countries are looking to us
for is not to be taught how to combat communism-—
however much we may think they need to learn about
it—-but rather for positive and imaginative suggestions
as to how the peaceful future of the world might be
shaped and how our own vast economic strength in par-
ticular might be so adjusted to the lives of other peoples
as to permit a fruitful and mutually profitable inter-
change, without leading to relationships of political de-
pendence and coercion. But it is not only the more con-
spicuous of the in-between countries who are looking
to us for this; it is all the non-communist countries, in
fact, and even all the subject peoples within the com-
munist orbit, who know that their chances of liberation
will be best if we Americans are able to develop posi-
tive and constructive purposes that serve to place the
negative, destructive purposes of communism in the
shadows where they belong.

In the larger sense, therefore, it may be said that
the problem of world communism is one of those prob-

lems which can be dealt with effectively only if you

“learn 16 look away from it, not in the sense that you

mautlon%easwes with regard to it, but in
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the sense that you do not permit it to preoccupy your
Thoughts and your vision but rather insist on the Tight to
proceed with your positive undertakings in spite of it.
This is a quality not peculiar to Moscow’s communism.
Only too often in life we find ourselves beset by demons,
sometimes outside curselves, sometimes within us, who
have power over us only so long as they are able to
monopolize our attention and lose that power when we
refuse to permit ourselves to be diverted and intimi-
dated by them and when we simply go on with the real
work we know we have to do. Thus it is with commu-
nism; and in this recognition lies, I believe, not only the
key to the only successful method of dealing with that
particular phenomenon but also the key to a successful
global approach to our world problems generally, in
this coming period. It is to the possible nature of such
a global approach that I would like to devote the re-
mainder of my observations.

Let us atterapt, for a moment, to look beyond the
problem of Soviet power, at least to the extent that we
assume a world with no single political group seriously
aspiring to world domination and with no more than
what we might call the normal incidence of tension, mis-
understanding, and violence. Toward what sort of an
ultimate pattern of international relationships would
we, in such circumstances, like to see the world com-
munity move? And what would be our place in this
pattern?

In the first of these lectures I spoke of the original
objects of American society and of the modest limited
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concepts of foreign policy that flowed from them. These
concepts still appeal to me strongly. Even today I find
them preferable to pretentious and unrealistic ones. But
I must confess that I do not think that the original ob-
jects from which these concepts flowed are now fully
adequate to the present nature of our society, to the sig-
nificance of our position in the world, and to the re-
sponsibilities that rest upon us. I believe, in other words,w
that we must consciously enlarge the objects of our so- !
ciety in order that they may become commensurate
with our present stature as a nation.

You will recall that those objects were initially con-
fined to the cultivation of a certain type of social experi-
ment on our national territory and did not embrace any
real sense of responsibility for the trend of international
life outside our borders. We were like a child in an adult
world, privileged to enjoy the typical egocentricity of
the child, if not his dependence on others. But today
that egocentricity is no longer permissible. It has yielded
to the responsibilities of maturity just as in individual
life the irresponsibility of the child yields to the obliga-
tions of maturity and parenthood.

Today our own dependence on our foreign environ-
ment has grown to the dimension of a vital interest of
our society. Yet we have to recognize that this foreign
environment is in some measure what we make of it,
that it is extensively influenced by the way we behave
ourselves. And the most important thing to be realized
is that this exertion of influence takes place, for better
or for worse, whether we mean 1t to do so or not. It flows
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of itself from our relative physical weight in the world
and from the growing crowdedness of the planet we in-
habit. We have become, as I have had occasion to say
before, like a giant in a crowded room: we may wish to
have nothing to do with the others, but everywhere we
move we crowd someone or step on someone, and we
have no choice but to recognize the resulting social obli-
gation.

I submit, therefore, that in defining in our own minds
the objects to which we consider our society now to be
dedicated, we take as our point of departure the condi-
tion to which our development has already brought us
at this time; that we recognize that the advance of our
society along the lines of its traditional ideals is no
longer something that can be realized just within the
framework of our national life itself, but that it must
be pursued at least partly in the broader theater of our
international environment; and that accordingly we
make it our object so to conduct ourselves in our ca-

" pacity as a member of the world community as to en-
hance the chances 10t the preservation of the values we
__cherish here at home.

This may not seem too different from what we have
thought and done in the past, but to my mind there is
an important distinction. What I am talking about
means that we must be prepared to make real sacrifices
and painful adjustments in our domestic life for the
sake of the health of our world environment—not just
those sacrifices in the form of military expenditures
which we are accustomed to thinking of as a prerequisite

104

The Unifying Factor

to the assurance of our military security, but sacrifices
in phases of our lives which we have pever learned to
think of in connection with foreign affairs at all, and
ones which would be directed to the positive forma-
tion of our relationship to the outside world rather than
to the negative enterprise of military preparedness.

Now many people who would agree with me in all
that I have just said would be inclined to suppose that
the problem was merely one of the creation and cul-
tivation of suitable multilateral institutions for the iron-
ing out of the frictions between owr national life and
that of other people. They have feit that what was re-
quired was only the establishment of new forums where
we could deal with the outside world in a different way
from what we have in the past.

I am bound to say that to my mind this is not the
correct approach. New institutional facilities may some
day be required; but if so, they will come last on the
list of the important things to be done, and not first. .
What seems to me to be of first and vital importance
is something that we Americans have to do for our- j
selves and by ourselves, and that is to render our ;
country fit and eligible for the sort of adjustment our !
foreign relationships are going to have to go through.

I have often had occasion to take issue with the en-
thusiasts for world government. I must still do so from
the immediate political standpoint. But I would sug-
gest that they are right in one thing, and that is in their
appreciation that this country will not solve the prob-
lems of its developing world relationships except on
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the basis of a readiness to go in for an extensive merg-
ing of its life with that of other peoples. The differ-
ence between us is mainly about the way we should
move toward this goal. The partisans of world gov-
ernment would have us reach out and embrace the en-
tire world community all at once, through the imme-
diate establishment of a new series of political rela-
tionships. I would have us start by tackling first the
problem of our relationship with the peoples nearest
and closest to us, and then to begin not by frightening
them half to death with offers of our immediate in-
timacy but by doing things to ourselves which would
mean that the prospect of our intimacy would no longer
be so frightening. The best way for us to move toward
any form of unification is to try to make it so far as
possible a living reality, or at least a living possibility,
by unilateral actions affecting the nature of our own
society, before the problems of a formal contractual
relationship are dealt with.

The Unifying Factor

must be an expansion not restricted only to material
things but one embracing our outlook, our vision, and
our inner experience as human beings. It is in this sense
that I am speaking when I express the conviction that
the development of our society will not be a healthy
one unless it envisages and works toward the ultimate
merging of its social and political identity with those
of at least certain other nations, and particularly those
closest to us by tradition, by outlook, and by the cir-
cumstances of their world position. On the other hand,
I am not pleading for “union now.” I do not think this
country is today in any condition to unite with anyone.
Sometimes I think it is scarcely in a condition to unite
with itself.-And what I am proposing is that we make
it our aim to do things which would put us in a posi-
tion to expand the scope of our national life when
time and circumstance become ripe for us to do so.
Some of these things pertain to our relations with
others; others pertain directly to ourselves.

The first and most important step in this great task "’)

18, as I see it, to change ourselves from an exclusive f
to a receptive nation in psychology and in practice. If i
we are to adjust to the demands of a new world posi-
f tion, the first thing we have to learn to do is to take as
well as to give. I mean this in every sense: the eco-
nomic, the demographic, the cultural, and the intel-
lectual. There is no salvation for America in a frame
of mind that tries to shut out its world environment.

| recognition of the fact that if our society, which has
i always been predicated on the experience of growth
i and expansion, is to retain its vitality, there must con-
| tinue to be an expansion of the actual sphere in which
L_gur national life proceeds. But there could be nothing
more tragic and unfortunate than that we should try
to bring about this expansion by any means mvolving
violence to the needs and feelings of peoples elsewhere. : .

It must come on a voluntary basis and as a response f This means, in the first place, that we must learn to

to the needs of others as well as of ourselves. And it accept the goods and services of others. Economic pro-
106 , 107 7
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tectionism is not only an anomaly, but it is a ridiculous
and ignominious expedient for a nation of our eco-
pomic vigor and stature. What was right and necessary
for a struggling underdeveloped country can be a form
of infantile escapism for a strong and ostensibly ma-
ture one. If we have any real faith in those principles
of free economic competition to which we believe our-
selves to be dedicated, we should not be afraid of our
ability to compete today on free economic terms with
any nation in the world.

The same thing applies to the movement of people.
If we are ever going to adjust our economic relafion-
ships with the older industrial areas of Europe, I am
persuaded that we will have to permit a greater liberal-
ity of personal movement as between our country and
theirs. This applies both to temporary travel and to
\ freedom of permanent migration. So far as tempo-
rary travel is concerned, I am not impressed with the
suggestion, which seems to me to be implicit in the
present administration of our immigration laws, that
our national security is going to be shaken if the Dean
of Canterbury or some liberal European scholar visits
our shores, or if some American playwright attends a
gala premiére in Brussels. Such timidity is not the
mark of a strong society. I am also not impressed
with the argument that by greater liberality with re-
gard to immigration our old American virtues would
be swamped under a flood of uncouth newcomers. It
is too late for all that. Immigration has been going on
apace in this country for over a hundred years. The
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old American virtues, such as they were, are already
dependent for their survival on the degree to which
they can commend themselves to great masses of peo-
ple who had no share in their origin. If we wanted to
go in for this sort of protectiom'sm, we should have
started a hundred years ago. Today, America is either
a cosmopolitan nation—a great cross-section of gen-
eral humanity, distinguished from other nations not
by any peculiarity of blood or color but only by
geography and tradition and spirit—or it is nothing at
all.

What T have just said about goods and people goes
a thousand-fold for the world of the mind and the spirit.
In this respect we Americans stand today at a cross-
road of the most profound significance. Our national
myth relates—Iet us remember—to an America which
has long since ceased to be the real and dominant one.
It relates to a rural America, an unmechanical Amer-
ica, an America without motor cars and television sets,
an America of the barefoot boy and the whitewashed
board fence, the America of the Webster cartoon. It
was a wonderful old America. I sometimes wonder
whether those of us who knew it will ever really adjust
to any other. I hope its memory and its inspiration will
never die. But it is not the America of today; and if we
cling timorously to its image as the ceiling of our cul-
tural outlook we not only run the risk of a deep and
neurotic division within ourselves as between the dream
and the reality, but we run the risk of becoming essen-
tially a provincial nation, an eddy in the current of
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world thought, unable to receive stimulus and inspira-
tion from without and unable to impart it to others.
Such a situation, I promise you, will never meet the
needs of our future international relationships. In the
intellectual sense as in the demographic sense, we are
either 2 cosmopolitan nation, part of the world stream
of thought and feeling, or we are nothing at all. Smaller
nations, weaker nations, nations less exposed by the
very proportion of their physical weight in the world,
might be able to get away with exclusiveness and pro-
vincialism and an intellectual remoteness from the feel-
ings and preoccupations of mankind generally. Ameri-
cans cannot. It will never be forgiven us if we attempt
to do it. If this is the path we go, we shall never succeed
in projecting to our neighbors in this world, not even
to the best of our friends and partners, those bridges
that will have to be projected if the pounding, surging
traffic of the future world is to be carried.
Thus the first dictate of progress toward a better
world is;-it-seexns to me, that America”must become
more receptive and more outgoing. The second is that
T TUSt take & fighter control of i own 1 and evolve
a greater sense of purpose with regard to the Shaping
of {ts own development. I realize that these words carry
very far, that they are at odds with the original concept
of the objects of American society, with the original
laissez faire theory that the individual is always capable
of perceiving and pursuing his own self-interest and
that the best interests of society at large will always
flow from his continuing to do so. I still believe in the
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soundness of that theory in many respects. I believe in
it particularly with respect to the freedom of our busi-
ness life, and I do so after spending some years in in-
timate contemplation of a world where the principle
of free enterprise has been wholly abandoned. In sug-
gesting that the United States needs a greater sense of
purpose in its domestic life I am not suggesting the wel-
fare state or any brand of socialization of the means of
production or distribution. But I am suggesting that in
certain ways we are going to have to take the develop-
ment of our national life more tightly in hand and to
shape it more consciously and vigorously with an eye
to the demands of the future.

One of the things that I have in mind is the manner
in which we treat our patural environment here on this
North American territory. I think we can no longer
permit the economic advance of our country to take
place so extensively at the cost of the devastation of its
natural resources and its natural beauty. I think that
we shall have to take stock in the most careful manner
of what is still left to us out of the original fund of
topsoil and mineral resources and water tables and
forests and wild life with which God had endowed this
territory, and to ask ourselves in all good conscience
what we are likely to need of all these things in the
future in the light of the mumerical expansion of our
population and the growing technological demands of
each individual citizen. Having done this, I think we
are then going to have to chart out realistic guidelines
for national action which. would assure that these
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future needs will be met, and that they will be met with-
out increasing the present disharmony between man
and nature. We will have to find some means to make
these guidelines respected and understood by the myr-
iads of state and local authorities and individual en-
trepreneurs whose collaboration will be essential to
their observance.

In closest connection with this must stand the con-
tinuous and careful study of the development of our
dependence on other countries for materials vital to the
functioning of our economy, and & conscious attempt
to shape our relationships with other economies in all
these matters in such a way that they have some sta-
bility and some firm foundation of mutual understand-
ing and do not lead in the future to all sorts of crises
and tensions and tragedies. This means forward think-
ing, frank talking in our dealings with others, and a de-
termination not to let private interests stand in the way
of a far-seeing and prudent approach to the solution
of our resources problem.

Beyond this, I think we have to contrive to give at-
tention to something else which is very hard to describe
and will be harder still to tackle as a practical problem,
but which nevertheless has a lot to do with our future
ability to meet the demands of our world position. I
am referring here to the unhealthy development of
social and community relationships in many parts of
our country by virtue of precipitous and uncontrolled
technological changes. I have in mind particularly the
partial disintegration of many of our large urban com-
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munities, the general deterioration of social environ-
ment in the large portions of those corumunities, and
the chaotic and often unsatisfactory manner in which
new communities are being permitted to come into
existence. I am talking here, if you will, about the need
for municipal and regional planning in the light of the
undeniable fact that the arrangement of the physical
facilities for living and working unquestionably has a
great deal to do with the inner health and happiness of
the individual and with his ability to develop to the
maximum his possibilities as a citizen and a human be-
ing. I am aware that there are experts on this subject
who would deny that these conditions are really serious
enough to warrant concentrated attention and recogni-
tion as a problem at the national level. But I can only
voice a personal conviction that their significance for
all of us is greater than we generally realize. And
whether or not I am right in this judgment, I would
like to say that the way things are proceeding at present
produces on the surface of our national life a number
of depressing and discreditable phenomena which are
visible to the world at large and are genuinely important
from the standpoint of our relationships with other
peoples. Blighted areas, filthy streets, community de-
moralization, juvenile delinquency, chaotic traffic con-
ditions, utter disregard for esthetic and recreational
values in urban development, and an obviously unsatis-
factory geographic distribution of various facilities for
homelife and work and recreation and shopping and
worship: these things may not mark all our urban com-
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munities in conspicuous degree; but they mark enough
of them to put a definite imprint on the image of our
life that is carried to the world around us, and this is
an imprint that leads others to feel that we are not
really the masters of our own fate, that our society is
not really under control, that we are being helplessly
carried along by forces we do not have the courage or
the vitality to master.

The same impression is conveyed by the extent to
which we have permitted the satisfying of the cultural
and recreational and in part even educational demands
of our population to be dominated by the mass media
and, ultimately, by the advertisers. A foreigner easily
gains the impression that we are wholly indifferent to
the possibilities inherent in the way such matters are
handled; that here, as elsewhere, we have resigned our-
selves helplessly to the workings of our economic sys-
tem; and that we are comtent to move wherever that
system carries us, regardless of the effect on the esthetic
taste, the intellectual health, and the emotional fresh-
ness of our people.

I cannot overemphasize bow unfortunate such im-
pressions are from the standpoint of our developing
world relationships. We know from personal life that
only he is capable of exercising leadership over others
who is capable of some real degree of mastery over
himself. Peoples of the world are not going to be in-
clined to accept leadership from a country which they
feel is drifting in its own internal development and drift-
ing into bad and dangerous waters. Even if we feel
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that we do not need this greater measure of control
from the standpoint of the requirements of our own
society, I suggest that we may nevertheless need it for
the sake of the external impression if our own national ;
life is to become a source of inspiration to peoples else- /
where. -
To the extent that we are able to devise and imple-
ment programs of national action that look toward the
creation of a genuinely bealthy relationship both of
man to pature and of man to himself, we will then,
for the first time, have something to say to people else-
where of an entirely different order than the things we
have had to say to them hitherto. To the extent that
we are able to develop a social purpose in our own
society, our life and our experiences will become inter-
esting and meaningful to peoples in other parts of the
world. We must remember that we are practically the
only country that has been able to afford for any length
of time the luxury of this experimentation with the un-
inhibited flow of self-interest. Almost everywhere else,
men are convinced that the answers to their problems
are to be found in the acceptance of a high degree of
collective responsibility and discipline. To many of
them, the sight of an America in which there is visible
no higher social goal than the self-enrichment of the
individual, and where that self-enrichment takes place
primarily in material goods and gadgets that are of
doubtful utility in the achievement of the deeper satis-
factions of life—this sight fails to inspire either confi-
dence or enthusiasm. The world knows we can make
115
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automobiles and television sets and that we can dis-
tribute them, but it is looking to us for other things as
well, things more relevant to the deeper needs of men
everywhere. No matter what we may think, individu-
ally, of the TVA, it should give us all pause for thought
that no other American undertaking has ever com-
manded more interest and respect in the world beyond
our borders.

Now this problem of the adjustment of man to his
natural resources, and the problem of how such things
as industrialization and urbanization can be accepted
without destroying the traditional values of a civiliza-
tion and corrupting the inner vitality of its life—these
things are not only the problems of America; they are

~the problems of men everywhere. To the extent that
\ we Americans become able to show that we are aware
i of these problems, and that we are approaching them
iwith coherent and effective ideas of our own which we
have the courage to put into effect in our own lives, to
ithat extent a new dimension will come into our rela-
{ tions with the peoples beyond our borders, to that ex-
\tent, in fact, the dreams of these earlier generations of
iAmericans who saw us as leaders and helpers to the
‘peoples of the world at large will begin to take on flesh
‘and reality.

There is one last point to be added. I have spoken
here primarily of things that had to do with our physical
environment. I would like to say that probably more
important than any of these things, in the ultimate
effect on our foreign relations, will be the things we
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do in this coming period with respect to our own inner
American selves and the state of our national soul.

This is a hard and cruel world we Live in. It con-
tains many spectres, many horrors, many appalling
situations. No one who travels widely or lives exten-
sively beyond our borders can fail to feel at times a
sinking of the heart at the depth and complexity of our
world problems, at the degree of misery and hatred and
bewilderment by which human life is attended in other
parts of the world, at the envy and jealousy we face,
at the hideousness and reality of the threats to our se-
curity. I have personally had to look at these things
over some eighteen years of foreign residence, and
many of them near the seat of the most calculated and
intense political antagonism that any nation has ever
faced, and I think I know what a four de force it is
going to be if this nation succeeds in conducting for
long its rich and comfortable existence without real
difficulty in 2 world of so much poverty and misery and
frustration.

Yet if I were to ask myself what is the most frighten-
ing and menacing thing with which we are today con-
fronted, I would say without hesitation that it is not
something outside our society, but something within
it. T am not thinking here only of that pathetic fringe
of our population, now cowering three-fourths under-
ground, that still finds solace for its ego in an associa-
tion with the communist party. What I have in mind is
far more serious than that. It is the much larger pro-
portion of our people who find it impossible to accept
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the relatively minor and almost routine problem pre-
sented for us by the phenomenon of external penetra-
tion and subversion in our life without permitting it to
become for them a source of loss of confidence in the
integrity of our society as a whole. There can be noth-
ing more disruptive of our success in every great area
of foreign policy than the impression that we no looger
believe in ourselves and that we are prepared to sacri-
fice the traditional values of our civilization to our
fears rather than to defend those values with our faith.
This is not just a question of the spectacle of a few men
setting out to achieve a cheap political success by ap-
pealing to primitive reactions, by appealing to the un-
certain, suspicious little savage that lies at the bottom
of almost every human breast; it is more importantly
the spectacle of millions of our citizens listening eagerly
to these suggestions and then trotting off faithfully and
anxiously, like the victims of some totalitarian brain-
washing, to snoop and check up on their fellow citi-
zeps, to purge the libraries and the lecture platforms,
to protect us all from the impact of ideas. The outside
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whole, then we must proceed with vigor and determina-
tion to conquer this demoralization, to recover our in-
ner equilibrium, to teach ourselves again to act like
what Americans really are, and not like what we fear
they might be.

I am afraid I have taken you very far and very fast
in these lectures. It is certainly a most imperfect pic-
ture I have presented to you. I have left many gaps. In
many respects I am afraid I have raised more ques-
tions than I have answered.

But if there is any one impression I would hope I
might have left in your minds, it is the impression of
the essential unity of all the problems of our national
behavior and accordingly of the unsoundness and
danger implicit in any attempt to compartmentalize
our thinking about the problems of foreign policy. We
saw in the first of these lectures how our thought
bad been split by two separate planes of international
reality. We subsequently looked more closely at each
of these planes to determine the demands it placed on

our national conduct. To my own mind, the upshd
of these considerations is that it is in the innér developj
ment of our civilization—in what we are to ourselves ;
and not what we are to others—that these two planes |
of international reality really come together. We will !

world knows perfectly well that no nation has ever ;
had less need for this sort of thing than our own, that
it responds to no real and commensurate requirement
of our national situation, that it can only be the reflec- i

tion of some deep inner crisis, some gnawing fear of
ourselves.

H we wish to stride forward successfully in our rela-
tions with other peoples in this coming period, and this
means in the development of our own civilization as a
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not find the unity of foreign policy for which we are

concerned if we seek it only in the fashioning of rela-

tionships external to our national life. We will find it

only in the recognition of the full solemnity of our

obligation as Americans of the twentieth century: the
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obligation of each of us, as an individual, to his God
and his faith; the obligation of all of us, as a political
society, to our own national ideals and through those
ideals to the wider human community of which we are
In ever increasing measure a part.
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Henry Kissinger, A World Restored (1954), pp. 1-6, 315-332

Introduction

I

IT is not surprising that an age faced with the threat of thermo-
nuclear extinction should look nostalgically to periods when
diplomacy carried with it less drastic penalties, when wars were
limited and catastrophe almost inconceivable. Nor is it strange in
such circumstances that the attainment of peace should become the
overriding concern or that the need for peace should be thought to
provide the impetus for its attainment. B

But the attainment of peace is not as easy as the desire for it.
Not for nothing is history associated with the figure of Nemesis,
which defeats man by fulfilling his wishes in a different form or by
answering his prayers too completely. Those ages which in retrospect
seem most peaceful were least in search of peace. Those whose quest
for it seems unending appear least able to achieve tranquillity. When-
ever peace~—conceived as the avoidance of war—has been the primary
objective of a power or a group of powers, the international system
has been at the mercy of the most ruthless member of the inter-
national community. Whenever the international order has acknow-
ledged that certain principles could not be compromised even for
the sake of peace, stability based on an equilibrium of forces was at
least conceivable.

Stability, then, has commonly resulted not from a quest for peace |
but from a generally accepted legitimacy. “Legitimacy™ as here used
should not be confused with justice. It means no more than an inter-
national agreement about the nature of workable arrangements and
about the permissible aims and methods of foreign policy. It implies
the acceptance of the framework of the international order by all
major powers, at least to the extent that no state is so dissatisfied that,
like Germany after the Treaty of Versailles, it expresses its dissatis-
faction in a revolutionary foreign policy. A legitimate order does not
make conflicts impossible, but it limits their scope. Wars may occur,
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but they will be fought in the name of the existing structure and the
peace which follows will be justified as a better expression of the
“legitimate™, general consensus. Diplomacy in the classic sense, the
adjustment of differences through negotiation, is possible only in
“legitimate” international orders.

" Whenever there exists a power which considers the international
order or the manner of legitimizing it oppressive, relations between it
and other powers will be revolutionary. In such cases, it is not the
adjustment of differences within a given system which will be at
issue, but the system itself. Adjustments are possible, but they will be
conceived as tactical manceuvres to consolidate positions for the
inevitable showdown, or as tools to undermine the morale of the
antagonist. To be sure, the motivation of the revolutionary power
may well be defensive; it may well be sincere in its protestations of

q‘eeﬁng threatened. But the distinguishing feature of a revolutionary

power is not that it feels threatened—such feeling is inherent in the

| nature of international relations based on sovereign states—>but that

{

L’;he opponent—is considered a sufficient guarantee, and thus the

nothing can reassure it. Only absolute security—the neutralization of

desire of one power for absolute security means absolute insecurity

i for all the others.

!‘\—.-«

t

Diplomacy, the art of restraining the exercise of power, cannot
function in such an environment. It is a mistake to assume that
diplomacy can always settle international disputes if there is “good
faith” and “willingness to come to an agreement™. For in a revolu-
tionary international order, each power will seem to ifs opponent
to lack precisely these qualities. Diplomais can still meet but they
cannot persuade, for they have ceased to speak the same language,
In the absence of an agreement on what constitutes a reasonable
demand, diplomatic conferences are occupied with sterile Tepetitions
of basic positions and accusations of bad faith, or allegations of
“unreasonableness” and “‘subversion’. They become -elaborate
stage plays which attempt to attach as yet uncommitted powers to
one of the opposing systems.

For powers long accustomed to tranquillity and without experience
with disaster, this is a hard lesson to come by. Lulled by a period of

stability which had seemed permanent, they find it nearly impossible -

to take at face value the assertion of the revolutionary power that it
means to smash the existing framework. The defenders of the status
quo therefore tend to begin by treating the revolutionary power as if

INTRODUCTION 3

.its protestations were merely tactical; as if it really accepted the exist-

ing legitimacy but overstated its case for bargaining purposes; as if it
were motivated by specific grievances to be assuaged by limited con-
cessions. Those who warn against the danger in time are considersd
alarmists; those who counsel adaptation to circumstance are con-
sidered balanced and sane, for they have all the good “reasons™ on
their side: the arguments accepted as valid in the existing frame-
work. “Appeasement”, where it is not a device to gain time, is the
result of an inability to come to grips with a policy of unliruited
objectives.

But it is the essence of a revolutionary power that it possesses the
courage of its convictions, that it is willing, indeed eager, to push its
principles to their ultimate conclusion. Whatever else a revolutionary
power may achieve therefore, it tends to erode, if not the legitimacy

of the international order, at least the restraint with which such an_.
order operates. The characteristic of a stable order is its spontaneity; 5

the essence of a revolutionary situation is its self-consciounsness.
Principles of obligation in a period of legitimacy are taken so much
for granted that they are never talked about, and such periods there-
fore appear to posterity as shallow and self-righteous. Principles in a
revolutionary situation are so central that they are constantly talked
about. The very sterility of the effort soon drains them of all mean-

ing, and it is not unusual to find both sides invoking their version |

of the “true” nature of legitimacy in identical terms. And because in |
revolutionary situations the contending systems are less concerned
with the adjustment of differences than with the subversion of
loyalties, diplomacy is replaced either by war or by an armaments
race.

11

This work will deal with a decade which throws these problems
into sharp relief: the conclusion and the aftermath of the wars of the
French Revolution. Few periods illustrate so well the dilemma posed
by the appearance of a revolutionary power, the tendency of terms
to change their meaning and of even the most familiar relationships
to alter their significance. A new philosophy boldly claimed that it
would recast the existing structure of obligations, and Revolutionary
France set about to give this claim effect. “What can make authority
legitimate?” had been defined by Rousseau as the key question of
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politics and, however they might try, his opponents could not elimi-
nate the question. Henceforth, disputes no longer concerned the
adjustment of differences within an accepted framework, but the
validity of the framework itself; the political contest had become
doctrinal: the balance of power which had operated so intricately
throughout the eighteenth century sudderly lost its flexibility and
the European equilibrium came to seem an insufficient protection to
powers faced by a France which proclaimed the incompatibility of its
political maxims with those of the other states. But the half-hearted
effort of Prussia and Austria to restore the legitimate ruler of France
to his former position only accelerated the revolutionary édlan. A
French army based on conscription, inconceivable to even the most
absolutist ruler by the grace of God, defeated the invading armies and
overran the Low Countries. And then there appeared a conqueror
who sought to transiate the moral claims of the French Revolution
into reality. Under the impact of Napoleon, there disintegrated not
only the system of legitimacy of the eighteenth century, but with it
the physical safeguards which, to contemporaries at least, seemed
the prerequisite of stability.

The Napoleonic Empire for all its extent demonstrated however
the tenuousness of 2 conquest not accepted by the subjugated peoples.
Although Napoleon had succeeded in overthrowing the existing con-
cept of legitimacy, he could not replace it with an alternative. Europe
was unified from the Niemen to the Bay of Biscay, but force had
replaced obligation, the material achievements of the French
Revolution had outrun their moral base. Europe was united, but
only negatively, in its opposition to a power felt as foreign (which
is the surest indication of the absence of legitimacy), in a conscious-
ness of “otherness™ which was soon endowed with moral claims and
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by force. But the alternative was not nearly so apparent. It was clear
that there were new forces 1oose in the world clamouring fa?r popular
participation in government. But it seemed equally evident th_a,t
these forces had been responsible for a quarter-century of turmoil.
The French Revolution had dealt a perhaps mor‘-cal blow to F’m
divine right of kings; yet the representatives of this very doctrine
were called upon to end the generation of bloodshed. In these
circumstances what is surprising is not how imperfect was the set1_:le-
ment that emerged, but how sane; not how “reactionary” a}ccordmg
to the self-righteous doctrines of nineteenth-century historiography,
but how balanced. It may not have fulfilled all the h.opes of an
idealistic generation, but it gave this generation somet.hmg perhaps
POTeS Precious: We
WM- And our
sccount will end in 1822, when the international order which em-erged
out of the revolutionary conflict assumed the form it was to retain for
over a generation. The period of stability which ensued was the best
proof that a “legitimate” order had been comstructed, an order
accepted by all the major powers, so that h'enfzeforth they sought
adjustment within its framework rather than in its overthrow‘. _
That Europe rescued stability from seeming chaos was pnmz_xr-ﬂy
the result of the work of two great men: of Castlereagh, the British
Foreign Secretary, who negotiated the international settlc?m.ent, and
of Austria’s minister, Metternich, who legitimized it. ThlS.IS ]l'O_t to
say that an international order emerged from pf:rsonal. 1ntu1t1_on.
Every statesman must attempt to reconcile what is considered just
with what is considered possible. What is considered just depends on
the domestic structure of his state; what is possible depends on its
resources, geographic position and determination, and on the

\

became the basis of nationalism. : ;
When Napoleon was defeated in Russia, the problem of con- |
structing a legitimate order confronted Europe in its most concrete ;

resources, determination and domestic structure of .other states, |
Thus Castlereagh, secure in the knowledge of England’s insular safety, |
tended to oppose only overt aggression. But Metternich, the states-|

!

e |

form. For opposition can create a wide consensus, perhaps even the
‘widest attainable one, but its components, united by what they do not
like, may be greatly at odds about what should replace it. It is for
this reason that the year 1812 is the starting point of our discussion.
However one conceives it—and it has been given a variety of inter-.
pretations ranging from the moral vindication of national self-
determination to the tragic destiny of the Hero—this year marked the
moment when it became evident that Europe was not to be organized

man of a power situated in the centre of the Co::ﬁcinent3 sogght abo_veﬂ
all to forestall upheavals. Convinced of the unassailability .of its;
domestic institutions, the insular power developed a doctrine of
“non-interference” in the domestic affairs of other states. 0ppre§sed
by the vulnerability of its domestic structure in an age of naﬁona]{sm,
the polyglot Austro-Hungarian empire insisted on a generalized right
of interference to defeat social unrest wherever it occurred. Because
Britain was threatened only if Europe fell under the domination ofa
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single power, Castlereagh was primarily concerned with constructing
a balance of forces. Because the balance of power only limits the
scope of aggression but does not prevent it, Metternich sought to
buttress the equilibrium by developing a doctrine of legitimacy and
establishing himself as its custodian.

Each failed as he succeeded: Castlereagh in making Britain a
permanent part of the concert of Hurope; Metternich in preserving
the principle of legitimacy he had striven so hard to establish. But
their achievernents were not inconsiderable: a period of peace lasting
almost a hundred years, a stability so pervasive that it may have
contributed to disaster. For in the long interval of peace the sense of
the tragic was lost; it was forgotten that states could die, that up-
heavals could be irretrievable, that fear could become the means of
social cobesion. The hysteria of joy which swept over Furope at the
outbreak of the First World War was the symptom of a fatuous age,
but also of a secure one. It revealed a millennial faith; a hope for a
world which had all the blessings of the Edwardian age made all the
more agreeable by the absence of armament races and of the fear of
war. What minister who declared war in August 1914, would not
have recoiled with horror had he known the shape of the world in
1918, not to speak of the present?

That such a world was inconceivable in 1914 is a testimony to
the work of the statesmen with whom this book deals.

* One who had such an intuition and did so recoil was, of course, the British
Foreign Secretary, Lord Grey.
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depended on retaining Russia in the Alliance, was obliged step by
step into sanctioning measures which led France to play the role in
the Iberian Peninsula which Austria had assumed in Italy during
the previous year. But, equally inevitably, the intervention in Spain
caused Great Britain to break openly with the Alliance.

So ended Castlereagh’s vision of a Europe united by the self-evident
requirements of harmony. But it had lasted long enough to enable the
European order to be taken for granted, the most difficult step in
achieving permanence. Perhaps never again has Buropean unity
been so much a reality as between 1815 and 1821, so much so that it
came to be forgotten with what forebodings the Vienna settlement
bad been greeted by Gentz, who predicted a major war within five
yearss, and by Castlereagh himself, who thought it would do well if it
prevented another conflict for a decade. Not for a century was Europe
to know a major war, however, because in the interval the myth of a
united Europe bad been reduced to political terms, which enabled
Metternich first to dominate Europe morally and then to construct a
grouping of powers which made a major conflict impossible physi-
cally. By the time Britain withdrew from the Alliance, the elements
of the equilibrium had been established: the legitimizing principle
defined at Laibach served as the bond for the three Fastern powers,
Prussia, Russia, and Austria, which confronted a France unable to
conduct a Continental policy against their united opposition and a
Britain increasingly aware of its extra-European role. Because the
moral framework of the Eastern bloc was defined by Austria, the
policy of the dominant group of powers was conservative and status
quo and did not for this reason lead to the active hostility of Great
Britain. To be sure, for a brief interval after the death of Alexander,
Russia pursued an independent policy in the Balkans, allied with
Great Britain. But the revolutions in Western Europe in 1830 served
to demonstrate to the new Tsar the correctness of Metiernich’s
maxims of the danger of social upheaval, and the constellation of
powers remained for over a generation with the “Holy Alliance”
predominant on the Continent and Great Britain across the seas.

1I

Few periods present such a dramatic contrast of personalities or
 illustrate so well the problems of organizing a legitimate order as the
interval between the defeat of Napoleon in Russia and the Congress
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of Verona. While Napoleon dominated Europe, policy based op 3

conception of national strategy was impossible. The fate of stateg
depended on the will of the conqueror, and safety could be found only
in adaptation to the French system. But Napoleon’s defeat in Russia
made clear that Europe could no longer be governed by force, that
the man of will would have to find safety in a recognition of limits,
And the disintegration of the Grande Armée obliged the European
nations to define anew their place in the international order, to create
a balance of forces to discourage future aggression, and to wrest out
of the chaos of the disintegrated structure of the eighteenth century
some principle of organization which would ensure stability.

It is fortunate for the lessons posterity may draw from this period
that its chief protagonists were men of marked individuality, each in
his way symbolizing an answer to the problem of order: Napoleon
of the claims of power; Alexander of the indeterminacy of a policy of
absolute moral claims; Castlereagh of the conception of an equi-
librium maintained by the recognition of the self-evident advantages
of peace; Metternich of an equilibrium maintained by an agreement
on a legitimizing principle. Napoleon and Alexander were revolu-
tionaries, because both strove to identify the organization of Europe
with their will. To be sure, INapoleon sought order in universal

dominion and Alexander in a reconciled humanity. But the claims

of the prophet are sometimes as dissolving as those of the conqueror.
For the claims of the prophet are a counsel of perfection, and per-
fection implies uniformity. Utopias are not achieved except by a
process of levelling and dislocation which must erode all patterns of
obligation. These are the two great symbols of the attacks on the
legitimate order: the Conqueror and the Prophet, the quest for
universality and for eternity, for the peace of impotence and the
peace of bliss: n

But the statesman must remain forever suspicious of these efforts,
not because he enjoys the pettiness of manipulation, but because he
must be prepared for the worst contingency. To be dependent on the
continued goodwill of another sovereign state is demoralizing,
because it is a confession of impotence, an invitation to the irrespon-
sibility induced by the conviction that events cannot be affected by
one’s will. And to rely entirely on the moral purity of an individual
is to abandon the possibility of restraint, because moral claims in-
volve a quest for absolutes, a denial of nuance, a rejection of history.
This in its fundamental sense is the issue between the conqueror or
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the prophet on the one side and the statesman on the other; between
the identification of conception and possibility and the insistence on
the contingency of the individual will; between the effort to escape
time and the need to survive in it. It is a tragic and necessarily in-
conclusive contest. For the statesman will treat the prophet as a
political manifestation, and the prophet will judge the statesman
by transcendental standards. The prophet, however pure his motives,
pays the penalty for the “false” prophets who have preceded him,
and it is the latter for which statesmanship attempts to provide. And
the statesman is confronted with what must always upset his
calculations; that it is not balance which inspires men but univer-
sality, not security but immortality.

It is the inextricable element of history, this comflict between
inspiration and organization. Inspiration implies the identification
of the self with the meaning of events. Organization requires disci-
pline, the submission to the will of the group. Inspiration is timeless;

" its validity is inherent in its conception. Organization is historical,

depending on the material available at a given period. Inspiration
is a call for greatness; organization a recognition that mediocrity is
the usual pattern of Ieadership. To be effective politically one requires
organization, and for this reason the translation into political terms
of prophetic visions always falsifies the intentions of their proponents.
1t is no accident that the greatest spiritual achievements of religious
or prophetic movements tend to occur when they are still in opposi-
tion, when their conception is their only reality. Nor is it strange that
established religions or prophetic moverments should exhibit a longing
for their vanished period of “true’ inwardness. It is the origin of
mass frenzy, of crusades, of “reformations”, of purges, this realiza-
tion that the spontaneity of individual reflection cannot be institu-
tionalized.

While the conqueror attempts to equate his will with the structure
of obligations and the prophet seeks to dissolve organization in a
moment of transcendence, the statesman strives to keep latent the
tension between organization and inspiration; to create a pattern
of obligations sufficiently spontaneous to reduce to a minimum the
necessity for the application of force, but, at the same time, of
sufficient firmness not to require the legitimization of a moment of
exaltation. It is not surprising that Castlereagh and Metternich were
statesmen of the equilibrium, seeking security in a balance of forces.
Their goal was stability, not perfection, and the balance of power is
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the classic expression of the lesson of history that no order is safe
without physical safeguards against aggression. Thus the new inter.
national order came to be created with a sufficient awareness of the
cox?x%e‘ction between power and morality; between security and
legitimacy. No attempt was made to found it entirely on submission
to a legitimizing principle; this is the quest of the prophet and
dapgerous because it presupposes the self-restraint of sanctity. But
neither was power considered self-limiting; the experience of the
conqueror had proved the opposite. Rather, there was created a
balance of forces which, because it conferred a relative security, came
to be generally accepted, and whose relationships grew increasingly
-spontaneous as its legitimacy came to be taken for granted,

To be sure, the international order had been founded on a mis-
understanding and a misconception; a misunderstanding because the
conference system which Castlereagh created as a symbol of harmony
was used by Metternich as a diplomatic weapon to isolate his
opponents. And a misconception because Castlereagh equated
stability with a consciousness of reconciliation. But the belief that all
?:hreats, not only those of universal dominion, would be interpreted
in the same manner by every power proved a tragic mistake. It is the
essence of 2 revolutionary period that the attack on the “legitimate™
order obliterates all differences within it; but by the same token it is
the nature of a stable period that the acceptance of its legitimacy
makes it safe to contest on local or peripheral issues. Because after
Napoleon’s overthrow the international order no longer contained a
revg]utionary power, no real motive for Britain’s continued partici-
pation in the conference system existed, all the less so since the chief
threat to the international order, the twin movements of liberalism
and nationalism were not considered dangerous in Great Britain.
iI’hus the conference system led either to a dispute on peripheral
1ssues, which seemed petty and distasteful to Castlereagh, or it
fexhibited a unanimity over a threat that Britain could not admit as an
mternational problem. When the unity of Europe came to pass, it
was pot because of the self-evidence of its necessity, as Castlereagh
had imagined, but through a cynical use of the conference machinery
to define a legitimizing principle of social repression; not through
Castlereagh’s good faith, but through Metternich’s manipulation.

But even with these qualifications, it Temains to be asked how it
was possible to create an approximation to a European government,
however tenuous, and with Britain as an observer on the sidelines.
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What enabled Metternich. to emerge as the Prime Minister of
Europe? It was Metternich’s misfortune that history in the latter half
of the nineteenth century was written by his opponents, to whom he
was anathema both by principle and policy and who ascribed his
achievements to a contradictory combination of cunning and good
fortune, of mediocrity and incompetent adversaries, without explain-
ing how such a man managed to place his stamp on his period. For
the documents of his period leave no doubt that for over a generation
nothing occurred in Europe which was not shaped by Metternich
either directly or through his opposition. To be sure, Metternich
was aided by the instability of the Tsar and the indecisiveness of the
Prossian King. But the Tsar’s mercurial temper might also have
resulted in a new crusade; and although Alexander’s instability was
there for everyone to exploit, only Metternich managed to achieve a
personal domination. On the other hand, Metternich’s own interpre-
tation of the superiority of his philosophical maxims is refuted by
their conventionality, while mere deviousness could not have duped
all of Europe for over a decade. Rather, Metternich’s successes were
due to two factors: that the unity of Europe was not Metternich’s in-
vention, but the common conviction of 2/l statesmen; and because
Metternich was the last diplomat of the great tradition of the eight-
eenth century, a “‘scientist” of politics, coolly and unemotionally
arranging his combinations in an age increasingly conducting policy
by ““causes’. The maxims on which he so prided himself had therefore
a psychological, but not a philosophical, significance: because he was
convinced, indeed cocksure, of his rectitude, he could soberly and
cynically evaluate the maxims of others as forces to be exploited.
Because he considered policy a science, he permitted no sentimental
attachments to interfere with his measures. There was not found in
Metternich’s diplomacy the rigid dogmatism which characterized his
choice of objectives nor the undisciplined sentimentality of Alexan-
der’s conduct. And because, despite his vanity, he was always ready
to sacrifice the form of a settlement for the substance, his victories
became, not wounds, but definitions of a continuing relationship.
Metternich was aided by an extraordinary ability to grasp the
fundamentals of a situation and a profound psychological insight
which epabled him to dominate his adversaries. In 1805, he was
almost alone in pointing out that Prussia was no longer the state of
Frederick the Great; in 1812, he was one of the first to rsalize the
essential transformation brought about by Napoleon’s defeat; after
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1815, he understood better than anyone the nature of the socig]

transformation preparing itself in Furope, and that he decided to defy
the tide may be a reflection on his statesmanship but not on hig
insight. He therefore had the great advantage over his adversaries
that he knew what he wanted; and if his goals were sterile, they were
fixed. “Everybody wants something,” wrote Metternich at the height
of the Greek crisis, “without having any idea how to obtain it ang
the really intrigning aspect of the situation is that nobody quite
knows how to achieve what he desires. But because I know what |
want and what the others are capable of [Metternich’s italics] I am
completely prepared.” That this statement was boastful, vain, and
smug does not detract from its truth.

But all his diplomatic skill would have availed Metternich nothing,
had he not operated in a framework in which his invocation of the
unity of Europe could appear as something other than a euphemism
for Austrian national interest. The early nineteenth century was a
transition period, and, as in all such periods, the emergence of a new
pattern of obligation for a time served only to throw into sharp relief
the values being supplanted. The political structure of the eighteenth
century had collapsed, but its ideals were still familiar. And because
those ideals were derived from a rationalistic philosophy validated
by its truth, they claimed a universal applicability. To Metternich’s
contemporaries the unity of Europe was a reality, the very ritualism
of whose invocation testified to its hold on the general consciousness.
Regional differences were recognized, but they were considered local

variations of a greater whole. Unity was not vet equated with -

identity, nor the claims of the nation with the dictates of morality.
All of Metternich’s colleagues were thersfore products of essentially
the same culture, professing the same ideals, sharing similar tastes.
They understood each other, not only because they could converse
with facility in French, but because in a deeper sense they were
conscious that the things they shared were much more fundamental
than the issues separating them. When Metternich introduced the
Italian opera in Vienna, or Alexander brought German philosophy
to Russia, they were not being consciously tolerant or even aware
that they were importing something “foreign™. The ideal of “excel-
lence” still was more Important than that of origin. Thus the Russian
Prime Minister, Capo d’Istria, was a Greek, the Russian ambassador
in Paris, Pozzo di Borgo, was a Corsican, while Richelieu, the French
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Prime Minister, had been governor of Odessa. Wellington gave
military advice to Austria in its campaign against Murat, and in 1815
both Prussia and Austria asked Stein to serve as their ambassador
with the Assembly of the Confederation. And Metternich with his
cosmopolitan education and rationalist philosophy, Austrian only by
the accident of feudal relationships, could be imagined equally easily
as the minister of any other state. If he had any special ties to Austria,
they derived from a philosophical not a national identification,
because the principles Austria represented were closest to his own
maxims, because Austria, the polyglot Empire, was a macrocosm of

his cosmopolitan values. “For a long time now,” he wrote to

Wellington in 1824, “Furope has had for me the quality of a father-
land [patrie].”

For these reasons, Metternich was effective not only because he
was persuasive but, above all, because he was plausible. Of all
his colleagues he was best able to appeal to the maxims of the
eighteenth century, partly because they corresponded to his own
beliefs, but, more importantly, because Austria’s interests were
identical with those of European repose. And because the end-result
of Metternich’s policy was stability and Austria’s gain was always
intangible, his extraordinary cynicism, his cold-blooded exploitation
of the beliefs of his adversaries did not lead to a disintegration of all
Testraint, as the same tactics were to do later in the hands of Bis-
marck. Metternich’s policy was thus one of status quo par excellence,
and conducted, not by marshalling a superior force, but by obtaining
a voluntary submission to his version of legitimacy. Its achievement
was a period of peace lasting for over a generation without armament
races or even the threat of a major war. And when the change came
after 1848, it could be integrated into the existing structure without
leading to the disintegration of Austria or to permanent revolution.

But its failure was the reverse side of this success. The identification
of stability with the status quo in the middle of a revolutionary
period reinforced the tendency towards rigidity of Austria’s domestic
structure and led eventually to its petrifaction. The very dexterity of
Metternich’s diplomacy obscured the real nature of his achievements,
that he was merely hiding the increasing anachronism of Austria in a
century of nationalism and liberalism; that he was but delaying the
inevitable day of reckoning. To be sure, a truly successful policy for
a polyglot Empire may have been impossible in 2 century of national-

 ism. And the Emperor would certainly have opposed any serious
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effort of domestic reform with his characteristic obtuse stubbornness.
Nevertheless, the end of the Napoleonic war marked the last moment

for Austria to attempt to brave the coming storm by adaptation, to
wrench itself loose from the past, however painful the process. But -
Metternich’s marvellous diplomatic skill enabled Austria to avoid

the hard choice between domestic reform and revolutionary struggle;
to survive with an essentially unaltered domestic structure in a
century of rationalized administration; to continue 2 multi-national
Empire in a period of nationalism. So agile was Metternich’s
performance that it was forgotten that its basis was diplomatic skill
and that it left the fundamental problems unsolved, that it was mani-
{pulation and not creation. For diplomacy can achieve a great deal
through the proper evaluation of the factors of international relations
. and by their skilful utilization. But it is not a substitute for concep-
tion; its achieverments ultimately will depend on its objectives, which
are deficed outside the sphere of diplomacy and which diplomacy
must treat as given. So resourceful was Metternich that for a time he
could make a performance of juggling appear as the natural pattern
of international relations; so dexterous were his combinations that
during a decade they obscured the fact that what seemed the applica-
tion of universal principles was in reality the four de force of a
solitary figure.

Only a shallow historicism would maintain that successful policies
are always possible. There existed no easy solution for Austria’s
tragic dilemma; that it could adapt itself by giving up its soul or that

not his ultimate failure, but his reaction to it. It is Metternich’s smug
self-satisfaction with an essentially technical virtuosity which pre-

vented him from achieving the tragic stature he might have, given the -

process in which he was involved. Lacking in Metternich is the attri-
bute which has enabled the spirit to transcend an impasse at 5o any

crises of history: the ability to contemplate an abyss, not with the - -

detachment of a scientist, but as a challenge to overcome—or to
perish in the process. Instead one finds a bitter-sweet resignation
which was not without its own grandeur, but which doomed the

statesman of the anachronistic Empire in his primary ambition: to .
become a symbol of conservatism for posterity. For men become - .
myths, not by what they know, nor even by what they achieve, but . =

by the tasks they set for themselves.
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Metternich had learmed the lessons of the eighteenth-century
cabinet diplomacy too well. Its skilful sense of proportion was
appropriate for a period whose structure was unchallenged and whose -
components were animated by a consciousness of their safety; but
it was sterile in an era of constant flux. Whenever Metternich
operated within a fixed framework, when an alliance had to be

- constructed or a settlement negotiated, his conduct was masterly.

Whenever he was forced to create his own objectives, there was about
him an aura of futility. Becanse he sought tranquillity in the manipu-
lation of factors he treated as given, the statesman of repose became
the prisoner of events. Because he never fought a battle he was not
certain of winning, he failed in becoming a symbol. He understood
the forces at work better than most of his contemporaries, but this
knowledge proved of little avail, because he used it almost exclusively
to defiect their inexorable march, instead of placing it into his service

. for a task of construction. Thus the last vestige of the eighteenth

century had to prove the fallacy of one of the maxims of the
Enlightenment, that knowledge was power. And for this reasen, too,
the final result of Metternich’s policies had the quality of a series of
ironies: that the policy of the statesman who most prided himself
on the universality of his maxims lost its flexibility with the death
of one man; thatits structure was disintegrated by Prussia, the power
he had conceived as one of its pillars, and that its legitimacy collapsed
through the efforts, not of a representative of the social revolution

5 _or the middle class, but of the most traditionalist segment of Prussian
it could defend its values and in the process bring about their . - - society: Otto von Bismarck, whose ancestry antedated even that of

petrifaction. Any real criticism of Metternich must therefore attack,

the Prussian monarchs and who nevertheless completed the work
of the futile revolutions which Metternich had mastered.
The two statesmen of repose were therefore both defeated in the

+ end by their domestic structure: Castlereagh by ignoring it, Metter-
- nich by being too conscious of its vulnerability. But their achieve-
" ments remain, not only in the long period of peace they brought
- about, but also in their impact on their time. The concert of Europe

which emerged out of the Napoleonic wars was almost identical with

~ their notion of the equilibrium, and the conference system which

maintained it was Castlereagh’s personal creation. It was he who
mediated the differences of the Coalition and who, throughout his
life, remained the conscience of the Alliance, even after he was
forced into an increasingly passive role. Almost singlehandedly,
he identified British security with Continental stability; and while in
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time the realities of an insular mentality reasserted themselves,

British participation had lasted long enough to launch the new order E

without catastrophe. And Metternich, however he might struggle
against the term “Metternich system”, summed up the meaning of a
generation of struggle. Between 1809 and 1848, it was possible to
disagree with him, to detest him, but never to escape him. He was
the High Priest of the Holy Alliance, the recognized interpreter of its
maxims. He was the manipulator of the conference system, where his
opponents suddenly found themselves isolated through the dexterous

utilization of their own proposals. The very bitterness of the attacks

on him testified to his central role. Anonymously, obliquely, in-
directly, he demonstrated that policy may be based on knowledge
but that its conduct is an art.

11X

What then is the role of statesmanship? A scholarship of social
determinism has reduced the statesman to a lever on a machine
called “history”, to the agent of a fate which he may dimly discern
but which he accomplishes regardless of his will. And this belief in
the pervasiveness of circumstance and the impotence of the individual
extends to the notion of policy-making. Cne hears a great deal about
the contingency of planning because of the unavailability of fact,
about the difficulty of action because of the liritation of knowledge.
It cannot be denied, of course, that policy does not occur in a void,
that the statesman is confronted with material he must treat as given.
Not only geography and the availability of resources trace the limits
of statesmanship, but also the character of the people and the nature
of its historical experience. But to say that policy does not create its
own substance is not the same as saying that the substance is seli-
implementing. The realization that the Napoleonic Empire was
tottering was the condition of policy in 1813, but it was not itself a
policy. That the period of revolution should be replaced by an order
of equilibrium, that the assertion of the will give way to an insistence
on legitimacy may have been “in the air”. But one has only to study
the vacillating measures of most powers to appreciate that neither
the nature of this equilibrium nor the measures to attain it were
immediately apparent. However “self-evident™ the national interest
may appear in retrospect, contemporaries were oppressed by the
multiplicity of available policies, counselling contradictory courses of
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action: in 1813, most Austrian statesmen who did not advocate

unconditional neutrality argued either for 2 continued alliance with

France to solidify Austria’s relations with the invincible Conqueror
or for an immediate change of sides in deference to the national pas-
sion sweeping across Europe. Almost alone Metternich held firm,
because he was convinced that the incompatibility. of Napoleon’s
Empire with a system of equilibrium did not necessarily imply the
compatibility of a polyglot Empire with an era of nationalism. At the
same moment, the British Cabinet only reflected public opinion when
it urged Napoleon’s overthrow and, later on, a harsh peace. It was
Castlereagh who brought about a peace of equilibrium and not of
vengeance, a reconciled and not an impotent France. The choice
between these policies did not reside in the ‘““facts”, but in their
interpretation.’ It involved what was essentially a moral act: an
estimate which depended for its validity on a conception of goals as
much as on an understanding of the available material, which was
based on knowledge but not identical with it.

The test of a statesman, then, is his ability to recognize the real

_ relationship of forces and to make. this knowledge serve his ends.

That Austria should seek stability was inherent in its geographic
position and domestic structure. But that it would succeed, if only
temporarily and however unwisely, in identifying its' domestic
legitimizing principle with that of the international order was the
work of its Foreign Minister. That Great Britain should attempt to
find security in a balance of power was the consequence of twenty-
three years of intermittent warfare. But that it should emerge as a
part of the concert of Europe was due to the efforts of a solitary
individual. No policy is better, therefore, than the goals it sets itself.
It was the measure of Castlereagh’s statesmanship that he recognized
the precedence of integration over retribution in the construction of a
legitimate order, as of Metternich’s that he never confused the form
and the substance of his achievements, that he understood that the
Central Empire could survive, not on its triumphs, but only on its

reconciliations. It was their failure that they set themselves 'tasksj

1 The argument that policy is “objective” because it reflects the requirements -

of security amounts to a truism which assigns a motivation to completed

- action. For the crucial problem of statesmanship is not to find 2 formal

definition for accomplished policy, but to understand its content at any given
period. Disputes over policy never concern a disagreement over the wisdom of
safety but over its nature, nor about the desirability of security but about the best
means to accomplish it.
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beyond the capacity of their material: Castlereagh through a vision
beyond the conception of his domestic structure, Metternich through
an effort unattainable in a century of nationalism.

But it is not sufficient to judge the statesman by his conceptions
alone, for unlike the philosopher he must implerent his vision. And
the statesman is inevitably confronted by the inertia of his material,
by the fact that other powers are not factors to be manipulated but
forces to be reconciled; that the requirements of security differ with
the geographic location and the domestic structure of the powers.
His instrument is diplomacy, the art of relating states to each other
by agreement rather than by the exercise of force, by the representa-
tion of a ground of action which reconciles particular aspirations
with a geperal consensus. Because diplomacy depends on persuasion
and not imposition, it presupposes a determinate framework, either
through an agreement on a legitimizing principle or, theoretically,
through an identical interpretation of power-relationships, although
the latter is in practice the most difficult to attain. The achievements
of Castlereagh and Metternich were due in no small measure to their
extraordinary ability as diplomats. Both dominated every negotia-
tion in which they participated: Castlereagh by the ability to reconcile
conflicting points of view and by the single-mindedness conferred by
an empirical policy; Metternich through an almost uncanny faculty
of achieving & personal dominance over his adversaries and the art of
defining a moral framework which made concessions appear, not as
surrenders, but as sacrifices to a2 common cause.

™™ The acid test of a policy, however, is its ability to obtain domestic

support. This has two aspects: the problem of legitimizing a policy
within the governmental apparatus, which is a problem of bureau-
cratic rationality; and that of harmonizing it with the national

{___experience, which is a problem of historical development. It was no

accident, even if it was paradoxical, that in 1821 Metternich bad
greater difficulty with the Austrian than with the Russian ministers,
or that in every negotiation Castlereagh had to fight a more desperate
battle with his Cabinet than with his foreign colleagues. For the spirit
of policy and that of bureaucracy are diametrically opposed. The
essence of policy is its contingency; its success depends on the
correctness of any estimate which is in part conjectural. The essence
of bureaucracy is its quest for safety; its success is calculability.
Profound policy thrives on perpetual creation, on a constant re-
definition of goals. Good administration thrives on routine, the
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definition of relationships which can survive mediocrity. Policy
involves an adjustment of risks; administration an avoidance of
deviation. Policy justifies itself by the relationship of its measures and
its sense of proportion; administration by the rationality of each
action in terms of a given goal. The attempt to conduct policy
bureaucratically leads. to a quest for calculability which tends to
become a prisoner of events. The effort to administer politically leads
to- total irresponsibility, because bureaucracies are designed to
execute, not to conceive.

The temptation to conduct policy administratively is ever present,
because most governments are organized primarily for the conduct of
domestic policy, whose chief problem is the imaplementation of soci
decisions, a task which is limited only by its technical feasibility. But
the concern with technical problems in foreign affairs leads to a
standard which evaluates by mistakes avoided rather than by goals

.achieved, and to a belief that ability is more likely to be judged by the

pre-vision of catastrophes than the discovery of opportunities. It is
not surprising that, at the height of the dispute at Vienna in 1814,
Vansittart simply denied the reality of the Russian threat, or that
Stadion in 1821 protested against the drain on the Austrian treasury
of a campaign against Piedmont. In each instance the risks were
immediately apparent, while the dangers were either symbolic or
deferred; in each case the quest for determinacy took the form of
denying the reality of the danger.

For this reason, too, it is dangerous to separate planning from the
responsibility of execution. For responsibility involves a standard
of judgment, a legitimacy. But the standard of a bureaucracy is

. different from that of the social effort. Social goals are justified by

the legitimizing principle of the domestic structure, which may be
rationality, tradition or charisma, but which is in any case considered
an ultimate value. Bureaucratic measures are justified by an essen-
tially instrumental standard, the suitability of certain actions for
achieving ends conceived as given. A society is capable of only a
limited range of decisions, because its values are relatively fixed;
an ideal bureaucracy should be able to carry out any decision which is
administratively feasible. The attempt to define social goals bureau-
cratically will, therefore, always Jead to the distortion inherent in
applying a rationality of means to the development of ends. It was in
large part the identification of conception and responsibility which
gave Castlereagh’s policy such flexibility and which allowed Metter-
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nich to conduct himself with such subtle pliability. Because they were
legitimized by the goals of the social effort and not an administrative
routine, Castlereagh and Metternich were able to plan policy as
long-range national strategy. Because their tenure in office was
prolonged, they could execute their conception with due regard to the
relation of their measures to each other and not only their individual
rationality.
In addition to the obstacle of bureancratic inertia, a statesman will
tend to have great difficulty legitimizing his policy domestically,
 because of the incommensurability between a nation’s domestic and
its international experience. The whole domestic effort of a people
exhibits an effort to transform force into obligation by means of a
consensus on the nature of justice. The more spontaneous the pattern
of obligation, the more “patural’” and “universal” will social values
appear. But the international experience of a people is a challenge to
the universality of its notion of justice, for the stability of an inter-
national order depends on self-limitation, on the reconciliation of
different versions of legitimacy. A nation will evaluate a policy in
terms of its domestic legitimization, because it has no other standard
of judgment. But the effort to identify the legitimizing principle of the
international order with a parochial version of justice must lead to a
revolutionary situation, particularly if the domestic legitimizing
principles are sufficiently incommensurable. If a society legitimizes
itself by a principle which claims both universality and exclusivéness,
if its concept of “justice”, in short, does not include the existence of
different principles of legitimacy, relations between it and other
societies will comae to be based on force. For this reason competing
systems of legitimacy find it extremely difficult to come to an
understanding, not only because they will not be able to acree on the
nature of “just” demands, but, nerhans more importantly, because

they will not be able to legitimize the attainable international con-

sensus domestically.

But even when there exists no fundamental jdeological gulf, a
nation’s domestic experience will tend to inhibit its comprebension
of foreign affairs. Domestically, the most difficnit problem is an
agreement on the pature of “justice”. But internationally, the
domestic consensus inberent in the definition of a policy must
often be compromised with a similar domestic consensus of other
powers. It is no accident that the tool of policy domestically is
bureaucracy, which symbolizes the unity of will and execution, while

THE NATURE OF STATESMANSHIP 329

its tool internationally is diplomacy, which symbolizes the contin-
gency. of application. Not for nothing do so many nations exhibit
a_powerful if subconscious, rebellion against foreign policy,
which leaves the travail of the soul inherent in arriving at decisions
unrewarded, against this double standard which considers what is
defined as “ustice” domestically, merely an object for negotiation
internationally. Nor is it an accident that the vision of itself of so
many societies exhibits a picture of rectitude deprived of its birth-
right by the sharp practices of foreigners. For the impetus of domestic
policy is a direct social experience; but that of foreign policy is not
actual, but potential experience—the threat of war—which states-
manship attempts to avoid being made explicit.

The statesman is therefore like one of the heroes in classical drama
who has had a vision of the future but who cannot transmit it directly
to his fellow-men and who cannot validate its “truth”. Nations learn
only by experience; they ““know” only when it is-too late to act. But
statesmen must act as if their intuition. were already experience, as if
their aspiration were truth. It is for this reason that statesmen often
share the fate of prophets, that they are without honour in their own
country, that they always have a difficult task in legitimizing their
programmes domestically, and that their greatness is usually apparent
only in retrospect when their intuition has become experience. The {
statesman must therefore be an educator; he must bridge the gap |
between a people’s experience .and his vision, between a nation’s
tradition and its future. In this task his possibilities are limited.
A statesman who too far outruns the experience of his people
will fail in achieving a domestic consensus, however wise his policies;
witness Castlereagh. A statesman who limits his policy to the
experience of his people will doom himself to sterility; witness
Metternich.

It is for this reason that most great statesmen have been either
representatives of essentially conservative social structures or
revolutionaries: the conservative is effective because of his under-
standing of the experience of his people and of the essence of a
continuing relationship, which is the key to a stable international
organization. And the revolutionary, because he transcends experi-
ence and identifies the just with the possible. The conservative
(particularly if he represents an essentially conservative social
structure) is legitimized by a consensus on the basic goals of the
social effort and on the nature of the social experience. There is,
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therefore, no need to justify every step along the way. The revolu-
tionary is legitimized by his charismatic quality, by an agreement
on the legitimacy of his person or of his principle. His means are
therefore considered incidental; his ends or his person legitimize
the means. A conservative structure produces a notion of quality
which provides the framework of great conception; a revolutionar§
order produces a notion of exaltation, which dissolves technical
limitations. Both thus deal with the fundamental problem of states-
ma.psbip: how to produce an understanding of the complexity of
policy when it is impossible to produce a comprehension of its
substance.

This book has dealt with conservative statesmen of countries with
traditionalist social structures, of societies with sufficient cohesion
so that policy could be conducted with the certainty conferred by the
conviction that domestic disputes were essentially technical and
confined to achieving an agreed goal. This enabled Metternich to
pursue a policy of “collaboration” between 1809 and 1812 without
being accused of treason and Castlereagh to negotiate with
Napoleon without being charged with ““selling his country™, States-
;nanshjp thus involves not only a problem of conception but also of
implementation, an appreciation of the attainable as much as a
viston of the desirable. The description of the efforts of Castlereagh
and Metternich to harmonize the just with the possible and the
international with the domestic legitimization was their story as
statesmen. Their failure to achieve permanence for that which they
held most dear was their story as men.

v

. There remains the question of the validity of conclusions drawn
from historical experience, expressed in the assertion that historical
events are essentially unique. It can be admitted that events do not
recur precisely, that in this sense history does not “repeat” itself.
But this is true of even the coarsest physical experience. A man seeing
an elephant for the first time would not know what he was con-
fronting. (Unless he had seen a picture or description which is a
substitute for experience.) When he saw a second elephant, he might
be able to name it by abstracting from its individual appearance in
time and by establishing a standard of correspondence. A. concept,
therefore, never says “everything™ about an object nor a “law” about
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a class. It is no indictment of Newton’s Law that it fails to say any-
thing significant about apples, because its significance resides pre-
cisely in the fact that it abstracted from the apples both their
“yniqueness”, their individual appearance in time, and their “apple-
ness”, their appearance as members of a class, through the
recognition of a formal relationship of “falling bodies”. Similarly, it
is no objection to a study of international relations in terms of
history to point out that Napoleon is not exactly equivalent to Hitler
or Castlereagh to Churchill. Whatever relationship exists depends,
not on a precise correspondence, but on a similarity of the problems
confronted. And the conclusions will reflect—just as with any other
generalization—the ability to abstract from the uniqueness
of individual experience.

A physical law is an explanation and not a description, and history
teaches by analogy, not identity. This means that the lessons of
history are never automatic, that they can be apprehended only by a
standard which admits the significance of a range of experience, that
the answers we obtain will never be better than the questions we pose.
No profound conclusions were drawn in the natural sciences before
the significance of sensory experience was admitted by what was
essentially a moral act. No significant conclusions are possible in the
study of foreign affairs—the study of states acting as units—without
an awareness of the historical context. For societies exist in time
more than in space. At any given moment a stateis buta collection of
individuals, as positivist scholars have never wearied of pointing out.
But it achieves identity through the consciousmess of a common
history. This is the only “‘experience” nations have, their only
possibility of learning from themselves. History is the memory of
states.

To be sure, states tend to be forgetful. It is not often that nations
learn from the past, even rarer that they draw the correct conclusions
from it. For the lessons of historical experience, as of personal
experience, are contingent. They teach the consequences of certain
actions, but they cannot force a recognition of comparable situations.
An individual may have experienced that a hot stove burns but,
when confronted with a metallic object of a certain size, he must
decide from case to case whether it is in fact a stove before his
knowledge will prove useful. A people may be aware of the probable
consequences of a revolutionary sitaation. But its knowledge will be
empty if it cannot recognize a revolutionary situation. There is this
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difference between physical and historical knowledge, however: each
generation is permitted only one effort of abstraction; it can attempt -
only one interpretation and 2 single experiment, for it is its own
. subject. This is the challenge of history and its tragedy; it is the shape
“destiny” assumes on the earth. And its solution, even its recognition,
is perhaps the most difficult task of statesmanship.
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Domestic Structure and Foreign Policy

1. The Role of Domestic Structure

In THE traditional conception, international relations are conducted
by political units treated almost as personalities, The domestic
structure is taken as given; foreign policy begins where domestic
policy ends.

But this approach is appropriate only to stable periods because
then the various components of the international system generally
have similar conceptions of the “rules of the game.” If the domestic
structures are based on commensurable notions of what is just, a
consensus about permissible aims and methods of foreign policy de-
velops. If domestic structures are reasonably stable, temptations to
use an adventurous foreign policy to achieve domestic cohesion are
at a minimum, In these conditions, leaders will generally apply the
same criteria and hold similar views about what constitutes a “rea-
sonable” demand, This does not guarantee agreement, but it pro-
vides the condition for a meaningful dialogue, that is, it sets the
stage for traditional diplomacy.

When the domestic siructures are based on fundamentally differ-
ent conceptions of what is just, the conduct of international affairs
grows more complex. Then it becomes difficult even to define the
nature of disagreement because what seems most obvious to one
side appears most problematic to the other, A policy dilemma arises
because the pros and cons of a given course seem evenly balanced,
The definition of what constitutes a problem and what criteria are
relevant in “solving” it reflects to a considerable extent the domestic
notions of what is just, the pressures produced by the decision.
making process, and the experience which forms the leaders in their
rise to eminence. When domestic structures—and the concept of
legitimacy on which they are based—differ widely, statesmen can
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still meet, but their ability to persuade has been reduced for they no
longer speak the same language,

This can occur even when no universal claims are made, Incom-~
patible domestic structures can passively generate a gulf, simply
because of the difficulty of achieving a consensus about the nature
of “reasonable” aims and methods, But when one or more states
claim universal applicability for their particular structure, schisms
grow deep indeed. In that event, the domestic structure becomes
not only an obstacle to understanding but one of the principal
issues in international affairs, Its requirements condition the con-
ception of alternatives; survival seems involved in every dispute,
The symbolic aspect of foreign policy begins to overshadow the
substantive component. It becomes difficult to consider a dispute
“on its merits” because the disagreement seems finally to turn not on
a specific issue but on a set of values as expressed in domestic
arrangements. The consequences of such a state of affairs were
explained by Edmund Burke during the French Revolution:

I never thought we could make peace with the system; because it was
not for the sake of an object we pursued in rivalry with each other, but
with the system itself that we were at war, As I understood the matter,
we were at war not with its conduct but with its existence; convinced
that its existence and {ts hostility were the same,!

Of course, the domestic structure is not irrelevant in any histori-
cal period, At a minimum, it determines the amount of the total
social effort which can be devoted to foreign policy. The wars of the
kings who governed by divine right were limited because feudal
rulers, bound by customary law, could not levy income taxes or
conscript their subjects, The French Revolution, which based its
policy on a doctrine of popular will, mobilized resources on a truly
national scale for the first time, This was one of the principal reasons
for the startling successes of French arms against a hostile Europe
which possessed greater over-all power, The ideological regimes
of the twentieth century have utilized a still larger share of the
national effort, This has enabled them to hold their own against an
environment possessing far superior resources.

Aside from the allocation of resources, the domestic structure
crucially affects the way the actions of other states are interpreted.
To some extent, of course, every society finds itself in an environ-
ment not of its own making and has some of the main lines of its
foreign policy imposed on it, Indeed, the pressure of the environ-
ment can grow so strong that it permits only one interpretation of
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its significance; Prussia in the eighteenth century and Israel in the
contemporary period may have found themselves in this position.

But for the majority of states the margin of decision has been
greater. The actual choice has been determined to a considerable
degree by their interpretation of the environment and by their
leaders’ conception of alternatives, Napoleon rejected peace offers
beyond the dreams of the kings who had ruled France by “divine
right” because he was convinced that any settlement which demon-
strated the limitations of his power was tantamount to his downfall
That Russia seeks to surround itself with a belt of friendly states
in Eastern Europe is a product of geography and history, That it
is attempting to do so by imposing a domestic structure based on a
particular ideology is a result of conceptions supplied by its do-
mestic structure,

The domestic structure Is decisive finally in the elaboration of
positive goals. The most difficult, indeed tragic, aspect of foreign
policy is how to deal with the problem of conjecture, When the
scope for action is greatest, knowledge on which to base such
action is small or ambiguous, When knowledge becomes available,
the ability to affect events is usually at a minimum. In 1936, no
one could know whether Hitler was a misunderstood nationalist
or a maniac, By the time certainty was achieved, it had to be paid
for with millions of lives,

The conjectural element of foreign policy-~the need to gear
actions to an assessment that cannot be proved true when it is
made—is never more crucial than in a revolutionary period. Then,
the old order is obviously disintegrating while the shape of its re-
placement is highly uncertain, Everything depends, therefore, on
some conception of the future, But varying domestic structures can
easily produce different assessments of the significance of existing
trends and, more importantly, clashing criteria for resolving these
differences, This is the dilemma of our time.

Problems are novel; their seale is vast; their nature Is often
abstract and always psychological, In the past, international rela-
tlons were confined to a limited geographic area. The various
continents pursued their relations essentially in isolation from each
other. Until the ejghteenth century, other continents impinged on
Europe only sporadically and for relatively brief periods, And
when Europe extended its sway over much of the world, foreign
policy became limited to the Western Powers with the single
exception of Japan, The international system of the nineteenth
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century was to all practical purposes identical with the concert of
Europe.

The period after World War II marks the first era of truly global
foreign policy. Each major state is capable of producing conse-
quences in every part of the globe by a direct application of its
power or because ideas can be transmitted almost instantaneously
or because ideological rivalry gives vast symbolic significance even
to issues which are minor in geopolitical terms, The mere act of
adjusting perspectives to so huge a scale would produce major
dislocations, This problem is compounded by the emergence of so
many new states, Since 1945, the number of participants in the
international system has nearly doubled. In previous periods the
addition of even one or two new states tended to lead to decades
of instability until a new equilibrium was established and accepted.
The emergence of scores of new states has magnified this difficulty
many times over,

These upheavals would be challenge enongh, but they are over-
shadowed by the risks posed by modern technology. Peace is
maintained through the threat of mutual destruction based on
weapons for which there has been no operational experience, Detes-
rence—the policy of preventing an action by confronting the
opponent with risks he is unwilling to run—depends in the first
instance on psychological criteria, What the potential aggressor
believes is more crucial than what is objectively true, Deterrence
occurs above all in the minds of men,

To achieve an international consensus on the significance of
these developments would be a major task even if domestic struc-
tures were comparable, It becomes especially difficult when domestic
structures differ widely and when universal claims are made on
behalf of them, A systematic assessment of the impact of domestic
structure on the conduct of international affairs would have to treat
such factors as historical traditions, social values, and the economie
system, But this would far transcend the scope of an article, For
the purposes of this discussion we shall confine ourselves to sketch-
ing the impact of two factors only: administrative structure and the
formative experience of leadership groups. :

II. The Impact of the Administrative Structure

In the contemporary period, the very nature of the governmental
structure introduces an element of rigidity which operates more or
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less independently of the convictions of statesmen or the ideology
which they represent. Issues are too complex and relevant facts too
manifold to be dealt with on the basis of personal intuition, An
institutionalization of decision-making is an inevitable by-product
of the risks of international affairs in the nuclear age. Moreover,
almost every modern state is dedicated to some theory of “planming”
—the attempt to structure the future by understanding and, if
necessary, manipulating the environment, Planning involves a quest
for predictability and, above all, for “objectivity,” There is a delib-
erate effort to reduce the relevant elements of a problem to a stand-
ard of average performance. The vast bureaucratic mechanisms that
emerge develop a momentum and a vested interest of their own,
As they grow more complex, their internal standards of operation
are not necessarily commensurable with those of other countries or
even with other bureaucratic structures in the same country, There
is a trend toward autarky. A paradoxical consequence may be that
increased control over the domestic environment is purchased at the
price of loss of flexibility in international affairs,

The purpose of bureaucracy is to devise a standard operating
procedure which can cope effectively with most problems, A
bureaucracy is efficlent if the matters which it handles routinely
are, in fact, the most frequent and if its procedures are relevant to
their solution. If those criteria are met, the energies of the top
leadexship are freed to deal creatively with the unexpected occur-
rence or with the need for innovation, Bureaucracy becomes an
obstacle when what it defines as routine does not address the most
significant range of issues or when its prescribed mode of action
proves irrelevant to the problem,

When this occurs, the bureaucracy absorbs the energies of top
executives in reconciling what is expected with what happens; the
analysis of where one is overwhelms the consideration of where one
should be going, Serving the machine becomes a more absorbing
occupation than defining its purpose. Success consists in moving the
administrative machine to the point of decision, leaving relatively
little energy for analyzing the merit of this decision. The quest
for “objectivity”—while desirable theoretically—involves the danger
that means and ends are confused, that an average standard of
performance is exalted as the only valid one, Attention tends to be
diverted from the act of choice—which is the ultimate test of
statesmanship—to the accumulation of facts. Decisions can be
avoided until a crisis brooks no further delay, until the events
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themselves have removed the element of ambiguity, But at that
point the scope for constructive action is at & minimum, Certainty is
purchased at the cost of creativity,

Something like this seems to be characteristic of modemn bureau-
cratic states whatever their ideology. In societies with a pragmatic
tradition, such as the United States, there develops a greater con-
cern with an analysis of where one is than where one is going,
What passes for planning is frequently the projection of the familiar
into the future, In societies based on ideology, doctrine is institu-
tionalized and exegesis takes the place of innovation, Creativity
must make so many concessions to orthodoxy that it may exhaust
itself in doctrinal adaptations, In short, the accumulation of knowl-
edge of the bureaucracy and the impersonality of its method of
arriving at decisions can be achieved at a high price. Decision-
making can grow 50 complex that the process of producing a
bureaucratic consensus may overshadow the purpose of the effort.

While all thoughtful administrators would grant in the abstract
that these dangers exist, they find it difficult to act on their knowl-
edge. Lip service is paid to planning; indeed planning staffs prolif-
erate. However, they suffer from two debilities, The “operating”
elements may not take the planning effort seriously. Plans become
esoteric exercises which are accepted largely because they imply
no practical consequence. They are a sop to administrative theory.
At the same time, since planning staffs have a high incentive to try
to be “useful,” there is a bias against novel conceptions which are
difficult to adapt to an administrative mold, It is one thing to assign
an individual or & group the task of looking ahead; this is a far cry
from providing an environment which encourages an understanding
for deeper historical, sociological, and economic trends, The need
to provide a memorandum may outweigh the imperatives of creative
thought. The quest for objectivity creates a temptation to see in the
future an updated version of the present, Yet true inmovation is
bound to run counter to prevailing standards. The dilemma of
modern bureaucracy is that while every creative act is lonely, not
every lonely act Is creative, Formal criteria are little help in solving
this problem because the unique cannot be expressed “objectively,”

The rigidity in the policies of the technologically advanced
societies s in no small part due to the complexity of decision-making,
Crucial problems may—and frequently do—go unrecognized for a
long time, But once the decision-making apparatus has disgorged a
policy, it becomes very difficult to change it, The alternative to the
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status quo is the prospect of repeating the whole anguishing process
of arriving at decisions, This explains to some extent the curious
phenomenon that decisions taken with enormous doubt and per-
haps with a close division become practically sacrosanct once
adopted. The whole administrative machinery swings behind their
implementation as if activity could still all doubts,

Moreover, the reputation, indeed the political survival, of most
leaders depends on their ability to realize their goals, however these
may have been arrived at. Whether these goals are desirable is
relatively less crucial. The time span by which administrative
success is measured is considerably shorter than that by which
historical achievement is determined. In heavily bureaucratized
societies all pressures emphasize the first of these accomplishments,

Then, too, the staffs on which modern executives come to depend
develop & momentum of thefr own. What starts out as an aid to
decision-makers often turns into a practically autonomous organiza-
tion whose internal problems structure and sometimes compound
the issues which it was originally designed to solve. The decision-
maker will always be aware of the morale of his staff. Though he
has the authority, he cannot overrule it too frequently without
impairing its efficiency; and he may, in any event, lack the knowl-
edge to do so. Placating the staff then becomes a major preoccupa-
tion of the executive, A form of administrative democracy rosults,
in which a decision often reflects an attainable consensus rather than
substantive conviction (or at least the two imperceptibly merge),
The internal requirements of the bureaucracy may come to pre-
dominate over the purposes which it was intended to serve. This
is probably even more true in highly institutionalized Communist
states—such as the U.8.8.R.—than in the United States.

When the administrative machine grows very elaborate, the
various levels of the decision-making process are separated by
chasms which are obscured from the outside world by the com-
plexity of the apparatus. Research often becomes a means to buy
time and to assuage consciences, Studying a problem can turn into
an escape from coming to grips with it. In the process, the gap
between the technical competence of research staffs and what
hard-pressed political leadexs are capable of absorbing widens con-
stantly, This heightens the insecurity of the executive and may thus
compound either rigidity or arbitrariness or both, In many fields—
strategy being a prime example—decision-makers may find it
difficult to give as many hours to a problem as the expert has had
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years to study it, The ultimate decision often depends less on knowl-
edge than on the ability to brief the top administrator—to present
the facts in such a way that they can be absorbed rapidly. The
effectiveness of briefing, however, puts a premium on theatrical
qualities. Not everything that sounds plausible is correct, and many
things which are correct may not sound plausible when they are
first presented; and a second hearing is rare. The stage aspect of
briefing may leave the decision-maker with a gnawing feeling of
having been taken—even, and perhaps especially, when he does not
know quite how.

Sophistication may thus encourage paralysis or a crude popu-
larization which defeats its own purpose. The excessively theoretical
approach of many research staffs overlocks the problem of the strain
of decision-making in times of crisis. What is relevant for policy
depends not only on academic truth but also on what can be imple-
mented under stress. The technical staffs are frequently operating
in a framework of theoretical standards while in fact their useful-
ness depends on essentially psychological criteria, To be politically
meaningful, their proposals must involve answers to the following

es of questions: Does the executive understand the proposal?
Does he believe in it? Does he accept it as a guide to action or as an
excuse for doing nothing? But if these kinds of concerns are given
too much weight, the requirements of salesmanship will defeat sub-
stance,

The pragmatism of executives thus clashes with the theoretical
bent of research or planning staffs, Executives as a rule take cogniz-
ance of a problem only when it emerges as an administrative issue.
They thus unwittingly encourage bureaucratic contests as the only
means of generating decisions. Or the varlous elements of the
bureaucracy make a serles of nonaggression pacts with each other
and thus reduce the decision-maker to a benevolent constitutional
monarch, As the special role of the executive increasingly becomes
to choose between proposals generated administratively, decision-
makers turn into arbiters rather than leaders, Whether they wait
until a problem emerges as an administrative issue or until a erlsis
has demonstrated the irrelevance of the standard operating pro-
cedure, the modern decision-makers often find themselves the pris-
oners of their advisers,

Faced with an administrative machine which is both elaborate
and fragmented, the executive is forced into essentially lateral means
of control. Many of his public pronouncements, though ostensibly
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directed to outsiders, perform a perhaps more important role in
laying down guidelines for the bureaucracy. The chief significance
of a foreign policy speech by the President may thus be that it
- settles an internal debate in Washington (a public statement is more
useful for this purpose than an administrative memorandum be-
cause it is harder to reverse), At the same time, the bureaucracy’s
awareness of this method of control tempts it to shortcut its debates
by using pronouncements by the decision-makers as charters for
special purposes. The executive thus finds himself confronted by
proposals for public declarations which may be innocuous in them-
selves—and whose bureaucratic significance may be anything but
obvious—but which can be used by some agency or department to
launch a study or program which will restrict his freedom of deci-
sion later on. ‘

All of this drives the executive in the direction of extra-bureau-
cratic means of decision. The practice of relying on special emis.
saries or personal envoys is an example; their status outside the
bureaucracy frees them from some of its restraints, International
agreements are sometimes possible only by ignoring safeguards
against capricious action, It is a paradoxical aspect of modern
bureaucracies that their quest for objectivity and calculability often
leads to impasses which can be overcome only by essentially
arbitrary decisions.

Such a mode of operation would involve a great risk of stagna-
tlon even in “normal” times, It becomes especially dangerous in a
revolutionary period. For then, the problems which are most obtru-
sive may be least relevant. The issues which are most significant
may not be suitable for administrative formulation and even when
formulated may not lend themselves to bureaucratic consensus,
When the issue is how to transform the existing framework, routine
can become an additional obstacle to both comprehension and
action,

This problem, serious enough within each soclety, is magnified
in the conduct of international affairs. While the formal machinery
of decision-making in developed countries shows many similarities,
the criteria which influence decisions vary enormously, With each
administrative machine increasingly absorbed in its own internal
problems, diplomacy loses its flexibility. Leaders are extremely
aware of the problems of placating their own bureauacracy; they
cannot depart too far from its prescriptions without raising serlous
morale problers, Decisions are reached so painfully that the very
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anguish of decision-making acts as a brake on the give-and-take
of traditional diplomacy.

This is true even within alliances, Meaningful consultation with
other nations becomes very difficult when the internal process of
decision-making already has some of the characteristics of compacts
between quasi-sovereign entities, There is an Increasing reluctance
to hazard a hard-won domestic consensus in an international forum,

What is true within alllances—that is, among nations which
have at least some common objectives—becomes even more acute
in relations between antagonistic states or blocs. The gap created
when two large bureaucracies generate goals largely in isolation
from each other and on the basis of not necessarily commensurable
criteria is magnified considerably by an ideological schism, The
degree of ideological fervor is not decisive; the problem would exist
even if the original ideological commitment had declined on either
or both sides. The criteria for bureaucratic decision-making may
continue to be influenced by ideology even after its élan has dissi-
pated, Bureaucratic structures generate their own momentum which
may more than counterbalance the loss of earlier fanaticism. In the
early stages of a revolutionary movement, ideology is crucial and
the accident of personalities can be decisive. The Reign of Terror
in France was ended by the elimination of a single man, Robespierre.
The Bolshevik revolution could hardly have taken place had Lenin
not been on the famous train which crossed Germany into Russia.
But once a revolution becomes institutionalized, the administrative
structures which it has spawned develop their own vested interests,
Ideology may grow less significant in creating commitment; it be-
comes pervasive in supplying criteria of administrative choice.
Ideologies prevail by being taken for granted, Orthodoxy substitutes
for conviction and produces its own form of rigidity.

In such circumstances, a meaningful dialogue across ideological
dividing lines becomes extraordinarily difficult, The more elaborate
the administrative structure, the less relevant an individual’s view
becomes—indeed one of the purposes of bureaucracy is to liberate
decision-making from the accident of personalities. Thus while per-
sonal convictions may be modified, it requires a really monumental
effort to alter bureaucratic commitments. And if change occurs, the
bureaucracy prefers to move at its own pace and not be excessively
influenced by statements or pressures of foreigners, For all these
reasons, diplomacy tends to become rigid or to turn into an abstract
bargaining process based on laxgely formal criteria such as “splitting
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the difference.” Either course is self-defeating: the former because
it negates the very purpose of diplomacy; the latter because it sub-
ordinates purpose to technique and because it may encourage in-
transigence. Indeed, the incentive for intransigence increases if it is
known that the difference will generally be split,

Ideological differences are compounded because major parts
of the world are only in the first stages of administrative evolution,
Where the technologically advanced countrles suffer from the
inertia of overadministration, the developing areas often lack even
the rudiments of effective bureaucracy, Where the advanced coun-
tries may drown in “facts,” the emerging nations are frequently
without the most elementary knowledge needed for forming a
meaningful judgment or for implementing it once it has been taken,
Where large bureaucracies operate in alternating spusts of rigidity
and catastrophic (in relation to the bureaucracy) upheaval, the
new states tend to take decisions on the basis of almost random
pressures, The excessive institutionalizetion of one and the inade-
quate structure of the other inhibit international stability.

I11. The Nature of Leadership

Whatever one’s view about the degree to which choices in inter-
national affairs are “objectively” determined, the decisions are made
by individuals who will be above all conscious of the seeming multi-
plicity of options, Their understanding of the nature of their choice
depends on many factors, including their experience during the rise
to eminence. '

The mediating, conciliatory style of British policy in the nine-
teenth century reflected, in part, the qualities encouraged during
careers in Parliament and the values of a cohesive leadership group
connected by ties of family and common education, The hysterical
cast of the policy of Imperial Germany was given impetus by a
domestic structure in which political parties were deprived of re-
sponsibility while ministers were obliged to balance a monarch by
divine right against a Parliament composed of representatives with-
out any prospect of ever holding office. Consensus could be achieved
most easily through fits of national passion which in turn disquieted
all of Germany’s neighbors. Germany’s foreign policy grew unstable
because its domestic structure did little to discourage capricious
improvisations; it may even have put a premium on them,

The collapse of the essentially aristocratic conception of foreign
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policy of the nincteenth century has made the career experiences of
leaders even more crucial. An aristocracy—if it lives up to its
values—will reject the arbitrariness of absolutist rule; and it will
base itself on a notion of quality which discourages the temptations
of demagoguery inherent in plebiscitarian democracy. Where post-
tion is felt to be a birthright, generosity is possible {though not
guaranteed); flexibility is not inhibited by a commitment to per-
petual success. Where a leader’s estimate of himself is not com-
pletely dependent on his standing in an administrative structure,
measures can be judged in terms of a conception of the future rather
than of an almost compulsive desire to avoid even a temporary set-
back, When statesmen belonged to a community transcending
national boundaries, there tended to be consensus on the criterla of
what constituted a reasonable proposal, This did not prevent con-
flicts, but it did define their nature and encourage dialogue. The
bane of aristocratic foreign policy was the risk of frivolousness, of
a self-confidence unrelated to knowledge, and of too much emphasis
on intuition,

In any event, ours is the age of the expert or the charismatic
leader, The expert has his constituency—those who have a vested
interest in commonly held opinions; elaborating and defining its
consensus at a high level has, after all, made him an expert. Since
the expert is often the product of the administrative dilemmas de-
scribed earlier, he is usually in a poor position to transcend them.
The charismatic leader, on the other hand, needs a perpetual revolu-
tion to maintain his position. Neither the expert nor the charismatic
leader operates in an environment which puts a premiuvm on long-
range conceptions or on generosity or on subordinating the leader’s
ego to purposes which transcend his own career.

Leadership groups are formed by at least three factors: their
experiences during their rise to eminence; the structure in which
they must operate; the values of their society, Three contemporary
types will be discussed here: (a) the bureaucratic-pragmatic type,
(b) the ideclogical type, and (c) the revolutionary-charismatie

e,
tYPBm‘eaucmtk:-pragm.f.ztio leadership, The main example of this
type of leadership is the American élite—though the leadership
groups of other Western countries increasingly approximate the
American pattern. Shaped by a soclety without fundamental social
schisms (at least until the race problem became visible) and the
product of an environment in which most recognized probloms have
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proved soluble, its approach to policy is ad hoc, pragmatic, and
somewhat mechanical,

Because pragmatism is based on the conviction that the context
of events produces a solution, there is a tendency to await develop-
ments, The belief is prevalent that every problem will yield if
attacked with sufficient energy. It is inconceivable, therefore, that
delay might result in irvetrievable disaster; at worst it is thought to
require a redoubled effort later on. Problems are segmented into
constitutent elements, each of which is dealt with by experts in the
special difficulty it involves. There is little emphasis or concern for
their interrelationship. Technical issues enjoy more careful atten-
tion, and receive more sophisticated treatment, than political ones,
Though the importance of intangibles is affirmed in theory, it is
difficult to obtain a consensus on which factors are significant and
even harder to find a meaningful mode for dealing with them,
Things are done because one knows how to do them and not be-
cause one ought to do them. The criterfa for dealing with trends
which are conjectural are less well developed than those for imme-
diate crises, Pragmatism, at least in its generally accepted form, is
more concerned with method than with judgment; or rather it seeks
to reduce judgment to methodology and value to knowledge,

This is reinforced by the special qualities of the professions—
law and business—which furnish the core of the leadership groups
in America, Lawyers—at least in the Anglo-Saxon tradition—prefer
to deal with actual rather than hypothetical cases; they have little
confidence in the possiblity of stating a future issue abstractly, But
planning by its very nature is hypothetical, Its success depends pre-
cisely on the ability to transcend the existing framework, Lawyers
may be prepared to undertake this task; but they will do well in
it only to the extent that they are able to overcome the special
qualities encouraged by their profession, What comes naturally to
lawyers in the Anglo-Saxon tradition is the sophisticated analysis
of a serles of ad hoc issues which emerge as problems through ad-
versary proceedings, In so far as lawyers draw on the experience
which forms them, they have a bias toward awaiting developments
and toward operating within the definition of the problem as formu-
lated by its chief spokesmen,

This has several consequences, It compounds the already power-
ful tendencies within American society to identify foreign policy
with the solution of immediate issues. It produces great refinement
of issues as they arise, but it also encourages the administrative
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dilemmas described earlier. Issues are dealt with only as the pres-
sure of events imposes the need for resolving them, Then, each of
the contending factions within the bureaucracy has a maximum in-
centive to state its case in its most extreme form because the ulti-
mate outcome depends, to a considerable extent, on a bargaining
process, The premium placed on advocacy turns decision-making
into a series of adjustments among special interests—a process more
suited to domestic than to foreign policy. This procedure neglects
the long-range because the future has no administrative constitu-
ency and is, therefore, without representation in the adversary pro-
ceedings, Problems tend to be slighted until some agency or
department is made responsible for them. When this occurs—
usually when a difficulty has already grown acute—the relevant
department becomes an all-out spokesman for its particular area of
responsibility, The outcome usually depends more on the pressures
or the persuasiveness of the contending advocates than on a con-
cept of over-all purpose. While these tendencies exist to some extent
in all bureaucracies they are particularly pronounced in the Amert-
can system of government.

This explains in part the peculiar alternation of rigidity and
spasms of flexibility in Amercan diplomacy. On a given issue—be
it the Berlin crisis or disarmament or the war in Viet-Nam—there
generally exists a great reluctance to develop a negotiating position
or a statement of objectives except in the most general terms. This
stems from a desire not to prejudge the process of negotiations and
above all to retain flexibility in the face of unforeseeable events, But
when an approaching conference or some other pressures make the
development of a position imperative and some office or individual
is assigned the specific task, a sudden change occurs, Both personal
and bureaucratic success are then identified with bringing the par-
ticular assignment to a conclusion. Where so much stock is placed
in negotiating skill, a failure of a conference may be viewed as a
reflection on the ability of the negotiator rather than on the objec-
tive difficulty of the subject. Confidence in the bargaining process
causes American negotiators to be extremely sensitive to the tactical
requirements of the conference table—sometimes at the expense of
longer-term considerations, In internal discussions, American ne-
gotiators—generally irrespective of their previous commitments—
often become advocates for the maximum range of concessions;
their legal background tempts them to act as mediators between
‘Washington and the country with which they are negotiating,
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The attitudes of the business élite reinforce the convictions of
the legal profession. The American business executive rises through
a process of selection which rewards the ability to manipulate the
known—in itself a conciliatory procedure. The special skill of the
executive is thought to consist in coordinating well-defined func-
tions rather than in challenging them. The procedure is relatively
effective in the business world, where the executive can often sub-
stitute decisiveness, long experience, and a wide range of personal
acquaintance for reflectiveness, In international affairs, however—
especially in a revolutionary situation—the strong will which is one
of our business executives’ notable traits may produce essentially
arbitrary choices. Or unfamiliarity with the subject matter may
have the opposite effect of turning the executive into a spokesman
of his technical staffs, In either case, the business executive is even
more dependent than the lawyer on the bureaucracy’s formulation
of the issue, The business élite is even less able or willing than the
lawyer to recognize that the formulation of an issue, not the tech-
nical remedy, is usually the central problem,

All this gives American policy its particular cast. Problems are
dealt with as they arise, Agreement on what constitutes a problem
generally depends on an emerging crisis which settles the previously
inconclusive disputes about priorities. When a problem is recog-
nized, it is dealt with by a mobilization of all resources to overcome
the immediate symptoms, This often involves the risk of slighting
longer-term issues which may not yet have assumed crisis propor-
tions and of overwhelming, perhaps even undermining, the structure
of the area concerned by a flood of American technical experts pro-
posing remedies on an American scale. Administrative decisions
emerge from a compromise of conflicting pressures in which acci-
dents of personality or persuasiveness play a crucial role, The com-
promise often reflects the maxim that “if two parties disagree the
truth is usually somewhere in between,” But the pedantie application
of such truisms causes the various contenders to exaggerate their
positions for bargaining purposes or to construct fictitious extremes
to make their position appear moderate. In either case, internal
bargaining predominates over substance.

The ad hoc tendency of our decision-makers and the reliance on
adversary proceeding cause issues to be stated in black and white
terms. This suppresses a feeling for nuance and makes it diffcult to
recognize the relationship between seemingly discrete events. Even
with the perspective of a decade there is little consensus about the
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relationship between the actions culminating in the Suez flasco and
the French decision to enter the nuclear field; or about the incon-
sistency between the neutralization of Laos and the step-up of the
military effort in Viet-Nam.

The same quality also produces a relatively low valuation of
historica] factors. Nations are treated as similar phenomena, and
those states presenting similar immediate problems are treated
similarly, Since many of our policy-makers first address themselves
to an issue when it emerges as their area of responsibility, their
approach to it is often highly anecdotal, Great weight is given to
what people say and relatively little to the significance of these
affirmations in terms of domestic structure or historical background.
Agreement may be taken at face value and seen as reflecting more
consensus than actually exists, Opposition tends to produce moral
outrage which often assumes the form of personal animosity—the
attitude of some American policy-makers toward President de
Gaulle is a good example.

The legal background of our policy-makers produces a bias in
favor of constitutional solutions, The issue of supra-nationalism or
confederalism in Europe has been discussed largely in terms of the
right of countries to make independent decisions. Much less weight
has been given to the realities which would limit the application
of a majority vote against a major country whatever the legal
arrangements, (The fight over the application of Article 19 of the
United Nations Charter was based on the same attitude,) Similarly,
legal terms such as “integration” and “assignment” sometimes be-
come ends in themselves and thus obscure the operational reality
to which they refer, In short, the American leadership groups show
high competence in dealing with technical issues, and much less
virtuosity in mastering a historical process, And the policies of other
Western countries exhibit variations of the American pattern, A
lesser pragmatism in continental Europe is counter-balanced by a
smaller ability to play a world-role,

The ideological type of leadership. As has heen discussed above,
the impact of ideology can persist long after its initial fervor has
been spent, Whatever the ideological commitment of individual
leaders, a lifetime spent in the Communist hierarchy must influence
their basic categories of thought—especially since Communist ideol-
ogy continues to perform important functions, It still furnishes the
standard of truth and the guarantee of ultimate success, It provides
a means for maintaining cohesion among the various Communist
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parties of the world, It supplies criteria for the settlement of dis-
putes both within the bureaucracy of individual Communist coun-
tries and among the various Communist states.

However attenuated, Communist ideology is, in part, responsible
for international tensions, This is less because of specific Marxist
tactical prescriptions—with respect to which Communists have
shown a high degree of floxibility—than because of the basic Marxist-
Leninist categorles for interpreting reality, Communist leaders
never tire of affirming that Marxism-Leninism is the key element of
their self-proclaimed superiority over the outside world; as Marxist-
Leninists they are convinced that they understand the historical
Pprocess better than the non-Communist world does.

The essence of Marxism-Leninism—and the reason that normal
diplomacy with Communist states is so difficult—is the view that
“objective” factors such as the social structure, the economic process,
and, above all, the class struggle are more important than the per-
sonal convictions of statesmen, Belief in the predominance of objec-
tive factors explains the Soviet approach to the problem of security.
If personal convictions are “subjective,” Soviet security cannot be
allowed to rest on the good will of other statesmen, especially those
of a different social system, This produces a quest for what may be
described as absolute security—the attempt to be so strong as to be
independent of the decisions of other countries, But absolute se-
curity for one country means absolute insecurity for all others; it
can be achieved only by reducing other states to impotence. Thus
an essentially defensive foreign policy can grow indistinguishable
from traditional aggression, ‘

The belief in the predominance of objective factors explains
why, in the past, periods of détente have proved so precarious,
When there is a choice between Western good will or a physical
gain, the pressures to choose the latter have been overwhelming, The
wartime friendship with the West was sacrificed to the possibility
of establishing Communist-controlled governments in Kastern
Europe. The spirit of Geneva did not survive the temptations
offered by the prospect of undermining the Western position in the
Middle East, The many overtures of the Kennedy administration
were rebuffed until the Cuban missile crisis demonstrated that the
balance of forces was not in fact favorable for a test of strength.

The reliance on objective factors has complicated negotiations
between the West and the Communist countries, Communist nego-
tiators find it difficult to admit that they could be swayed by the
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arguments of men who have, by definition, an inferior grasp of the
laws of historical development, No matter what is said, they think
that they understand their Western counterpart better than he
understands himself, Concessions are possible, but they are made to
“reality,” not to individuals or to a bargaining process, Diplomacy
becomes difficult when one of the parties considers the key element
to negotiation—the give-and-take of the process of bargaining—as
but a superstructure for factors not part of the negotiation itself,

Finally, whatever the decline in ideological fervor, orthodoxy
requires the maintenance of a posture of ideological hostility to the
non-Communist world even during a period of coexistence, Thus, in
a reply to a Chinese challenge, the Communist Party of the
U.S.5.R. declared: “We fully support the destruction of capitalism.
We not only believe in the inevitable death of capitalism but we
are doing everything possible for it to be accomplished through
class struggle as quickly as possible.”

The wariness toward the outside world is reinforced by the
personal experiences which Communist leaders have had on the
road to eminence, In a system where there is no legitimate succes-
sion, a great deal of energy is absorbed in internal maneuvering,
Leaders rise to the top by eliminating—sometimes physically, al-
ways bureaucratically—all possible opponents, Stalin had all indi-
viduals who helped him into power executed, Khrushchev disgraced
Kaganovich, whose protegé he had been, and turned on Marshal
Zhukov six months after being saved by him from a conspiracy of
his other colleagues, Brezhnev and Kosygin owed their careers to
Khrushchev; they nevertheless overthrew him and started a cam-
paign of calumny against him within twenty-four hours of his
dismissal,

Anyone succeeding in Communist leadership struggles must be
single-minded, unemotional, dedicated, and, above all, motivated by
an enormous desire for power, Nothing in the personal experience
of Soviet leaders would lead them to accept protestations of good
will at face value. Suspiciousness is inherent in their domestic posi-
tion. It is unltkely that their attitude toward the outside world is
more benign than toward their own colleagues or that they would
expect more consideration from it,

The combination of personal qualities and ideological structure
also affects relations among Communist states. Since national rival-
ries are thought to be the result of class conflict, they are expected
to disappear wherever Socialism has triumphed, When disagree-
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ments occur they are dealt with by analogy to internal Communist
disputes: by attempting to ostracize and then to destroy the oppo-
nent, The tendency to treat different opinions as manifestations of
heresy causes disagreements to harden into bitter schisms, The
debate between Communist China and the U,$.5.R, is in many re-
spects more acrimonious than that between the U.S.S.R, and the
non-Communist world,

Even though the basic conceptual categories of Communist
leadership groups are similar, the impact of the domestic structure
of the individual Communist states on intemnational relations varies
greatly. It makes a considerable difference whether an ideology has
become institutionalized, as in the Soviet Union, or whether it is
still impelled by its early revolutionary fervor, as in Communist
China. Where ideology has become institutionalized a special form
of pragmatism may develop, It may be just as empirical as that of
the United States but it will operate in a different realm of “reality.”
A different philosophical basis leads to the emergence of another
set of categories for the settlement of disputes, and these in turn
generate another range of problems.

A Communist bureaucratic structure, however pragmatic, will
have different priorities from ours; it will give greater weight to
doctrinal considerations and conceptual problems. It is more than
ritual when speeches of senior Soviet leaders begin with hour-long
recitals of Communist ideology. Even if it were ritual, it must
affect the definition of what is considered reasonable in internal
arguments, Bureaucratization and pragmatism may lead to a loss of
élan; they do not guarantee convergence of Western and Soviet
thinking,

The more revolutionary manifestations of Communism, such as
Communist China, still possess more ideological fervor, but, para-
doxically, their structure may permit a wider latitude for new
departures. Tactical intransigence and ideological vitality should
not be confused with structural rigidity, Because the leadership
bases its rule on a prestige which transcends bureaucratic authority,
it has not yet given so many hostages to the administrative struc-
ture. If the leadership should change—or if its attitudes are modi-
fied—policy could probably be altered much more dramatically in
Communist China than in the more institutionalized Communist
countries,

The charismatlc-revolutionary type of leadership. The contem-
porary international order is heavily influenced by yet another leader-
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ship type: the charismatic-revolutionary leader, For many of the
leaders of the new nations the bureaucratic-pragmatic approach of
the West is irrelevant because they are more interested in the
future which they wish to construct than in the manipulation of the
environment which dominates the thinking of the pragmatists. And
ideology is not satisfactory because doctrine supplies rigid cate-
gories which overshadow the personal experiences which have
provided the impetus for so many of the leadexs of the new nations.

The type of individual who leads a struggle for independence
has been sustained in the risks and suffering of such a course pri-
marily by a commitment to a vision which enabled him to override
conditions which had seemed overwhelmingly hostile, Revolution-
aries are rarely motivated primarily by material considerations—
though the illusion that they are persists in the West, Material
incentives do not cause a man to risk his existence and to launch
himself into the uncertainties of a revolutionary struggle, If Castro
or Sukarno had been principally interested in economics, their
talents would have guaranteed them a brillant career in the societies
they overthrew., What made their sacrifices worthwhile to them
was a vision of the future—or a quest for political power, To revolu-
tionaries the significant reality is the world which they are striving
to bring about, not the world they are fighting to overcome.

This difference in perspective accounts for the inconclusiveness
of much of the dialogue between the West and many of the leaders
of the new countries, The West has a tendency to believe that the
tensions in the emerging nations are caused by a low level of eco-
nomice activity. To the apostles of economic development, raising the
gross national product seems the key to political stability, They be-
lieve that it should receive the highest priority from the political
leaders of new countries and supply their chief motivation.

But to the charismatic heads of many of the new nations, eco-
nomic progress, while not unwelcome, offers too limited a scope for
their ambitions, It can be achieved only by slow, painful, highly
technical measures which contrast with the heroic exertions of the
struggle for independence. Results are long-delayed; credit for them
cannot be clearly established. If Castro were to act on the advice
of theorists of economic development, the best he could hope for
would be that after some decades he would lead a small progres-
sive country—perhaps a Switzerland of the Caribbean, Compared
to the prospect of leading a revolution throughout Latin America,
this goal would appear trivial, boring, perhaps even unreal to him,
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Moreover, to the extent that economic progress is achieved, it
may magnify domestic political instability, at least in its early
phases. Kconomic advance disrupts the traditional political struc-
ture, It thus places constant pressures on the incumbent leaders to
re-establish the legitimacy of their rule, For this purpose a dramatic
foreign policy is particularly apt. Many leaders of the new countries
seem convinced that an adventurous foreign policy will not harm
prospects for economic development and may even foster it. The
competition of the superpowers makes it Iikely that economic
assistance will be forthcoming regardless of the actions of the re-
cipient. Indeed the more obstrusive their foreign policy the greater
is their prospect of being wooed by the chief contenders.

The tendency toward a reckless policy is magnified by the un-
certain sense of identity of many of the new nations, National
boundaries often correspond to the administrative subdivisions
established by the former colonial rulers, States thus have few of
the attributes of nineteenth-century European nationalism: coramon
language, common culture, or even common history, In many cases,
the only common experience is & century or so of imperial rule, As
a result, there is a great pressure toward authoritarian rule, and a
high incentive to use foreign policy as a means of bringing about
domestic cohesion,

Western-style democracy presupposes that society transcends
the political realm; in that case opposition challenges a particular
method of achieving common aims but not the existence of the
state itself. In many of the new countries, by contrast, the state
represents the primary, sometimes the sole, manifestation of social
cohesion, Opposition can therefore easily appear as treason—apart
from the fact that leaders who have spent several decades running
the risks of revolutionary struggle or who have achieved power by a
coup d’état are not likely to favor a system of government which
makes them dispensable, Indeed the attraction of Communism for
many of these leaders is not Marxist-Leninist economic theory but
the legitimacy for authoritarian rule which it provides.

No matter what the system of government, many of the leaders
of the new nations use foreign policy as a means to escape intract-
able internal difficulties and as a device to achieve domestic cohe-
sion. The international arena provides an opportunity for the dra-
matic measures which are impossible at home, These are often cast
in an anti-Western mold because this is the easiest way to recreate
the struggle against imperial rule which is the principal unifying
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element for many new nations. The incentive is particularly strong
because the rivalry of the nuclear powers eliminates many of the
risks which previously were associated with an adventurous foreign
policy—especially if that foreign policy is directed against the West
which lacks any effective sanctions.

Traditional military pressure is largely precluded by the nuclear
stalemate and respect for world opinion, But the West is neither
prepared nor able to use the sanction which weighs most heavily
on the new countries: the deliberate exploitation of their weak
domestic structure. In many areas the ability to foment domestic
unrest is a more potent weapon than traditional arms. Many of the
leaders of the new countries will be prepared to ignore the classical
panoply of power; but they will be very sensitive to the threat of
domestic upheaval, States with a high capacity for exploiting do-
mestic instability can use it as a tool of foreign policy. China,
though lacking almost all forms of classical long-range military
strength, is a growing factor in Africa, Weak states may be more
concerned with a country’s capacity to organize domestic unrest in
their territory than with its capacity for physical destruction.

Conclusion. Contemporary domestic structures thus present an
unprecedented challenge to the emergence of a stable international
order, The bureaucratic-pragmatic societies concentrate on the
manipulation of an empirical reality which they treat as given; the
ideological societies are split between an essentially bureaucratic
approach (though in a different realm of reality than the bureau-
cratic-pragmatic structures) and a group using ideology mainly for
revolutionary ends. The new nations, in so far as they are active in
international affairs, have a high incentive to seek in foreign policy
the perpetuation of charismatic leadership,

These differences are a major obstacle to a consensus on what
constitutes a “reasonable” proposal. A common diagnosis of the
existing situation is hard to achieve, and it is even more difficult to
concert measures for a solution. The situation is complicated by the
one feature all types of leadership have in common: the premium
put on short-term goals and the domestic need to succeed at all
times, In the burcaucratic societies policy emerges from a com-
promise which often produces the least common denominator, and
it is implemented by individuals whose reputation is made by ad-
ministering the stefus quo. The leadership of the institutionalized
ideological state may be even more the prisoner of essentially cor-
porate bodies. Neither leadership can afford radical changes of
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course for they result in profound repercussions in its administrative
structure. And the charismatic leaders of the new nations are like
tightrope artists—one false step and they will plunge from their
perch,

1V, Domestic Structure and Foreign Policy:
The Prospects for World Order

Many contemporary divisions are thus traceable to differences
in domestic structure, But are there not countervailing factors?
What about the spread of technology and its associated rationality,
or the adoption on a global scale of many Western political forms?
Unfortunately the process of “Westernization” does not inevitably
produce a similar concept of reality, For what matters is not the
institutions or the technelogy, but the significance which is attached
to them. And this differs according to the evolution of the society
concerned,

The term “nation” does not mean the same thing when applied
to such various phenomena as India, France, and Nigerfa, Similarly,
technology is likely to have a different significance for different
peoples, depending on how and when it was acquired,

Any society is part of an evolutionary process which proceeds
by means of two seemingly contradictory mechanisms. On the one
hand, the span of possible adaptations is delimited by the physical
environment, the internal structure, and, above all, by previous
choices. On the other hand, evolution proceeds not in a straight
line but through a series of complicated variations which appear
anything but obvious to the chief actors. In retrospect a choice may
seem to have been nearly random or else to have represented the
only available alternative. In either case, the choice is not an isolated
act but an accumulation of previous decisions reflecting history or
tradition and values as well as the immediate pressures of the
need for survival, And each decision delimits the range of possible
future adaptations,

Young societies are in a position to make radical changes of
course which are highly impractical at a later stage. As a society
becomes more elaborate and as its tradition is firmly established, its
choices with respect to its internal organization grow more restricted.
If a highly articulated social unit attempts basic shifts, it runs the
risk of doing violence to its internal organization, to its history and
values as embodied in its structure. When it accepts institutions or
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values developed elsewhere it must adapt them to what its struc-
ture can absorb, The institutions of any political unit must therefore
be viewed in historical context for that alone can give an indica-
tion of their future. Societies—even when their institutions are
similar—may be like ships passing in the night which find them-
selves but temporarily in the same place,

Is there then no hope for cooperation and stability? Is our in-
ternational system doomed to incomprehension and its members to
mounting frustration?

It must be admitted that if the domestic structures were con-
sidered in isolation, the prognosis would not be too hopeful. But
domestic structures do not exist in a vacuum, They must respond
to the requirements of the environment. And here all states find
themselves face to face with the necessity of avoiding a nuclear
holocaust, While this condition does not restrain all nations equally,
it nevertheless defines a common task which technology will im-
pose on even more countries as a direct responsibility.

Then, too, a certain similarity in the forms of administration may
bring about common criteria of rationality as Professor Jaguaribe
has pointed out in his contribution to this volume.?® Science and
technology will spread. Improved communications may lead to the
emergence of a common culture, The fissures between domestic
structures and the different stages of evolution are important, but
they may be outweighed by the increasing interdependence of
humanity,

It would be tempting to end on this note and to base the hope
for peace on the self-evidence of the need for it. But this would be
too pat. The deepest problem of the contemporary international
order may be that most of the debates which form the headlines of
the day are peripheral to the basic division described in this article.
The cleavage is not over particular political arrangements—except
as symptoms—but between two styles of policy and two phil-
osophical perspectives,

The two styles can be defined as the political as against the
revolutionary approach to order or, reduced to personalities, as the
distinction between the statesman and the prophet,

The statesman manipulates reality; his first goal is survival; he
feels responsible not only for the best but also for the worst con-
ceivable outcome. His view of human nature is wary; he is con-
scious of many great hopes which have failed, of many good in-
tentions that could not be realized, of selfishness and ambition and
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violence, He is, therefore, inclined to erect hedges against the pos-
sibility that even the most brilliant idea might prove abortive and
that the most eloquent formulation might hide ulterior motives.
He will try to avoid certain experiments, not because he would ob-
ject to the results if they succeeded, but because he would feel him-
self responsible for the consequences if they failed. He is suspicious
of those who personalize foreign policy, for history teaches him the
fragility of structures dependent on individuals, To the statesman,
gradualism is the essence of stability; he represents an era of
average performance, of gradual change and slow construction.

By contrast, the prophet is less concerned with manipulating
than with creating reality. What is possible interests him less than
what is “right.” He offers his vision as the test and his good faith as
a guarantee. He believes in total solutions; he is less absorbed in
methodology than in purpose. He believes in the perfectibility of
man. His approach is timeless and not dependent on circumstances.
He objects to gradualism as an unnecessary concession to circum-
stance, He will risk everything because his vision is the primary
significant reality to him. Paradoxically, his more optimistic view
of human nature makes him more intolerant than the statesman,
If truth is both knowable and attainable, only immorality or stu-
pidity can keep man from realizing it, The prophet represents an
era of exaltation, of great upheavals, of vast accomplishments, but
also of enormous disasters.

The encounter between the political and the prophetic approach
to policy is always somewhat inconclusive and frustrating, The test
of the statesman is the permanence of the international structure
under stress. The test of the prophet is inherent in his vision. The
statesman will seek to reduce the prophet’s intuition to precise
measures; he judges ideas on their utility and not on their “truth.”
To the prophet this approach is almost sacrilegious because it
represents the triumph of expediency over universal principles, To
the statesman negotiation is the mechanism of stability because it
presupposes that maintenance of the existing order is more important
than any dispute within it. To the prophet negotiations can have
only symbolic value—as a means of converting or demoralizing the
opponent; truth, by definition, cannot be compromised,

Both approaches have prevailed at different perifods in history.
The political approach dominated European foreign policy be-
tween the end of the religious wars and the French Revolution and
then again between the Congress of Vienna and the outbreak of
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World War I, The prophetic mode was in the ascendant during
the great upheavals of the religious struggles and the period of the
French Revolution, and in the contemporary uprisings in major
parts of the world,

Both modes have produced considerable accomplishments,
though the prophetic style is likely to involve the greater disloca-
tions and more suffering, Each has its nemesis, The nemesis of the
statesman is that equilibrium, though it may be the condition of
stability, does not supply its own motivation; that of the prophet is
the impossibility of sustaining a mood of exaltation without the
risk of submerging man in the vastness of a vision and reducing
him to a mere figure to be manipulated,

As for the difference in philosophical perspective, it may reflect
the divergence of the two lines of thought which since the Renais-
sance have distinguished the West from the part of the world now
called underdeveloped (with Russia occupying an intermediary
position}, The West is deeply committed to the notion that the
real world is external to the observer, that knowledge consists of
recording and classifying data—the more accurately the better.
Cultures which escaped the early impact of Newtonian thinking
have retained the essentially pre-Newtonian view that the real
world is almost completely internal to the observer.

Although this attitude was a liability for centuries—because it
prevented the development of the technology and consumer goods
which the West enjoyed—it offers great flexibility with respect to
the contemporary revolutionary turmoil. It enables the societies
which do not share our cultural mode to alter reality by influencing
the perspective of the observer-—a process which we are largely
unprepared to handle or even to perceive. And this can be ac-
complished under contemporary conditions without sacrificing tech-
nological progress. Technology comes as a gift; acquiring it in its
advanced form does not presuppose the philosophical commitment
that discovering it imposed on the West, Empirical reality has a
much different significance for many of the new countries than for
the West because in a certain sense they never went through the
process of discovering it (with Russia again occupying an inter-
mediary position). At the same time, the difference in philosophical
perspective may cause us to seem cold, supercilious, lacking in
compassion. The instability of the contemporary world order may
thus have at its core a philosophical schism which makes the issues
producing most political debates seem largely tangential,
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Such differences in style and philosophical perspective are not
unprecedented. What is novel is the global scale on which they oc-
cur and the risks which the failure to overcome them would entail,
Historically, cleavages of lesser magnitude have been worked out
dialectically, with one style of policy or one philosophical approach
dominant in one era only to give way later to another conception
of reality. And the transition was rarely free of violence, The chal-
lenge of our time is whether we can deal consciously and creatively
with what in previous centuries was adjusted through a series of
more or less violent and frequently catastropic upheavals, We must
construct an international order before a crisis imposes it as a
necessity.

This is a question not of blueprints, but of attitudes, In fact the
overconcern with technical blueprints is itself a symptom of our
difficulties, Before the problem of order can be “dealt” with—even
philosophically—we must be certain that the right questions are
being asked.

We can point to some hopeful signs, The most sensitive thinkers
of the West have recognized that excessive empiricism may lead
to stagnation, In many of the new countries—and in some Com-
munist ones as well—the second or third generation of leaders is in
the process of freeing itself from the fervor and dogmatism of the
early revolutionary period and of relating their actions to an en-
vironment which they helped to create, But these are as yet only
the first tentative signs of progress on a course whose significance
is not always understood, Indeed it is characteristic of an age of
turmoil that it produces so many immediate issues that little time
is left to ponetrate their deeper meaning, The most serious problem
therefore becomes the need to acquire a sufficiently wide perspec-
tive so that the present does not overwhelm thexfipyyes



II1

The Convictions of an
Apprentice Statesman

An Historian’s Perspective

HE moment of responsibility is profoundly sobering, especially for

one trained as an academic. Suddenly forced to make the transi-

tion from reflection to decision, I had to learn the difference be-
tween a conclusion and a policy. It was no longer enough to be plausi-
ble in argument; one had to be convincing in action. Problems were no
longer theoretical; the interlocutors were not debaters but sovereign
countries, some of which had the physical power to make their views
prevail.

Any statesman is in part the prisoner of necessity. He is confronted
with an environment he did not create, and is shaped by a personal his-
tory he can no longer change. It is an illusion to believe that leaders
gain in profundity while they gain experience. As1have said, the convie-
tions that leaders have formed before reaching high office are the intel-
lectnal capital they will consume as long as they continue in office.
There is little time for leaders to refiect. They are locked in an endless
battle in which the urgent constantly gains on the important. The public
life of every political figure is a continual struggle to rescue an element
of choice from the pressure of circumstance.

‘When I entered office, T brought with me a philosophy formed by two
decades of the study of history. History is not, of course, a cookbook
offering pretested recipes. It teaches by analogy, not by maxims, It can
illuminate the consequences of actions in comparable situations, yet
each generation must discover for itself what sitvations are in fact com-
parable. No academic discipline can take from our shoulders the burden
of difficult choices.

I had written a book and several articles on the diplomacy of the nine-
teenth century. My motive was to understand the processes by which
Europe after the Napoleonic wars established a peace that lasted a cen-
tury; I also wanted to know why that peace collapsed in 1914. But I had
never conceived that designs and strategies of previous periods could be
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. applied literally to the present. As I entered office I was convinced that

the past could teach us some important lessons. But I was also aware
that we were entering a period for which there was no precedent: in the
destructiveness of weapons, in the speed of the spread of ideas, in the
global impact of foreign policies, in the technical possibility to fulfill the
age-old dreams of bettering the condition of mankind.

If history teaches anything it is that there can be no peace without
equilibrium and no justice without restraint. But I believed equally that
no nation could face or even define its choices without a moral compass
that set a course through the ambiguities of reality and thus made sacri-
fices meaningful. The willingness to walk this fine line marks the dif-
ference between the academic’s — or any outsider’s —— perception of
morality and that of the statesman. The outsider thinks in terms of
absolutes; for him right and wrong are defined in their conception. The
political leader does not have this luxury. He rarely can reach his goal
except in stages; any partial step is inherently morally imperfect and yet
morality cannot be approximated without it. The philosopher’s test is
the reasoning behind his maxims; the statesman’s test is not only the ex-
altation of his goals but the catastrophe he averts. Mankind will never
know what it was spared because of risks avoided or because of actions
taken that averted awful consequences — if only because once thwarted
the consequences can never be proved. The dialogue between the aca-
demic and the statesman is therefore always likely to be inconclusive.
Without philosophy, policy will have no standards; but without the
willingness to peer into darkness and risk some faltering steps without
certainty,, humanity would never know peace.

History knows no resting places and no plateaus. All societies of
which history informs us went through periods of decline; most of them

. eventually collapsed. Yet there is a margin between necessity and ac-

cident, in which the statesman by perseverance and intuition must
choose and thereby shape the destiny of his people. To ignore objective
conditions is perilous; to hide behind historical inevitability is tan-
tamount to meral abdication; it is to neglect the elements of strength and
hope and inspiration which through the centuries have sustained man-
kind. The statesman’s responsibility is to struggle against transitoriness
and not to insist that he be paid in the coin of eternity. He may know
that history is the foe of permanence; but no leader is entitled to resigna-
tion. He owes it to his people to strive, to create, and to resist the decay
that besets all human institutions.

The American Experience

REACHED high office unexpectedly at a particularly complex period of
our national life. In the life of nations, as of human beings, a point is
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often reached when the seemingly limitless possibilities of youth sud-
denly narrow and one must come to grips with the fact that not every
option is open any longer. This insight can inspire a new creative impe-
tus, less innocent perhaps than the naive exuberance of earlier years, but
more complex and ultimately more permanent. The process of coming
to grips with one’s limits is never easy. It can end in despair or in
rebellion; it can produce a self-hatred that turns inevitable compromises
intc a sense of inadequacy.

America went through such a peried of self-doubt and self-hatred in
the late 1960s. The trigger for it was the war in Vietnam. Entered into
gradually by two administrations, by 196g it had resulted in over 31,000
American dead with no prospect of early resolution. It began with over-
whelming public and Congressional approval, but this had evolved first
into skepticism and then into increasingly hostile rebellion. For too
many, a war to resist aggression had turned into a symbol of fundamen-
tal American evil. A decade that had begun with the bold declaration
that America would pay any price and bear any burden to ensure the
survival and success of liberty had ended in an agony of assassinations,
urban riots, and ugly demonstrations. The Sixties marked the end of our
innocence; this was certain. What remained to be determined was
whether we could learn from this knowledge or consume our sub-
stance in rebelling against the reality of our maturity.

The turmoil of the 1960s was all the more unsettling to Americans
because it came at the end of an extraordinary period of American ac-
complishment. We had built alliances that preserved the peace and fos-
tered the growth of the industrial democracies of North America, West-
ern Europe, and Japan. We had helped create imternational economic
institutions that had nourished global prosperity for a generation. We
had promoted decolonization and piocneered in development assistance
for the new nations. In a planet shrunk by communications-and technol-
ogy, in a world either devastated by war or struggling in the first steps
of nationhood, the United States had every reason to take pride in its
global contribution — its energy, idealism, and enduring accomplish-
ment.

The fact remained that at the end of twenty years of exertion America
was not at peace with itself. The consensus that had sustained our
postwar foreign policy had evaporated. The men and women who had
sustained our international commitments and achievements were demor-
alized by what they considered their failure in Vietnam. T'oo many of
our young were in rebellion against the successes of their fathers, at-
tacking what they claimed to be the overextension of our commitments
and mocking the values that had animated the achievements. A new
isolationism was growing. Whereas in the 19208 we had withdrawn
from the world because we thought we were too good for it, the insidi-
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ous theme of the late 1g96os was that we should withdraw from the
world because we were too evil for it. ,

Not surprisingly, American self-doubt proved contagiocus; it is hard
for foreign nations to have more faith in a country than it has in itself.
European intellectuals began to argue that the Cold War was caused by
American as well as by Soviet policies; they urged their governments to
break out of the vicious circle by peace initiatives of their own. Many
European leaders, catering to this mood, became fervent advocates of
détente, playing the role of a *‘bridge’” between East and West — visit-
ing Moscow, exploring ties with Peking, urging disarmament and East-
West trade.

These protestations were all very well until the United States, in the
iate Sixties, began to take them to heart and adopt the policy implicit in
them. Suddenly European statesmen reversed course. Now they were
fearful of a US-Soviet condominium, a ““Super-Yalta’ in which Ameri-
can and Soviet leaders would settle global issues over the heads of Euro-
pean governments. In the year that saw the Soviet invasion of Czecho-
slovakia, the United States was accused by many of its allies of being at
one and the same time too bellicose in Southeast Asia and too accom-
modating in its dealings with the Soviet Union. This ambivalence
gnawed at the unity of the Alliance. Unnerved by events in Czechoslo-
vakia, pressed by public opinion toward conciliation, impelied by con-
viction to strengthen security, the Western Alliance was becalmed like a
ship dead in the water.

Similar uncertainty marked our other policies. For two decades our
contacts with China had been limited to the reciprocal recriminations of
sporadic ambassadorial meetings in Warsaw. The Middle East was ex-
plosive, but in the aftermath of the 1967 war no diplomacy was in train.
Our domestic divisions prevented decisive initiatives. America seemed
reduced to passivity in a world in which, with all our self-doubt, only
our power could offer security, only our dedication could sustain hope.

In my view, Vietnam was not the cause of our difficulties but a symp-
tom. We were in a period of painful adjustment to a profound transfor-
mation of global politics; we were being forced to come to grips with
the tension between our history and our new necessities. For two cen-
turies America’s participation n the world seemed to oscillate between
overinvolvement and withdrawal, between expecting too much of our
power and being ashamed of it, between optimistic exuberance and
frustration with the ambiguities of an imperfect world. I was convinced
that the deepest cause of our national unease was the realization - ag
yet dimly perceived — that we were becoming like other nations in th
need to recognize that our power. while vast, had limits. Qur resources
were no longer infinite in relation to our problems; instead we had to set
priorties, both intellectua) and material. In the Fifties and Sixties we
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had attempted ultimate solutions to specific problems: now our chal-

lenge was to shape a world and an American role to which we were
permanently committed, which could no longer be sustained by the illu-
sion that our exertions had a terminal point.

Any Administration elected in 1968 would have faced this problem. It
was a colossal task in the best of circumstances; the war in Vietnam
turned it into a searing and anguishing enterprise.

Our history iil prepared us. Iromically, our Founding Fathers were
sophisticated statesmen who understood the European balance of power
and mapipulated it brilliantly, first to bring about America’s indepen-
dence and then to preserve it. The shrewd diplomacy of Franklin and
Jefferson engaged Britain’s enemies (France, Spain, and Russia) on our
side; our negotiating hand thus strengthened, John Jay secured recogni-
tion from the British Crown and liquidated the residual problems of our
war with England. At that point, however, in the best traditions of the
European balance of power, we cut loose from our temporary allies and
went on our own way. For more than three decades after independence,
we lived precariously, like other nations. We went to the brink of war
with France and endured the capture of our capital by British forces. But
we moved astutely to take advantage of new opportunities. The effective
elimination of France and Spain from the Western Hemisphere, the new
danger of Russian expansion in the Pacific Northwest, and Great Brit-
ain’s growing estrangement from the European nations led us in 1823 to
concert the Monroe Doctrine with Britain to exclude European power
from our hemisphere.

Britain’s perspective was that of the European equilibrium. Prime
Minister Canning perceived that the Monroe Doctrine ‘‘called the New
World into existence to redress the balance of the Old.”” But in the New
World it meant that we were free to tum our backs on Europe and 1o
devote our energies to opening up the continent to the west of us. For
the hundred years between Waterloo and 1914, we were shielded by our
geographic remoteness and British sea power, which maintained global
stability.

As the United States grew in su*ength and European rivalries focused
on Europe, Africa, and Asia, Americans came to consider the isolation
conferred by two great oceans as the normal pattern of foreign relations.
Rather arrogantly we ascribed our security entirely to the superority of
our beliefs rather than to the weight of our power or the fortunate ac-
cidents of history and geography. After the Napoleonic upheaval,
Armerica stood apart from European confiicts throughout the nineteenth
century — although in order to round out our national territory and
maintain our national unity we fought as many wars as any European
country and probably suffered more casunalties. But these wars were not
seen in terms of a concept of international relations; to Americans they
reflected the imperatives of a manifest destiny.
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Americans, whether Mayflower descendants or refugees from the
failed revolutions of 1848, came to assume that we were immune from
the necessities that impelled other nations. There was, of course, also a
pragmatic and realistic strain. Admiral Mahan’s perception of the role of
sea power proved that Americans could think profoundly in geopolitical
terms. The methods by which we acquired the Philippines and the Pan-
ama Canal proved that power politics was not totally neglected. Never-
theless, American political thought had come increasingly to regard
diplomacy with suspicion. Arms and alliances were considered immoral
and reactionary. Negotiations were treated less as a means of reconcil-
ing our ideals with our interests than as a trap to entangle us in the
endless quarrels of a morally questionable world. Our native inclination
for straightforwardness, our instinet for open, noisy politics, our distrust
of European manners and continenta) elites all brought about an increas-
ing impatience with the stylized methods of European diplomacy and
with its tendency toward ambiguous compromise. In its day even the
purchase of Alaska, which finally ejected Russia from our conrinent,
was regarded as a towering folly explicable only by American gullibility
in the face of Old World diplomatic machinations. Congress was pre-
vailed upon only with the greatest difficuity to appropriate $7 million to
complete the deal.

The mythology of foreigners’ guileful superiority in the ways of di-
plomacy was carried into the twentieth century. Will Rogers was always
assured of a laugh when he cracked: ‘‘America never lost 2 war and
never won a conference.”’

Thus America entered the twentieth century largely unprepared for
the part it would be called vpon to play. Forgotten was the skilled
statecraft by which the Founding Fatbers had secured our independence;
disdained were the techniques by which all nations must preserve their
interests. As Lord Bryce observed in 1888 in The American Com-

monwealth, America had been sailing ‘‘on a summer sea,’’ but now a

cloud bank was ‘‘on the horizon and now no longer distant, a-time of
mists and shadows, wherein dangers may be concealed whose form and
magnitude she can scarcely conjecture.’”

Though America was not to grasp its consequences for many decades,
the Pax Britannica on which we had relied for so long was ending. We
had developed into the world's major economic power; and we were fast
becoming the only democratic nation with sufficient strength to maintain
2 precarious world balance.

Qur entry into World War I was the inevitable result of our geopolit-
ical interest in maintaining freedom of the seas and preventing Europe’s
domination by a hostile power. But true to our tradition, we chose
to interpret our participation in legal and idealistic terms. We fought
the war ‘‘to end all wars’” and *‘to make the world safe for democ-
racy.”” The inevitable disillusion with an imperfect outcome let
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loose the tide of isolationism. We fell back on our preference for law in
repeated attempts to legislate an end t0 inter{latlonal conflict — auto-
matic machinery for collective security, new disarmament scherges, the
Kellogg-Briand Pact to ban war. Our refusal to accept that foreign pol-
jcy must start with security led us in the interwar years o treat ailies as
rivals, whose armaments had to be limited because weapons by defi-
nition conmibuted to international tensions. We _looked for scape-
goats — the so-called munitions-makers — 10 explain why we had ever
engaged in so sordid an undertaking as the First World War. In-
telligence services were considered unworthy if not a tpreat to our
liberties. Economic activity was seen as the only defensible form of
American involvement abroad; its objectives were either humanitarian,
exemplified by the relief efforts of Herbert Hoover, or essentially pas-
sive: free trade, as advocated by Cordell Hull. o .

Later, when totalitarianism was on the rise and the entire _mtematmnal
order was being challenged, we clung to our isolation, v_Jh1-ch had been
transformed from a policy preference into a moral conviction. We had
virtually abandoned the basic precautions needefi for our national secu-
rity. Only with the greatest difficulty could President Roosevelt take the
first tentative steps against the mounting threat, aiding Great Britain by
subterfuge and rebuilding our military might. The Secoqd Wprid War
was well under way before we were shocked out of isolation by_ a
surprise attack against American soil. But then in our absorption with
total victory, we spurned the notion that t_he. security of the postwar
world might depend on some sort of equilibnum of power. We were
thus much surprised by the war’s aftermath. The central fact of the postwar
period was that the destruction of Germany and Italy and the exhaustion
of Britain and France drew Soviet power into the heart of the European
continent and for a while seemed to place Westem Europe at Soviet
mercy. Moscow’s renewed ideological hostility increa§ingly qhallenged
our comfortable wartime assumptions about postwar mternz_monal har-
mony. And our scientists had unieashed the atom, ushering in a revolu-
tion in weaponry that set our age apart from all that had gone l??fore.

When Dean Acheson said he was ‘‘present at the creation, he re-
ferred not only to the creation of our postwar foreign policy but to a new
era in our own history. After two world wars in this century, the respon-
sibilities and the burdens of world leadership proved inescapable. The
United States had despite itself become the guardian of the new equilib-
rium. It is to the lasting credit of that generation of Americans th?t they
assumed these responsibilities with energy, imagination, and skill. 'By
helping Europe rebuild, encouraging European unity, shaping institu-
tions of economic cooperation, and extending the‘protecnon of our all}~
ances, they saved the possibilities of freedom. This burst of creativity is
one of the glorious moments of American history.
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Yet this period of exuberance was bound to wane, if only becanse we
inevitably encountered the consequences of our success. The recovery
of Europe and Japan required adjustments in our alliance relations;
the developing world of new npations whose independence we had
promoted was certain to claim a greater share of global prosperity. And
nothing we could have done would have prevented the Soviet Union
from recovering from the war and asserting its new power. Our early
postwar successes did not equip us for a new era of more complex
problems. Our early programs like the Marshall Plan and Point Four
expressed our idealism, our technological know-how, and our ability to
overwhelm problems with resources. In a sense we were applying the
precepts of our own New Deal, expecting political conflict to dissolve in
economic progress. It worked in Europe and parts of Asia where politi-
cal structures existed; it would be less relevant in the scores of new na-
tions. In the relatively simple bipolar world of the Cold War, we held
fast against pressure or blackmail in Berlin, in Korea, in Berlin again,
and finally during the Cuban mussile crisis. These were successes. But
in an important sense we had only begun to scratch the surface of the
long-term problem of our relationship with the Soviet Union in the
thermonuclear age, which would soon produce more ambiguous chal-
lenges.

Our deeper problem was conceptual. Because peace was believed to
be “‘normal,’” many of our great international exertions were expected
to bring about a final result, restoring normality by overcoming an inter-
vening obstacle. The programs for European economic recovery were
expected to bring lasting prosperity. Exertions to ensure security were
aimed at a conchusive settlement with the Soviet Union. This was im-
plicit in the concept of ‘‘containroent” that expressed our postwar pol-
icy toward the Soviet Union.?

According 10’ George Kemnnan’s famous X’ article in Foreign Af-
fairs in 1947, our task was to resist Soviet probes with counterforce, pa-
tiently awaiting the mellowing of the Soviet system. As applied in the
diplomacy of Dean Acheson and to some extent John Foster Dulles, we
were to mark time until we built the strength to contain Soviet aggres-
sion — especially the assault on Central Europe, which preoccupied our
strategic thinking. After containment had been achieved, diplemacy
would take over. ““What we must do,”” said Secretary of State Achescn,
“is to create situations of strength; we must build stremgth and if we
create that strength then I think the whole sithation in the world begins to
change . . . with that change there comes a difference in the negotiat-
ing positions of the various parties, and out of that I should hope that
there would be 2 willingness on the part of the Kremlin to recognize the
facts. . . .72

This definition of containment treated power and diplomacy as two
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distinct elements or phases of policy. It aimed at an ultimate negotiation
but supplied no guide to the content of those negotiations. Tt implied
that strength was self-evident and that once pegotiations started their
content would also be self-evident. It did not answer the question of
how the situation of strength was to be demonstrated in the absence of a
direct attack on us or on our allies. Nor did it make clear what would
happen after we had achieved a position of strength if our adversary, in-
stead of negotiating, concentrated on eroding it or turning our flank.

This policy of containment was flawed in three ways. First, our ex-
cessively military conception of the balance of power — and its corol-
lary, the policy of deferring negotiations for a postwar settle-
ment — paradoxically gave the Soviet Union time to consolidate -its
conquests and to redress the nuclear imbalance. To be sure, in the im-
mediate postwar period the massive Soviet armies in Central Europe
were much larger than the forces arrayed against them; Western Europe
was prostrate and the United States was demobilized. But the real
strength of the Soviet Union was but a fraction of our own. The Soviet
Union had been exhausted by four years of war and 20 million casual-
ties. We had an atomic monopoly and for twenty years a vast nuclear
superiority. Our relative strength was never greater than at the beginning
of what soon came to be called the Cold War.

Secondly, the nature of military technology was such that the balance
of power could no longer be thought of as uniform. Nuclear weapons
were $0 cataclysmic that as the arsenals grew they proved less and less
useful to repel every conceivable aggression. For a while this reality
was obscured by our nuclear monopoly and later by our numerical pre-
ponderance. But the point was inevitably reached when technology en-
abled the Kremlin to pose risks that reduced the credibility of the threat
of nuclear retaliation. From then on, managing the military balance of
power required vigilance on two levels: being strong enough not only
strategically with nuclear power but also locally with conventional arms.
Formal declarations of the unimpaired sincerity of our nuclear guarantee
would not remove the fact of nuclear deadlock and the consequent re-
quirernent for alternative regional defenses. Yet every decade has had to
relearn the essential duality of our burden.

Thirdly, our doctrine of contzinment could never be an adequate
response to the modem impact of Communist ideology, which trans-
forms relations between states into conflicts between philosophies and
poses challenges to the balance of power through domestic upheavals.

In short, we never fully understood that while our absolute power was
growing, our relative position was bound to decline as the USSR recov-
ered from World War II. Qur military and diplomatic position was never
more favorable than at the very beginning of the containment policy in
the late 1940s. That was the time to attempt a sertous discussion on the
future of Europe. We lost our opportunity.
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In fact, I am inclined to doubt that Stalin originally expected to lock
all of Eastern Burope into his satellite orbit; his first postwar steps —
such as permitting free elections in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and
Hungary, all of which the Communists lost — suggest that he might
have been prepared to settle for their having a status similar to Fin-
land’s. Unexpectedly, we deferred serious negotiations until we had
mobilized more of our potential strength. Thus we gave the Soviet
Union time — the most precious commodity it needed to consolidate its
conquests and to recover from the war.

As s0 often before, Winston Churchill understood this best. In a
much neglected speech in October 1948, during his period out of office,
he said:

The question is asked: What will bappen when they get the atomic bomb
themselves and have accumulated a large store? You can judge yourseives what
will happen then by what is happening now. If these things are done in the
green wood, what will be done in the dry? If they ¢an continue month after
month distwrbing and tormenting the world, trusting to our Christian and al-
truistic inhibitions against using this strange new power against them, what will
they do when they thernselves have large quantities of atomic bombs? . . . No
-one in his senses can believe that we have a limitless period of time before us.
We ought to bring matters to a head and make a final settlement. We ought not
to go jogging along improvident, incompetent, waiting for semething to turn
up, by which I mean waiting for something bad for us to turn up. The Western
Nations will be far more likely to reach a Jasting settlement, without bloodshed,
if they formulate their just demands while they have the atomic power and
before the Russiah Communists have got it too.?

So it happefied that the two wars in which America engaged after
1045 — in Korea and Vietnam — did not correspond to any of our po-
litical or strategic expectations, Korea was a war pot initizied by an at-
tack on the United States or our major allies. It was not aimed at the
heartland of Europe. Nor did it directly involve the USSR. Litfle
wonder that those responsible in Washington saw in it a strategic diver-
sion to draw us into Asia while the Soviet Union prepared an onslaught
in Europe. Our conduct of the war was, therefore, tentative. Our objec-
tives fluctuated with the military sitmation. At various times our aim was
declared to be repelling aggression, the unification of Korea, the secu-
rity of our forces, or a guaranteed armistice to ratify the military stale-
mate.

Our perception of power and diplomacy as distinct and successive
phases of foreign policy prevented us from negotiating to settle the
Korean War after the landing at Inchon when we were in the strongest
military position; it tempted us to escalate our aims. A year later it also
caused us to stop military operations except of a purely defensive nature
the moment negotiations got under way, thus removing the enemy’s
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major incentive for a rapid diplomatic settlement. We acted as if the
process of negotiations operated on its own inherent logic independent
of the military balance — indeed, that military pressures might jeopar-
dize the negotiations by antagonizing our adversary or demonstrating
bad faith. Not surprisingly, a stalemate of nearly two years’ duration
followed, during which our casualties equaled those we had endured
when hostilities were unconstrained. Treating force and diplomacy as
discrete phenomena caused our power to lack purpose and our negotia-
tions to lack force. ‘ _

The result was domestic convulsion that represented the first breach
in the new national consensus on foreign policy: the conflict between
General Douglas MacArthur and the crvilian and military leadership in
Washington. MacArthur advocated victory in the Far East. His critics
argued, among other things, that we had to conserve our strength for a
possibly imminent all-out test with the Soviet Union, probably in
Europe. MacArthur objected to his directives because they seemed to
him too confining in terms of our traditional concept of war; to the polit-
ical leadership, on the other hand, Korea was a strategic diversion: It
was too big a war in terms of Washington’s perception of Europe as the,
decisive arena. B

Given the threat the growing Soviet nuclear arsenal would soon pose, it
is possible to doubt the premises that time was on our side or that we
had more to lose from an all-out war than the Soviet Union. The para-
dox we never solved was that we had entered the Korean War because
we were afraid that to fail to do so would produce a much graver danger
to Europe in the near future. But then the very reluctance to face an all-

- out onslaught on Europe severely circumscribed the risks we were pre-
pared to run to prevail in Korea. The resulting deadlock sapped our
domestic cohesion and contributed to the assault on our liberties in the
form of McCarthyism.

Ten vears later we encountered the same dilemmas in Vietnam. Once
more we became involved because we comsidered the warfare in In-
dochina the manifestation of a coordinated global Communist strategy.
Again we sought to limit our risks because the very global challenge of
which Indochina seemed to be a part also made Vietnam appear as an
unprofitable place for a showdown. At every stage we sought to keep
our risks below the level which in our estimate would trigger Chinese or
Soviet intervention. In short, our perception of the global challenge at
the same time tempted us into distant enterprises and prevented us from

. . . T -
meeting them conclusively. Once again, a war that we had entered with
great public support turned into 2 frustrating stalemate that gradually
forfeited public acceptance.

By 1969, the war in Viemam had become a national nightmare
that stimulated an attack on our entire postwar foreign policy. The
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hitherto almost unanimous conviction that the Cold War had been
c:fiused by. Soyiet intransigence was challenged by a vocal and at times
wolen_t nunggty‘which began to insist it was American bellicosity
American militarism, and American economic imperialism that were the
root causes of intemational tensions. This home-grown radicalism never
had many true adherents; it collapsed instantaneously once we left Viet-
nars. What.xs striking is not so much its temporary appeal as its shatter-
ing effect in demoralizing the very groups that might have been ex-
pec_ted to deffend the premises and accomplishments of our postwar
policy. The internationalist Establishunent, which had been responsible
for the great achievements of our foreign policy, collapsed before the
onslaught of its children who questioned all its values,

The new Nixon Administration was the first of the postwar eeneration
that had to conduct foreien policy without the national cons?:nsus that
had sustained its predecessors largely since 1947. And our task was if

_ anything more complex. We faced not onlv the dislocations of a war but

the ne'ed to articulate a new foreign policy for a new era. Sooner or later
the Vietnam war would end. What were the elobal challenges we faced?
What were our goals in the world? Could we shape a new consensus
that could reconcile our idealism and our responsibilities, our security
and our values. our dreams and our possibilities?

Problems of a New Equilibrium

VEN as we entered office, it was clear that the agony of Vietnam
threatened a new disillusionment - with international affairs that

. could draw America inward to nurse its wounds and renounce its world

leadership. This would be a profound tragedy, far more grievous than
the tragedy of Vietnam itself. We would be back to our historical cycle
of exuberant overextension and sulking isolationism. And-this time we
would be forsaking a world far more complex, more dangerous, more
dependent upon America’s leadership than the world o:f,' the ’19303
Therefore the Nixon Administration saw it as its task to lay the founda:
tion for a l_ong-range American foreign policy, even while liquidating
our Indochina involvement. Crisis management, the academic focus of
the Sixties, was no longer enough. Crises were symptoms of deeper

problems which if allowed to fester would prove increasingly unman-

:ageabﬂle._ Moral exuberance had inspired both overinyolvement and
isolationism. It was my conviction that a concept of our fundamental
pational interests would provide a ballast of restraint and an assur-
ance of continuity. Our idealism had to be not an excuse for irresponsi-
bility :but a source of courage, stamina, self-confidence, and direction.
iny in this manner would we be able to shape an emerging interna-
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tional system that was unprecedented in its perils, its promise, and its

global nature.

Since we were beset by a malaise deeper than Vietnam, its solution
was less a matter of expertise than of philosophy. In an essay published
a few weeks before the 1968 election, when I had no tnkling that I

would be asked to put my ideas to the test, I wrote:

The contemporary unrest is no doubt exploited by some whose purposes are
ail 100 clear. But that it is there to exploit is proof of a profound dissatisfaction
with the merely managerial and consumer-oriented qualites of the modern state
and with a world which seems to generate crises by inertia. The meodern bu-
reaucratic state, for all its panoply of strength, often finds itself shaken to its
foundations by seemingly trivial causes. Its brittleness and the world-wide rev-
olution of youth — especially in advanced countries 2nd among the relatively
affiuent — suggest a spiritual void, an almost metaphysical boredom with & po-,
litical environment that increasingly emphasizes bureancratic chailenges and is
dedicated to no deeper purpose than material comfort. . . .

In the best of circumstances, the pext administration will be beset by crises.
In almost every area of the world, we bave been living off capital — warding
off the immediate, rarely dealing with underlying problems. These difficulties
are likely to multiply when it becomes apparent that one of the legacies of the
war in Vietnam will be a strong American reluctance to risk overscas involve-
ments.

A new administration has the right to ask for compassion and understanding
from the American people. But it must found its claim not on pat technical an-
swers to difficult issues; it must above all ask the right questions. It must recog-

"pize that, in the field of foreign policy, we will never be able to contribute to
building a stable and creative world order unless we first form some conception

of it.*

The most ominous change that marked our period was the transforma-
tion in the nature of power. Untl the beginnibg of the nuclear age it
would have been inconceivable that a country could possess too much
military strength for effective political use; every addition of power
was — at least theoretically — politically useful. The nuclear age de-
stroyed this traditional measure. A country might be strong enough to
destroy an adversary and yet no longer be able to protect its own popula-
tion against attack. By an irony of history a gargantuan increase in
power had eroded the relationship of power to policy. Hencgforth, the
major nuclear powers would be able to devastate one another. But they
would also have great difficulty in bringing their power to bear on the
issues most likely to arise. They might be able to deter direct challenges
10 their own survival; they could not necessarily use this power to im-
pose their will. The capacity to destroy proved difficult to translate into

he:Convicrions of an Apprentice Statesman 67

a plausible threat even against countries with no capacity for retaliation
Thc margin of the superpowers over non-nuclear states had been widen-.
_Kg, yet th?l ac\ivesomeness of their power had increased their inhibitions
. As power had grown more awesome, it had intan-
e also turned abstract, intan-
‘The rml_ltary policy we adopted was deterrence. But deterrence is a
_psychologmal phenomenon. It depends above ali on what a potential
3 aggressor cons@ers an unacceptable risk. In the nuclear ace a bluff
taken seriously 1s useful; a serious threat taken as a bluff maytiarove dis-
astrous. The longer gieterrence succeeds, the more difficult it is to dem-
onitrate what made it work. Wgs peace maintained by the risk of war
or because the adversary never intended aggression in the first place? I;
s mo accident that peace movements have multiplied the longer peéce
" has been mmntmpegl. But if deterrence is effectual, then we disn?lantle the
+ . forces that sustain it only at our grave peril.
_ I;I}uclear 12’3%%@8 hav_e compounded the political rigidity of a two-
- power world. The guardians of the equilibrium of the nineteenth century
were prepared to adjust it to changes in the structure of power. The poli-
;ymakershof the superpowers in the second half of the twentieth century
afat;f: 2::;:1 rbl:sz eco’rll"%den;zl in the ability of the equilibrium to right itself
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very new President soon learns that h i
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“security of America and of its alli i ] e 100
s allies and friend
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he will forfeit the domestic support he peeds should a .ccirllfroixi;a‘t;;r}
prove unavoidable. He must both assemble Ec’ﬁeé afnd sd;S:;;% 1;1:%6 e
intai ica’ i th defen .
+ maintain America’s readiness for bo e an¢
E:nm;s neither without a public that has conﬁ.dence in his pulrpzsig.
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traditions, national pride, and economic strength as Western Europe and
Japan should be made thousands of miles away. I had urged for years
that it was in the American national interest to encourage a sharing of
responsibilities, If the United States insisted on being the trustee of all
the_non-Communist areas we would exhaust ourselves psvchologically
long before we did so physically. A world of more centers of decision, 1
believed, was fully compatible with our interests as well as our jideals.
This is why I opposed the efforts of the Kennedy and Johnson adminis-
trations to abort the French and if possible even the British nuclear pro-
grams, and Washington’s tendency in the 1660s to turn consultation into
the exegesis of American prescriptions.

At the same time, the so-called Third World of developing nations
tested our intellectual and political understanding. Our experiences of
the New Deal and the Marshall Plan were not entirely relevant to pro-
moting economic progress and nation-building in countries with no po-
litical tradition and no middle class of managers and administrators. In-
stead, leaders were often overwhelmed by the task of establishing
cobesion. We were dealing not with mature economies but with soci-
eties taking the wrenching first steps toward modernization. It became |
apparent that nation-building depended crucially on the ability to estab-
lish political authority. Economic aid, by accelerating the erosion of the
traditional (frequently feudal) order, often made political stability even
harder to achieve. By one of the ironies of history, Marxism has proved
attractive to developing nations not because of the economic theory on
which it prides itself but because it has supplied an answer to the prob-
lem of political legitimacy and authority — a formula for social mobili-
zation, a justification for political power, a means of harnessing resent-
ments against Western cultural and political dominance as a method of
fostering unity. Democracy has less appeal, not because of the West’s
sins but because leaders in most developing countries did not undergo
the risks of the anticolonial struggle in order to make themselves dis-
pensable. By an historical joke, a materialist philosophy that has solved
no country’s economic problems has spread because of its moral claims,
while the West, professing an idealistic philosophy, has bemused itself
with economic and technical remedies largely irrelevant to the underly-

ing political and spiritual problem.

]
Thus the new Administration confronted a world of turbulence and
complexity, which would require of us qualities that had no precedent in
American experience. Simultaneously we had to end a war, manage a
global rivalry with the Soviet Union in the shadow of nuclear weapons,
reinvigorate our alliance with the industrial democracies, and integrate
the new nations into a new world equilibrium that would last only if it
was compatible with the aspiration of all nations. We had to turn to new
tasks of construction even while we had learned the limits of our capaci-
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ties. We had to find within ourselves the moral stamina to persevere
while our society was assailed by doubt.

In the late eighteenth century the philosopher Immanuel Kant, in his
essay Perpetual Peace, had written that world peace was inevitable; it
would come about either because all nations shared the same sense of
justice or because of a cycle of wars of ever increasing violence that
would teach men the futility of conflict. Our period was giving new
meaning to Kant’s prediction. When nations are able to inflict tens of
millions of casualties in a matter of hours, peace has become a moral
imperative. No one entering office could evade this fundamental respon-
sibility. But the root dilemma of cur time is that if the quest for peace
tums into the sole objective of policy, the fear of war becomes a
weapon in the hands of the most ruthless; it produces moral disar-
mament. How to strive for both peace and justice, for an end of war that
does not lead to tyranpy, for a commitment to justice that does not
produce cataclysm — to find this balance is the perpetual task of the
statesman in the nuclear age.

These, then, were the perceptions about which I had thought and
written much as a professor. They would soon be tested by events. For
once the oath of office has been taken by a new President, there is no
longer time for calm reflection. The policymaker is then like a man on a
tightrope; he can avoid a precipitous drop only by moving forward.
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Kennedy in Vienna, the Cuban missile crisis, and the Soviet Union’s
unilateral breach of the moratorium on nuclear testing. If the Soviet
Jeaders sought an accommodation with the new Administration by these
methods, crises weuld be unavoidable; more ‘‘opportunities’” would be
lost,

Dobrynin smiled and conceded that not all the mistakes had been on
the American side. I promised to arrange an early meeting with Nixon.

The Enduring Philosophical Problem of US~Soviet Relations

EW foreign policy issues have bedeviled the American. domestic

debate or challenged our traditional categories of thought. more than
relations with the Sov1et Union. Little in our historical experience pire-
pared us for dealing with an adversary of comparable strength on a perta-
nent basis. We had never needed to confront nations sharply opposed to
us for more than brief periods of great exertion. The shock of Russia’s
animosity after 1945 was all the greater because the wartime grand alli-
ance had encouraged a conﬁdence that peace would be rnauntzuned by a
permanent coalition of the victors. Instead, we found ourselves in a
world of political rivalry and ideological struggle, overshadowed by
fearful weapons that at one and the same time compounded tensions and
made them insoluble. No wonder the riddle of relations with the other
muclear superpower has been a persistent preoccupation for postwar
American foreign policy.

It is remarkable that we ever thought we could retreat into our tradi-
tional isolation. Two world wars had destroyed the international system
that had dominated world affairs for two hundred years. Germany and
Japan temporarily disappeared as major factors; China was wracked by
civil war. Every significant power abroad, with the exception of Great
Britain, had been occupled either during the war or as a result of it. And
Britain was so exhausted by its her01c struggle that it could no longer
play its historical role as the guardian of the equilibrium. Somehow we
cherished the idea that this vacuum could endure as, within months of
victory, we demobilized our vast military establishment. Our diplomacy
sought conciliation, disarmament, and global cooperation through the
United Nations. Our secret dream in the first postwar years was to play
the role that India’s Prime Minister Nehru later arrogated to himself; we
would have liked some other country, say Britain, to maintain the bal-
ance of power while we nobly mediated its conflicts with the Soviet
Union. It was symptomatic of this attitude that President Truman re-
fused to stop in Britain on the way to or from the Potsdam Conference
because he did not wish to appear to collude against our Soviet ally. Our
traditional revulsion against balance-of-power politics postponed our
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awareness that the very totality of our victory had created a gross im-
balance of force and influence in the center of Furope. American demo-
bilization became a Soviet opportunity; it accelerated the Commmunist
domination of all of Eastern Europe, which may not even have been
Stalin’s original expectation; and it produced a pervasive alarm and in-
security in countries around the Soviet periphery.

Our age of innocence ended in 1947 when Britain informed us she
could no longer assure the defense of Greece and Turkey. We were
obliged to step in — but not merely as vocal guarantors of national in-
tegrity. Like it or not, we were assurning the historical responsibility for
preserving the balance of power; and we were poorly prepared for the
task. In both world wars we eguated victory with peace, and even in
the crises of 1947 we still thought that the problem of maintaining
global equilibrium consisted in coping with a temporary dislocation of
some natural order of things. We saw power in military terms and, just
having dismantled the huge forces for a world war, we perceived a
need for similar strength before we could have a serious negotiation
with the Soviet Union. Once we had contained its expansionary drives,
we reasoned, diplomacy could again come into its own as an exercise
of goodwill and conciliation.

But the management of a balance of power is a permanent undertak-
ing, not an exertion that has a foreseeable end. To a great extent it is a
psychological phenomenon; if an equality of power is percetved it will
not be tested. Calculations must include potential as well as actual
power, not only the possession of power but the will to bring it to bear.
Management of the balance requires perseverance, subtlety, not a little
courage, and above all understanding of its requirements.

As I discussed in Chapter ITI, our first response was the policy of con-
tainment, according to which no serious negotiation with the Soviets
could take place until we had first built up our strength; afterward, we
hoped, the Soviet leadership would have learned the advantages of
peace. Paradoxically, this approach exaggerated the Soviets’™ military
advantage, underestimated our potential power and psychological ad-
vantages (not to mention our nuclear monopoly), and gave the Soviet
Union the time it desperately needed to consolidate its conquests and to
redress the nuclear imbalance.

I have also mentioned the transformation of the nature of power
wrought by nuclear weapons. Because nuclear weapons are so cataclys-
mic, they are hardly relevant to 2 whole gamut of challenges: probes,
guerrilla wars, local crises. The weakness of Dulles’s ‘‘massive retalia-
tion’’ strategy of the 1950s (the doctrine that we reserved the right to re-
taliate against local challenges by threatening to launch strategic war)
was not that it brought us close to nuclear war, but that in a crisis it
gave us only the choice between nuclear war and doing nothing. We
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ended up doing nothing (or using conventional forces, as in Lebanon in
158, which contradicted our proclaimed strategy).

This was the context in which the United States atternpted to grapple
with the dynamics of the Soviet system.

The most singular feature of Soviet foreign policy is, of course, Com-
munist ideclogy, which transforms reiations among states into conflicts
between philosophies. It is a doctrine of history and also a motivating
force. From Lenin, to Stalin, to Khrushchev, to Brezhnev, and to who-
ever succeeds him, Soviet leaders have been partly motivated by
a self-proclaimed insight inte the forces of history and by a con-
viction that their cause is the cause of historical inevitability. Their
ideology teaches that the- class struggle and ecomomic determinism
make revolutiomary upheaval inevitzble. The confiict between the
forces of revolution and counterrevolution is irreconcilable. To the
industrial democracies peace appears as a naturally attainable condition;
it is the composition of differences, the absence of struggle. To the So-
viet leaders, by contrast, struggle is ended not by compromise but by
the victory of one side. Permanent peace, according to Communist
theory, can be achieved only by abolishing the class struggle and the
class struggle can be ended only by a Communist victory. Hence, any
Soviet move, no matter how belligerent, advances the cause of peace,
while any capitalist policy, no matter how conciliatory, serves the ends
of war. ‘““Until the final issue [between capitalism and Communism] is
decided,”’ said Lenin, ““the state of awful war will continue. . . . Sen-
timentality is no less a crime than cowardice in war.”’* Statements of
Western leaders or analysts stressing the importance of goodwill can
only appear to Soviet leaders either as hypocrisy or stupidity, pro-
paganda or ignorance.

Soviet policy thus uses a vocabulary all its own. In 1939, it was the
League of Nations that in Soviet propaganda threatened peace by con-
demning the Soviet attack on Finland. While Soviet tanks were shooting
down civilians in Hungary in the fall of 1956, it was the United Nations
that was accused by Moscow of threatening peace by debating Soviet
armed intervention. When in 1968 the Soviet Union and its Warsaw
Pact allies invaded Czechoslovakia, they did so amid a smokescreen of
accusations against the United States, West Germany, and NATO for
“interfering,”” even though the West had bent over backward ner to in-
volve itself in Czechoslovakia. In 1978, the USSR ‘“‘wamed’’ the
United States against interfering in Iran, not because they feared it but
because they knew it would not happen; it was a way to accelerate the
demoralization of those who might resist the upheaval already taking
place, The Soviet leadership is burdened by no self-doubt or liberal
guili. It has no effective domestic opposition questioning the morality of
its actions. The result is a foreign policy free to fill every vacuum, to
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explloit'every opportunity, to act out the implications of its doctrine.
Pohf:y 1s constrained principally by calculations of objective conditions.
Soviet proclamations of peaceful intent must be judged by this vocabu-
lary. Thfay may well be “‘sincere’” but for pragmatic reasons. Where
there exists a danger of nuclear war they are unguestionably sincere
because Soviet leaders have no intention of committing suicide. But
fundamentally they reflect less of a principle and more of a judgment
that the relation of forces is unfavorable for military pressure. Ando even
dunng the most strenuous peace offensives Soviet leaders have never
disguised their intention of waging a permanent war for men’s minds.

In‘ius report to the Party Congress outlining his new commitment to
coexistence, Khrushchev explained his policy in purely tactical terms,
as a device to enable capitalists to surrender peacefully: ““There is no
doubt that in a number of capitalist countries violent overthrow of
the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie . . . [is] inevitable. But the forms of
social revolution vary. . . . The greater or lesser intensity which the
struggle may assume, the use or non-use of violence in the transition to
soctalism depend on the resistance of the exploiters. . . .2

Historical trends are considered immune from tactical compromise.
Marxist theory combipes with Russian national advantage to place the
Soviet Union on the side of all radical anti-Western movements in the
Third World, regardless of what practical accommodations are made be-
tween East and West on nuclear matters. Leonid Brezhnev declared at
the twenty-fourth Party Congress at the end of March I971:

We declare that, while consistently pursuing its policy of peace and friendship'
among r_xatjons, the Soviet Union will continee to conduct 2 resolute struggle
agamst imperialism, and firmly to rebuff the evil designs and subversions of
aggressors. As in the past, we shall give undeviating support to the peopie’s
struggle for democracy, national liberation and socialism.

His colleague, Soviet President Nikolai Podgorny, declared in Novem-
ber 1973:

A§ the Soviet people see it, a just and democratic world cannot be achieved
Wlt.hout the national and social liberation of peopies. The struggle by the Soviet
Union for the relaxation of international tensions, for peaceful coexistence
among states and different systems does not represent, and cannot represent, a
departure from the class principles of our foreign policy.?

The arena of international struggle thereby expands to include the in-
ternal policies and social structures of countries, mocking the traditional
standard of interpational law that condemns interference in a country’s
domestic affairs. In the centuries in which the European nations domi-
nated the world, a country could increase its influence only by territorial

© acquisitions; these were visible and evoked after a time the nnited resis-
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e of those threatened by the upset of the established order. But in
tt?lgcpogtwar period it is possible to c‘pange the balgnce of power through
developments — upheavals, revolutions, subversion — within the §ﬁv-
ereign territory of another country. Ideology thus c_:hailenges the stability
of the international system — like the Napoleonic upheavals after the
French Revolution, or the religious wars that convulsed Europe for cex;—
turies. Ideology transcends limits, eschews restraints, and disdains tol-

onciliation. ) N
eraélxig: ;oh'cy is also, of course, the inheritor of an ancient tradition of
Russian nationalism. Over centuries the strange Russian empire has
seeped outward from the Duchy of Muscovy, spreading east and west
across endless plains where no geographical obstat_:le except distance set
a limit to human ambition, inundating what resisted, _absorblgg what
yielded. This sea of land has, of course, been a temptation for mvaglcrs
as well, but as it has eventually swal}owed up all conquerors — aided
no little by @ hard climate — it has impelled the Russian people who
have endured to identify security with pushing back all surrounding
countries. Perhaps from this insecure history, perhaps from a sense :g
inferiority, Russia’s rulers — Communists or tsars -— have res_poqd
by identifying security not only with distance but also with domination.
They have never believed that they'could bullq a moral consensus
among other peoples. Absolute Security fqr Russia has meant infinite
insecurity for all its neighbors. The distinction of Lepinist Communism
was that it, for the first time in Russian history, gave the expansionist
instinct a theoretical formulation that applied universally around the
globe. It salved Russian consciences; it compounded the problem for all

-peoples. ) ‘
Oth'I?;eie gurable impulses of nationalism and ideclogy that lie behind
Soviet policy emphasize the irmrelevance of much Western debate
whether this or that Soviet move is the prelude to a global showdown,
or, alternatively, whether some new overture marks a thaw, a change czf
heart. The question is continually asked: What are the_Sov?let Union'’s
ultimate aims? What are the Soviet leaders’ real intentions? It may be
the wrong question. It seems to imply that the answer lies in the secret
recesses of the minds of Soviet leaders, as if Brezhnev might divulge it
if awakened in the middle of night or caught in an unguarded moment.
Focusing on the question of ultimate aims is bound to leave the democ-
racies uncertain and hesitant at each new Soviet geopolitical move, as
they try to analyze and debate among thex_nss:lves whethir the intrinsic
value of the area at stake is of any ‘‘strategic importance, ™ or whether it
heralds 2 tumn to 2 hard line. These are not the alternatives as the Soviet
leaders see them. The Soviet practice, confident of t.‘r}e flow of history,
is to promote the attrition of adversaries bylgradflal increrments, not to
stake everything on a single throw of the dice. “To accept battle at a
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time when it is obviously advantageous to the enemy and not to us is a
crime,”” wrote Lenin.* By the same token, the failure to engage in the
conflict when the relation of forces is favorable is equally a crime. The
choice of Soviet tactics is, therefore, at each time and place determined
by their assessment of the “‘objective correlation of forces,’” which as
Marxists they pride themselves on discerning.
It seems to me more useful, therefore, to view Soviet strategy as es-

sentially one of ruthless opportunism. No chance of incremental gain
must be given up for Western concepts of goodwill. The immense reser-
voir of sympathy built up during World War II was sacrificed without
hesitation to obtain a bastion in Eastern Europe. The Geneva stramit
conference of 1955 was used to perpetuate the Soviet position in East
Germany and opened the way to the Soviet arms deal with Egypt, which
helped to produce two decades of turmoil in the Middle East. In 1962 a
new Administration that had eagerly — almost pleadingly — expressed
its desire for a new era of US-Soviet relations was confronted with an
ultimatum over Berlin and a Cuban missile crisis. In 1975~1976 2 pos-

sible SALT agreement did not prevent the dispatch of Soviet-backed
Cuban forces to Angola. In 1977 the hopeful prospect of a new Ad-

ministration eager to revive détente did not tilt the balance in favor of
restraint when an opportunity for proxy war presented itself in Ethiopia.

In every policy choice the Soviet leaders have identified their interests

not with the goodwill of countries that Soviet doctrine defines as organi-

cally hostile but with strategic opportunity as they saw it. To expect the

Soviet leaders to restrain themselves from exploiting circumstances they

conceive to be favorable is to misread history. To foreciose Soviet op-
portunities is thus the essence of the West’s responsibility. It is up to us
to define the limits of Soviet aims.

This is an attainable objective. The imposing monolith of totalitarian
states often obscures their latent weaknesses. The Soviet system is un-
stabie politically; it has no mechanism for succession. Of the four Gen-
eral Secretaries of the Soviet Communist Party two have died in office;
the third has been removed by couplike procedures; the fate of the
fourth is unsettled at this writing. Precisely because there is no ‘‘legiti-
mate’’ means of replacing jeaders they all grow old together in office. A
ponderous bureaucratic machinery and the complexity of collective lead-
ership make it rare that Soviet foreign policy shows great brilliance or
even quick responses to fast-moving events.

Nor is their economic system impressive. Ironically, in a country that
exalts economic determinism, the standard of living of the Soviet
Union, a land rich in resources, still lags even behind that of jts East
European satellites over sixty vears after the advent of Communism.
Over time this inefficiency is bound to produce strains and competing
claims on the resources now devoted so predominantly to military prep-

** 132**



120 196¢: The Start of the Journey

arations. Nor is the Communist Party likely to remain forever mono-
Jithic and unchallenged. The system of total planning l;ads to top-heavy
competing bureaucracies uneasily arbitrated by the aging l_eaders in the
Politburo. It is one of the ironjes of elaborated Communist states that
the Communist Party has no real function even.though it permeates
every aspect of society. It is not needed for runming the economy. for
administration, or for government. Rather, it embodles.a social structure
of privilege; it justifies itself by vigilance against enemies, domestic and
foreign — thus producing a vested interest in tension. Sooner or later
this essentially parasitic function is bound to lead to internal pressures,
especially in a state comprised of many nationalities.

Nothing could be more mistaken than fo fall in with the myth of an
inexorable Soviet advance carefully orchestrated by some superplanners.
Coexistence on the basis of the balance of forces should tperefore be
within our grasp — provided the pature of the challenge is correctly
understood. But this is precisely what the democracies have had
difficulty doing. The themes dominant in the West’s perceptions of the
Soviet Union have been recwrrent: first, that Soviet purposes have ail-
ready changed and the Soviet leaders are about to concentrate on
economjc development rather than foreign adventures; s;cond, that im-
provements in atmosphere and good personal relations mth. qu1et_ 1{3ad-
ers will help mitigate hostility; and third, that the Kremlin is divided
between hawks and doves and that it is the duty o_f _thc; Western democ-
racies to strengthen the doves by a policy of conc_111at10n.

The eagerness of so many in the non-Communist world to de_:cla:re an
end to the tensions and perils of the Cold War dges not lack poignancy.
In the 1930s the prominent American histoman Michael Florinsky
argued: ‘“The former crusaders of world revolution at any cost have
exchanged their swords for machine tools, anq now rely more on the
results of their labor than on direct action to ach}eve the ultimate victory
of the proletariat.”” In the 1930s, the democratic freedoms described in
the Soviet Constitution were admired in Europe and the U_mted States
even while the Gulag Archipelago was growing, the purge trials mocked
any concept of justice, and the Soviet Union became the first major
country to make an overture toward Hitler. After Stalin disbanded the
Comintemn in 1943, Senator Tom Connally of Texas, harfi‘ly kn9wn for
his softness on Communism, was reported as saying: Russians for
years have been changing their economy and approaching the abandon-
ment of communism and the whole Western world will be gratified at
the happy climax of their efforts.””® Wrote Under Secretary of State
Sumner Welles, ‘“Upon the conclusion of the present war, the Soviet
government undoubtedly will have to dedicate 1ts.ch1ef energies for a
term of years to the rehabilitation and reconstruction of its devastated
cities and territories, to the problem of industrialization, and to the
achievement of a rise in the popular standard of living.”"?
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This theme that the Soviet Union should prefer economic develop-
ment has never died. The Western democracies, extrapolating from their
own domestic experience, assume that popular frustrations are assuaged
by economic advance and that economic progress is a more rational ob-
jective than foreign adventures. In 1959 Averell Harriman wrote: ‘1
think Mr. Khrushchev is keenly anxious to improve Soviet living stan-
dards. I believe that he looks upon the current Seven Year Plan as the
crowning success of the Communist revolution and a historic turning
point in the lives of the Soviet people. He also considers it a monument
to himself that will mark him in history as one of his country’s great
benefactors.”’$ The bitter disappointments to follow did not inter this
thought.

Thus in February 1964 Secretary of State Dean Rusk, hardly a dove,
confidently asserted: “‘They [the Communists] appear to have begun to
realize that there is an irresolvable contradiction between the demands to
promote world Communism by force and the needs of the Soviet state
and the people.’’® The suppression of the East German and Hungarian
uprisings, the several confrontations over Berlin, the Cuban missile
crisis, the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the massive supplies to North
Vietnam, the exacerbation of tensions in the Middle East, the never-
ending attempt to probe for weak spots in Africa — none of these af-
fected the persistent conviction of many that a Soviet change of heart
was imuminent and that the Soviets would prefer economic development
to foreign adventures. (Of course, one reason why it has been difficult
to test this last proposition is that the industrial democracies have never
insisted that the Soviet Union make this choice: credits and trade have
continued even in periods of Soviet aggressiveness.)

Equally perennial has been the conviction that there rages in the
Kremlin a continual struggle in which America can assist the more
peace-loving element by a conciliatory policy. The West has been assid-
wous in finding alibis for a succession of Soviet leaders; the incumbent
was always considered the leader of the *“liberal” faction — even Josef
Stalin. Perhaps the definitive example of this Western attitude was writ-
ten in 1045; today we can appreciate the irony of it. After the Yalta

Conference, White House adviser Harry Hopkins told the author Robert
Sherwood:

The Russians had proved that they could be reasonable and farseeing and
there wasn’t any doubt in the minds of the President or any of us that we could
live with them and get along with them peacefully for as far into the future as
any of us could imagine. But I have to make one amendment to that — I thini.
we all had in our minds the reservation that we could not foretell what the
results would be if anything should happen to Stalin. We felt sure that we could
count on him to be reasonable and sensible and understanding — but we never
could be sure who or what might be in back of him there in the Kremlin.1°
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““The prospect that the survival of Nikita S. Khrushchev’s liberal regime -
rests upon a meeting this year between the Soviet Premier and Western

LX)

ieaders is being discussed by Western diplomats,”” reported the New
York Times on May 5, 1958, a view that led to Khrushchev’s visit to
Washington in 1959. After Khrushchev's: &ffort to change the strategic
balance was rebuffed in the Cuban missile crisis, Washington experts
speculated that he was struggling against hard-liners in the Kremlin ang
needed understanding and support from the United States lest these
Hard-liners prevail — ignoring the fact that it was Khrushchev himself
who had sent the missiles to Cuba and that he was being attacked
mainly because he had failed.'! A plausible argument can be made that
we strengthen whatever moderate elements there are in the Kremlin
more by firmness, which demonstrates the risks of Soviet adventures,
than by creating the impression that seemingly marginal moves are free
of cost.

The idea of the Kremlin struggle that America should seek to influ-
ence adds impetus to the other dominant idea that tensions are caused by
personal misunderstandings which charm and sincerity can eradicate. A
little more than two years after coming into office with the argument
that it would roll back Communism, the Eisenhower Administration un-
dertook a summit with the Soviets at which the personal magic of the
President was widely hailed as ushering in a new era. ““No one would
want to underestimate tHe change in the Russian attitude,”” said the
New York Herald Tribuite on July 21, 1955. ‘“Without that, nothing
would have been possible. . . . But it remains President Eisenhower’s
achievement that he cofnprehended the change, that he seized the open-
ing and tumed it to the advantage of world peace.’’ Life magazine
averred on August 1, 1955° ““The chief result of the Geneva conference
is so simple and breath-taking that cynics and comma-chasers still ques-
tion it and Americans, for other reasons, find it a little difficult to grasp.
The championship of peace has changed hands. In the mind of Europe,
which judges this unofficial fitle, it has passed from Moscow to Wash-
ington.”” Tt was open to question how a country that had in short order
turned all of Eastern Europe into satellites, blockaded Berlin, and sup-
pressed a revolt in East Germany should have qualified for the champi-
onship of peace in the first place. But the belief that peace depended on
good personal relations was extraordinarily pervasive even in the 1950s.
The most eloquent statement of this attitude was made by then British
Foreign Secretary Harold Macrmillan at the end of the Foreign Ministers’
Conference in 1955. This meeting had deadlocked precisely because the
preceding summit conference had achieved the Soviet aim of relaxing
tensions entirely through atmospherics:

Why did this meeting [the summit] send a thrill of hope and expectation
round the world? It wasnt that the discussions were specially remarkable.
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. . It wasn’t that they reached any very sensational agreement. It wasn't re-
“ally what they did or said. What struck the imagination of the world was the

fact of the friendly meeting between the Heads of the two great groups into
“which the world is divided. These men, carrying their immense burdens, met

-and talked and joked together like ordinary mertals. . . . The Geneva spirit
‘was really a return to normal human relations.'?

‘A year later these same Soviet leaders suppressed the uprising in

‘Hungary and threatened Britain and France with nuclear war over the

© erisis in the Middle East - after the United States had ostentatiously

dissociated itself from its allies. A decade later, however, President

- Johnson in his 1965 State of the Union Address expressed the hope that
- Khrushchev’s successors could also visit the United States, in order to

reduce the risks of personal misunderstandings:

If we are to live together in peace, we must come to know each other better,
T am sure that the American people would welcome a chance to listen to the

1" Soviet leaders on our television — as I would like the Soviet people to hear our

leaders on theirs.
I hope the new Soviet leaders can visit America so they can learn about our
country at firsthand.

In the face of the Soviet Union’s ambiguous challenge, the West
paralyzed itself, moreover, not only by excesses of conciliation but by
excesses of truculence. In every decade the alternative to policies of

- sentimental conciliation was posed in terms of liturgical belligerence as

if the emphatic trumpeting of anti-Communism would suffice to make
the walls come tumbling down. Side by side with the idea that there had
been a basic change in the Soviet system there existed the belief that So-
viet purposes could never be modified, which would make the Soviet
state the first in history to be immune to historical change. Those who
denounced American intransigence were opposed by others who could
not imagine that any agreement with the Soviet Union could possibly be
in our interest; sometimes the very fact that the Soviets wanted an
agreement was adduced as an argument against it. Both these attitudes
sprang from the same fallacy that there was some terminal point to inter-
national tension, the reward either for goodwill or for toughness. They
neglected the reality that we were dealing with a system too ideologi-
cally hostile for instant conciliation and militarily too powerful to de-
stroy. We had to prevent its seizing of strategic opportunities; but we
also had to have enough confidence in our own judgments to make ar-
rangements with it that would gain time — time for the inherent stagna-
tion of the Communist system to work its corrosion and to permit the
necessity of coexistence based on restraint to be understood.

I had been a critic of both these schools — which had influenced all
postwar administrations in the decade before I entered public service:
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The obsession with Soviet intentions causes the West to be smug during
periods of détente and panicky during crises. A benign Soviet tone is equated

with the achievement of peace; Soviet hostility is considered to be the signal for

a new period of tension and usually evokes purely military countermeasures.
The West is thus never ready for a Soviet change of course; it has been equally
unprepared for détente and intransigence. '?

* ® *

The heat of their argument sometimes cbscured the fact that the advocates
and the opponents of negotiation agreed in their fundamental assumptions,
They were in accord that an effective settlement presupposed a change in the
Soviet system. They were at one in thinking that Western diplomacy shouid
seek 1o influence Soviet internal developments. Both groups gave the impres-
sion that the nature of a possible settlement with the Communist world was per-
fectly obvious. . . . They differed primarily about the issue of timing. The op-
ponexnts of negotation maintained that the Soviet change of heart was still in
the future, while the advocates claimed that it had already taken place. . . .

In the process, more attention was paid to whether we should negotiate than -

to what we should negotiate about. The dispute over Soviet domestic develop-

ments diverted energies from elaborating our own purposes. It caused us to
make an issue of what should have been taken for granted: our willingness to |
negotiate. And it deflected us from elaborating a concrete program which alone

would have made negotiations meaningful.!#

By the tme the Nixon Administration took office, the political bal-

ance sheet was hardly in credit. The Soviet Union had just occupied -
- Czechoslovakia. It was supplying massive arms to North Vietnam; with- -

out its assistance to Hanoi, a successful negotiation could have been as-

sured. It had shown no willingness to help bring a settlement in the :
Middle Fast. And the Soviet Union at this point was nearing equality in -
strategic weapons. The decisive American supericrity, which had char-

acterized the entire postwar period, had ended by 1967, halting at self-
imposed ceilings of 1,000 Minuteman ICBMs, 656 Polaris SLBMs, and
54 Titan ICBMs.* By 1969 it was clear that the number of Soviet mis-

siles capable of reaching the United States would soon equal that of all o

American missiles available for retaliation against the Soviet Union,
and, if Soviet building programs continued through the Seventies,
would come to excesd them.

The new Administration had to attempt to resolve a series of contra- ;|-
dictions. Whatever might be said about growing Soviet power, Commu-~ 3"
nist ideclogy, Russian expansionism, and Soviet interventionism, any- !

one coming to office in the Jate Sixties could not fail to be awed by the
unprecedented dimensions of the challenge of peace. No bellicose rheto-

*ICBM: intercontinental ballistic missile; SLBM: submerine-lannched ballistic missile.
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¢ could obscure the fact that existing nuclear stockpiles were enough to
estroy mankind; ne amount of distrust of the Soviet Union could en-
dorse adoption of the traditional balance-of-power politics of resolving
risis by confrontation. There could be no higher duty than to prevent
+he catastrophe of nuclear war. Yet mere senumentahty was treacher-
ous. It would mislead our people and Commumst leaders alike, expos-
g the first to shock and tempting the second 10 regard negotiation as a
_wable instrument of political warfare. We had to recognize that at home
and among our allies we could gain support for firm action in crisis only
if we could demonstrate it was not of our making. But in trying to
construct a more peaceful world it would also be folly to lull people into
ignoring the nature of an ideological and geopolitical challenge that

' _would last for generations, or to shirk the unpopularity of spendmo for
“tactical and strategic defense. It was not going to be easy for a democ-

racy, in the middle of a divisive war in Asm
. For those in positions of responsibility, devotion to peace and free-
dom is not tested by the emotion of their pronouncements. We had to

" express our commitment by the discipline with which we would defend
“our values and yet create conditions for long-term security. We had to
~‘teach our people to face their permanent responsibility, not to expect
.- that either tension — or our adversary — would ever millennially dis-
. appear. Such a course might not be comfortable or easy, especially for a
- people as impatient as ours. But we would be judged by future genera-
‘tions by whether we had left a safer world than we found, a world that

preserved the peace without abdication and strengthened the confidence

- and hopes of free peoples.

Reflections during the Transition Period

THE Kremiin tends to approach a new American Administration with

acute wariness. Bureaucracies crave predictability, and the Soviet
leaders operate- in a Byzantine bureaucratic environment of un-

- . compromising standards. They can adjust to steady firmness; they grow
" ‘nervous in the face of rapid changes, which undermine the confidence of
- their colleagues in their judgment and their mastery of events. It was

pointless, we concluded, to try to overcome this uneasiness at the start

. of a new Administration by appeals to a sense of moral community, for

the Soviet leaders’ entire training and ideology deny this possibility.
Self-interest is a standard they understand better. It is no accident that in
relations between the Soviet Union and other societies those Western
leaders most bent on showing ‘‘understanding”” for their Soviet counter-
parts have been least successful. A Soviet leadership proud of its supe-
rior understanding of the objective sources of political motivation cannot

1 - admit that it is swayed by transitory considerations. Thus the almost
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pleading efforts of the Kennedy Administration failed to make progress
until a psychological balance was restored, first with the US military
buildup after pressures on Berlin and then by the Cuban missile crisis.
After these events some progress was made. ‘

The Kremlin knew Nixon, by contrast, as a Communist-baiter; but it
had never permitted personal antipathy to stand in the way of Soviet na-
tional interest. Stalin, after all, had made an overture to Hitler within
weeks of the Nazis’ advent to power. Despite the mutual distrust, rela-
tions between the Kremlin and the Nixon Administration were more
businesslike than in most previous periods and generally free of the

roller-coaster effect of first exalted and then disappointed hopes. That

strange pair, Brezhnev and Nixon, ultimately developed a modus vi-
vendi because each came to understand the other’s perception of his
self-interest. Nixon had visited the Soviet Union earlier in his career,
when as Vice President he had had his famous ‘‘Kitchen Debate with
Khrushchev. Nixon had a far keener grasp of the characteristics of its
leadership than any other recent Presidential contender. Moscow was
concemned lest the new President begin a fresh round of weapons pro-
curement, which would strain the Soviet economy. But it was prepared
to inquire into the price for averting this prospect, even while it put up
its time-tested pretense of imperviousness to threats and resorted to its
traditional tactic of seeking to undermine American domestic support for
the policy it feared.

It took some time for the relationship to prosper but when it did it was
not by chance. No subject occupied more of the attention of the Presi-

dent-elect during the transition period; he and I spent hours together

charting our course. Nixon had come to the problem by a more political
route than J. Having made his reputation through a tough, occasionally
strident anti-Communism, he was committed to maintaining his tradi-
tional conservative constituency. He considered his reputation as a hard-
liner a unique asset to the conduct of our policy. But he understood that
as President he would need to stretch his political base toward the politi-
cal center; indeed, he shrewdly saw in East-West relations a long-term
opportunity to build his new majority. He tended to combine these keen
instincts with extremely personal judgments. He had been afraid that the
Glassboro summit might restore Johnson’s fortunes — hence he consid-
ered that the Soviets had colluded with the Democrats to thwart him.
But he had also seen how the inconclusive outcome caused Johnson’s
popularity to dissipate as rapidly as it had spurted — hence his determi-
nation not to have a summit unless success could be guaranteed.

My approach — as outlined above — was in essence quite similar,
if, given my academic background, somewhat more theoretical. On
December 12, 1968, the President-elect asked me to brief the new Cabi-
net on our approach to foreign policy. It seemed to me, I told my new
colleagues, that Soviet foreign policy was being pulled in two direc-
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tions. There were pressures for conciliation with the West, coming from
a rising desire for consumer goods, from the fear of war, and perhaps

" from those who hoped for a relaxation in police-state controls. At the

same time there were pressures for continued confrontation with the
United States arising out of Communist ideology, the suspiciousness of
the leaders, the Party apparatus, the military, and those who feared that
any relaxation of tensions could only encourage the satellites to try once
again to loosen Moscow’s apron strings. Moscow’s foreign policy
since the Angust invasion of Czechoslovakia had focused on two prob-
lems: how to overcome the shock effect of the invasion on the rest of the
Communist world, and how to cut its losses elsewhere, especially how
to hold down damage to US-Soviet relations.

For the latter reasomn, the Soviets seemed particularly anxious to keep
open the possibility of talks on strategic arms limitation. This had many
motives: It could be a tactical device to regain respectability; it might be
2 maneuver to split the Alliance by playing up fears of a US—Soviet
condominium; it could be that they believed a reasonably stable strategic
balance was inevitable and had therefore decided to try to stablize the
arms race at the present level. Qur response depended on our conception
of the problem. Our past policy had often been one of ‘‘confidence
building’” for its own sake, in the belief that as confidence grew ten-
sions would lessen. But if one took the view that tensions arose as a
result of differences over concrete issues, then the way to approach the
problem was to begin working on those differences. A lasting peace
depended on the settlement of the political issues that were dividing the
two nuclear superpowers.

In fact, I spoke i almost the same vein to a key Soviet represen-
tative. When I saw Boris Sedov, the KGB operative masquerading as an
Embassy counselor, on December 18 at the Pierre Hotel, I toid him that
the President-elect was serious when he spoke of an era of negotiation.
The Soviet leadership would find the new Administration prepared to
negotiate lasting settlements reflecting real interests. We believed that
there had been too much concern with atmospherics and not enough
with substance. In the view of the new Administration there were real
differences between the United States and the Soviet Union and these
differences must be narrowed if there was to be a genuine relaxation of
tensions. We were, I said, prepared to talk about limiting strategic
weapons. But we would not be stampeded into talks before we had
analyzed the problem. We would also judge the Soviet Union’s pur-
poses by its willingness to move forward on a broad front, especially
by its attitude on the Middle East and Vietnam. We expected Soviet
restraint in trouble spots around the world. (This was the famous doc-
trine of ‘‘linkage.””) I hoped he would convey these considerations to
Moscow.

Moscow sent a soothing reply. Sedov brought me a message on
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January 2, 1969, in which Soviet leaders dissociated themselves from
the ‘‘pessimistic view’’ they claimed to have seen expressed ‘‘in many
parts of the world™ about the President-elect. The “‘key concern of
Moscow’” was not Nixon’s past record but whether our leadership was
animated by ‘‘a sense of reality.”” Disarmament was of preeminent im-
portance. The Soviet leaders recognized that our relations would be
favorably affected by a settlement of the Vietnam problem, a political
solution in the Middle East, and “‘a realistic approach’ in Europe as a
whole and in Germany in particular. The Kremlin did not fail to note its
own ‘‘special interests”’ in Eastern Europe.

Both sides had now stated their basic positions. The new Administra-
tion wanted to use the Soviet concern about its intentions to draw the
Kremlin into discussions on Vietnam. We therefore insisted that negoti-
ations on all issues proceed simuitancously. The Soviet leaders were
especially worried about the impact of a new arms race on the Soviet
economy; they therefore gave top priority to arms limitation. This had
the additional advantage to them that the mere fact of talks, regardless
of their resuits, would complicate new defense appropridtions in the
United States and — though we did not yet perceive this — would dis-
quiet the Chinese.

Of course, nothing further could happen until the new Administration
was in office. But in our deliberations at the Fierre Hotel the President-
elect and I distilled a number of basic principles that were to character-
ize our approach to US—Soviet relations as long as we were in office:

The principle of concreteness. We would insist that any negotiations
between the United States and the Soviet Union deal with specific
causes of tensions rather than general atmospherics. Summit meetings,
if they were to be meaningful, had to be well prepared and reflect nego-
tiations that had already made major progress in diplomatic channels.
We would take seriously the ideological commitment of Soviet leaders;
we would not delude curselves about the incompatibie interests between
our two countries in many areas. We would not pretend that good per-
sonal relations or sentimental rhetoric would end the tensions of the
postwar period. But we were prepared to explore areas of common con-
cern and to make precise agreements based on strict reciprocity.

The principle of restraint. Reasonabie relations between the su-
perpowers could not survive the constant attempt to pursue unilateral ad-
vantages and exploit areas of crisis. We were determined to resist Soviet
adventures; at the same time we were prepared to negotiate about a gen-
uine easing of tensions. We would not hold still for a détente designed

to lull potential victims; we were prepared for a détente based on mutnal
restraint, We would pursue a carrot-and-stick approach, ready to impose
penalties for adventurism, willing to expand relations in the context of
responsible behavior,

.. cal and the strategic environment .
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The principle of linkage. We insisted that progress in superpower

_.__relations, to be real, had to be made on a broad front. Events in dif-
“ferent parts of the world, in our view, were related to each other; even

more so, SovieF conduct in different parts of the world. We proceeded
from the premise that to _Separate issues into distinct compartments
would encourage the Soviet leaders to believe that they could use

"' coOperation in one area as a safety valve while striving for unilateral ad-

vantages elsewhere. This was unacceptable. Nixon expressed this view

. at his very first press conference on Janua i
at his ‘ : ry 27, 1969. Strategic arms
limitation talks with the Soviet Union would be more produgtive, he

§aid, if‘they were conducted “‘in a way and at a time that will promote,
if possible, progress on outstanding political problems at the same

. time.”” In a briefing for reporters on February 6, I used the term *“link-

age’’ explicitly: ““To take the question of the linkage between the politi-
. . [the President] . . . would like

- to deal with the problem of peace on the entire front i .
i in c
is challenged and not only on the military one. which peace

So strong is the pragmatic tradition of American polit]
_ : : political thought that
this concept of linkage was widely challenged in 1969. It was thc?ught to

- be an idiosyncrasy, a gratuitous device to delay arms control negotia-

tions. It has since been repudiated as if it reflected the poli

} e L policy preference
of a particular administration, In our view, linkage existed in tlzvo forms:
first, when a diplomat deliberaiely links two separate objectives in a

| negouation, using one as leverage on the other; or by virtue of reality
L4

because in an interdependent world the actions of a major power are
wevitably related and have comsequences beyond the issue or region
immediately concerned.

The new Administration sometimes resorted to linkage in the first

- sense; for example, when we made progress in settling the Vietnam war

something of a condition for advance in areas of interest to the Soviets
such as the Middle East, trade, or arms limitation. But in the far moré
important sense, linkage was a reality, not a decision. Displays of
Amcnc'an impotence in one part of the world, such as Asia or Africa
would Inevitably erode our credibility in other parts of the world. such
as the Middle East. (This was why we were so determined that our’with~

~drawa] from Vietnam occur not as a collapse but as an American strat-

egy.) Our posture in arms control negotiations could not be separated

. fror_n the resulting military balance, nor from our responsibilities as the
_ Major military power of a global system of alliances. By the same

token, arms lmitation could almost certainly not survive a period of

1 -_growing international tensions. We saw linkage, in short, as synony-
¢ oous with an overall strategic and geopolitical view. To ignore the inter-

Coix_aection of events was to undermine the coherence of ail policy.
inkage, however, is not a natural concept for Americans, who have
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traditionally perceived foreign policy as an episodic enterprise. Our bu
reaucratic organizations, divided into regional and functional bureaus,
and indeed our academic tradition of specialization compound the ten::
dency to compartmentalize. American pragmatism produces a penchant :
for examining issues separately: to solve problems on their merits, with--
out z sense of time or context or of the seamless web of reality. And the -
American legal tradition encourages rigid attention to the “*facts of the °
case,”’ a distrust of abstractions. _

Yet in foreign policy there is no escaping the need for an integrating
conceptual framework. In domestic affairs new departures are defined
by the legislative process; dramatic initiatives may be the only way to -
Jaunch a new program. In foreign policy the most important initiatives |
require painstaking preparation; results take months or years to emerge, -
Success requires a sense of history, an understanding of manifold forces
not within our control, and a broad view of the fabric of events. The test
of domestic policy is the merit of a law; that of foreign policy, nuances
and interrelations. : 2

The most difficult challenge for a policymaker in foreign affairs
is to establish priorities. A conceptual framework — which “Tinks™
events — is an essential tool. The absence of linkage produces exactly
the opposite of freedom of action; policymakers are forced to respond to
parochial interests, buffeted by pressures without a fixed compass. The
Secretary of State becomes the captive of his geographic bureaus; the
President is driven excessively by his agencies. Both run the risk of
becoming prisoners of events,

Linkage, therefore, was another of the attempts of the new Adminis- ;.
tration to free our foreign policy from oscillations between overexten- |
sion and isolation and to ground it in a firm conception of the national -
interest.

Public and Congressional Attitudes: A Spring Flurry

NE of the bizarre elements of the election of Richard Nixon was that
many of those who had fought him because of his strident opposi- ¥
tion to Communism should interpret his election as a mandate for new )
overtures to the Soviet Umion. The Nixon Administration was greeted
with a barrage of advice to move forward rapidly to improve relations .
with the Soviet Union. Nixon was soon found wanting in this regard,
too suspicious of Soviet intentions, too obsessed with military strength,
too resistant to the necessities of détente. :
A “‘get-acquainted”’ summit was one proposal; its purpose would be
to initiate the strategic arms talks that the Johnson Administration had
prepared, and to improve the climate of personal relations. This was
widely espoused by, among others, Zbigniew Brzezinski, who wrote
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order has proved too simple. Political multipolarity makes it
impossible to impose an American design. Our deepest chal-
lenge will be to evoke the creativity of a pluralistic world, to
base order on political multipolarity even though overwhelm-
ing military strength will remain with the two superpowers.

Henry Kissinger, "Central Issues of American Foreign Policy"
(1968), pp. 58-97

II. THE LIMITS OF BIPOLARITY:
THE NATURE OF POWER
IN THE MODERN PERIOD

THROUGHOUT history, military power was considered the final
recourse. Statesmen treated the acquisition of additional
power as an obvious and paramount objective. As recently
as twenty-five years ago, it would have been inconceivable
that 2 country could possess too much strength for effective
political use; every increment of power was—at least theoret-
ically—politically effective. The minimum aim was to assure
the impermeability of the territory. Until the Second World
‘War, a state’s strength could be measured by its ability to
protect its population from attack.

The nuclear age has destroyed this traditional measure. In-
creasing strength no longer necessarily confers the ability to
protect the population. No foreseeable force level—not even
full-scale ballistic missile defenses—can prevent levels of dam-
age eclipsing those of the two world wars. In these conditions,
the major problem is to discipline power so that it bears a ra-
tional relationship to the objectives likely to be in dispute.
"The paradox of contemporary military strength is that a gar-
gantuan increase in power has eroded its relationship to
policy. The major nuclear powers are capable of devastating
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each other. But they have great difficulty translating this
capability into policy except to prevent direct challenges to
their own survival—and this condition 1s interpreted with in-
creasing strictness. The capacity to destroy is difficult to trans-
late into a plausible threat even against countries with no
capacity for retaliation. The margin of superiority of the
superpowers over the other states is widening; yet other na-
tions have an unprecedented scope for autonomous action. In
relatons with many domestically weak countries, a radio
transmitter can be a more effective form of pressure than a
squadron of B-z2s. In other words, power no longer translates
automatically into infiuence. This does not mean that impo-
tence increases influence, only that power does not automat-
ically confer it.

This state of affairs has profound consequences for tradi-
tional notions of balance of power. In the past, stability has
always presupposed the existence of an equilibrium of power
which prevented one state from imposing its will on the others.

The traditional criteria for the balance of power were ter-
ritorial. A state could gain overwhelming superiority only by
conquest; hence, as long as territorial expansion was fore-
closed, or severely limited, the equilibrium was likely to be
preserved. In the contemporary period, this is no longer true.
Some conquests add little to effective military strength; major
increases in power are possible entirely through developments
within the territory of a sovereign state. China gained more
in real military power through the acquisition of nuclear
weapons than if it had conquered 2ll of Southeast Asia. If
the Soviet Union had occupied Western Europe but had re-
mained without nuclear weapons, it would be less powerful
than it is now with its existing nuclear arsenal within its pres-
ent borders. In other words, the really fundamental changes
in the balance of power have all occurred within the terri-
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torial limits of sovereign states. Clearly, there is an urgent
need to analyze just what is understood by power—as well as
by balance of power—in the nuclear age.

This would be difficult enough were technology stable. It
becomes enormously. complicated when a scientific revolution
produces an upheaval in weapons technology at five-year in-
tervals. Slogans like “superiority,” “parity,” “assured destruc-
tion,” compete unencumbered by clear definitions of their
operational military significance, much less a consensus on
their political implications. The gap between experts and
decision-makers is widening.

In short, as power has grown more awesome, it has also
turned abstract, intangible, elusive. Deterrence has become
the dominant military policy. But deterrence depends above
all on psychological criteria. It seeks to keep an opponent
from a given course by posing unacceptable risks. For pur-
poses of deterrence, the opponent’s calculations are decisive.
A bluff taken seriously is more useful than a serious threat
interpreted as a bluff. For political purposes, the meaningful
measurement of military strength is the assessment of it by the
other side. Psychological criteria vie in importance with
strategic doctrine.

The abstract nature of modern power affects domestic dis-
putes profoundly. Deterrence is tested negatively by things
which do not happen. But it is never possible to demonstrate

LN 2

why something has not occurred. Is it because we are pursuing
the best possible policy or only a marginally effective one?
Bitter debate even among those who believe in the necessity
of defense policy is inevitable and bound to be inconclusive.
Moreover, the longer peace is maintained—or the more suc-
cessful deterrence is—the more it furnishes arguments for
those who are opposed to the very premises of defense policy.
Perhaps there was no need for preparedness in the first place
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because the opponent never meant to attack. In the modern
state, national security is likely to be a highly divisive do-
mestic 1ssue.

The enormity of modern power has destroyed its cumula-
tive impact to a considerable extent. Throughout history the
use of force set a precedent; it demonstrated a capacity to use
power for national ends. In the twentieth century any use of
force sets up inhibitions against resorting to it again. What-
ever the outcome of the war in Vietnam, it is clear that it has
greatly diminished American willingness to become involved
in this form of warfare elsewhere. Its utility as a precedent has
therefore been importantly undermined.

The dificulty of forming a conception of power is paral-
leled by the problem of how to use it diplomatically. In the
past, measures to increase readiness signaled the mounting
seriousness with which an issue was viewed.! But such
measures have become less obvious and more dangerous when
weapons are always at a high state of readiness—solid-fuel
missiles require less than ten minutes to be fired—and are
hidden either under the ground or under the oceans. With
respect to nuclear weapons, signaling increased readiness has
to take place in a narrow range between the danger of failure
and the risk of a preemptive strike.

Even when only conventional weapons are involved, the

question of what constitutes a politically meaningful threat is
increasingly complicated. After the capture of the Pueblo, the
United States called up thirteen thousand reservists and
moved an aircraft carrier into the waters off the shores of
Korea. Did the fact that we had to call up reserves when
challenged by a fifth-rate military power convey that we

s Sometimes these measures got out of control; the mobilization
schedules were one of the principal reasons for the outbreak of the First
World War.,
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meant to act or that we were overextended? Did the move of
the aircraft carrier indicate a decision to retaliate or was it
intended primarily to strike a pose?

The problem is illustrated dramatically by the war in Viet-
nam. A massive breakdown of communication occurred not
only within the policy-making machinery in the United States
but also between the United States and Hanoi. Over the past
five years, the U.S. government has found it difficult, if not
impossible, to define what it understood by victory. President
Johnson extended an open-ended offer for unconditicnal ne-
gotiations. Yet our troops were deployed as if this offer had
not been made. The deployment was based on purely military
considerations; it did not take into account the possibility that
our troops might have to support a negotiation—the timing
of which we had, in effect, left to the opponent. Strategy
divorced from foreign policy proved sterile.

These perplexities have spurred new interest in arms-
control negotiations, especially those dealing with strategic
missiles. These negotiations can be important for the peace
and security of the world. But to be effective, they require an
intellectual resolution of the issues which have bedeviled the
formulation of military policy. Unless we are able to give an
operational meaning to terms such as “‘superiority” or “sta-
bility,” negotiations will lack criteria by which to judge
progress. :

Thus, whatever the course—a continuation of the arms race
or arms control—a new look at American national security
policy is essential. Over ten years have passed since the last
comprehensive, bipartisan, high-level reevaluation of all as-
pects of national security: the Gaither Committee. A new
administration should move quickly to bring about such a
review. It should deal with some of the following problems:

(a) a definition of the national interest and national security
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No area of policy illustrates more dramatically the tensions
between political multipolarity and military bipolarity than
the field of alliance policy. For a decade and a half after the
Second World War, the United States identified security with
alliances. A global network of relationships grew up based on
the proposition that deterrence of aggression required the
largest possible grouping of powers.

This system of alliances was always in difficulty outside the
Atlantic area because it tried to apply principles drawn from
the multipolar world of the eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies when several major powers of roughly equal strength
existed. Then, indeed, it was impossible for one country to
achieve dominance if several others combined to prevent it.
But this was not the case in the era of the superpowers of the
forties and fifties. Outside Europe, our allies added to our
strength only marginally; they were in no position to rein-
force each other’s capabilities.

Alliances, to be effective, must meet four conditions: (1)
a common objective—usually defense against a common
! danger; (2) a degree of joint policy at least sufficient to de-
[ 65

** 142**



66 AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

fine the casus belli; (3) some technical means of cooperation
in case common action is decided upon; (4) a penalty for
noncooperation—that is, the possibility of being refused as-
sistance must exist—otherwise protection will be taken for
granted and the mutuality of obligation will break down.

In the system of alliances developed by the United States
after the Second World War, these conditions have never been
met outside the North Adantic Treaty Organization
(NATO). In the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization
(SEATO) and the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO),
to which we belong in all but name, there has been no con-
sensus as to the danger. Pakistan’s motive for obtaining 1.S.
arms was not security against a Communist attack but pro-
tection against India. The Arab members of CENTO armed
not against the U.S.5.R. but against Israel. Lacking a concep-
tion of common interests, the members of these alliances have
never been able to develop common policies with Tespect to
issues of war and peace. Had they been able to do so, such
policies might well have been stillborn anyway, because the
technical means of cooperation have been lacking. Most allies
have neither the resources nor the will to render murual sup-
port. A state which finds it difficult to maintain order or co-
herence of policy at home does not increase its strength by
combining with states suffering similar disabilities.

In these circumstances, SEATO and CENTQ have grown
moribund as instruments of collective action. Because the
United States has often seemed more eager to engage in the
defense of its SEATO and CENTO allies than they them-
selves, they have become convinced that noncooperation will
have no cost. In fact, they have been able to give the impres-
sion that it would be worse for us than for them if they fell to
Communism. SEATQ and CENTO have become, in effect,
unilateral American guarantees. At best, they provide a legal
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basis for bilateral U.S. aid.
The case is different with NATO. Here we are united with

countries of similar traditions and domestic structures. At the
start, there was a common conception of the threat. The
technical means for cooperation existed. Mechanisms for de-
veloping common policies came into being—espedally in the
military field. Thus in its first decade and a half, NATO was
a dynamic and creative institution.

Today, however, NATO is in disarray as well. Actions by
the United States—above zll, frequent unilateral changes of
policy—are partially responsible. But the most important
cause is the transformation of the International environment,
specifically the decline in the preeminence of the superpowers
and the emergence of political multipolarity. Where the
alliances outside of Europe have never been vital because they
failed to take into account the military bipolarity of the fifties,
NATO is in difficulties because it has yet to adjust to the
political multipolarity of the late sixties.

When NATO was founded in 1949, Europeans had a dual
fear: the danger of an imminent Soviet attack and the pros-
pect of eventual U.S. withdrawal. In the late 1g6os, however,
the fear of Soviet invasion has declined. Even the attack on
Czechoslovakia is likely to restore anxiety .about Soviet mili-
tary aggression only temporarily. At the same time, two
decades of American military presence in Europe coupled
with American predominance in NATO planning have
sharply reduced the. fear that America might wash its hands
of European concerns.

When NATO was formed, moreover, the principal threat
to world peace seemed to lie in a Soviet attack on Europe. In
recent years, the view has grown that equally grave risks are
likely to arise in trouble spots outside Eurbpe. To most Euro-
peans, these do not appear as immediate threats to their in-
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dependence or security. The irony here is striking. In the
fifties, Europeans were asking for American assistance in Asia
and the Middle East with the argument that they were defend-
ing the greater interests of freedom. The United States replied
that these very interests required American aloofness. Today,
the roles are precisely reversed. It is Europe that evades our
entreaties to play a global role; that is to say, Europeans do
not consider their interests at stake in America’s extra-
European involvement.

These are symptoms of deeper, structural problems, how-
ever. One problem, paradoxically, is the growth of European
economic strength and political self-confidence. At the end of
the Second World War, Europe was dependent on the United
States for economic assistance, political stability, and military
protection. As long as Europe needed the shelter of a super-
power, American predominance was inevitable. In relations
with the United States, European statesmen acted as lobbyists
rather than as diplomats. Their influence depended less on
the weight of their countries than on the impact of their
personalities. A form of consultation evolved whereby Euro-
peans sought to influence American actions by giving us a
?gputation to uphold or—to put it more crudely—by oscillat-
ing between flattery and almost plaintive appeals for reassur-
ance. The United States, secure in its predominance, in turn
f:oncentrated on soothing occasional European outbreaks of
Insecurity rather than on analyzing their causes.

Tutelage is 2 comfortable relationship for the senior part-
ner, but it is demoralizing in the long run. It breeds illusions
of ommniscience on one side and attitudes of impotent irre-
sponsibility on the other. In any event, the United States
could not expect to perpetuate the accident of Europe’s post-
war exhaustion into a permanent pattern of international
relations. Europe’s economic recovery inevitably led to a re-
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turn to more traditional political pressures.

These changes in Europe were bound to lead to a difficult
transitional period. They could have resulted in a new part-
nership between the United States and an economically re-
surgent and politically united Europe, as had been envisaged
by many of the early advocates of Adantic unity. However,
the European situation has not resolved itself in that way.
Thoughtful Europeans know that Europe must unite in some
form if it is to play a major role in the long run. They are
aware, too, that Europe does not make even approxirnately
the defense effort of which it is capable. But European unity
is stymied, and domestic politics has almost everywhere dom-
inated security policy. The result is a massive frustration
which expresses itself in special testiness toward the United
States.

These strains have been complicated by the growth of Se-
viet nuclear power. The changed nature of power in the
modern period has affected NATO profoundly. As the risks of
nuclear war have become enormous, the credibility of tradi-
tional pledges of support has inevitably been reduced. In the
past, a country would carry out a commitment because, it
could plausibly be argued, the consequences of not doing so
were worse than those of coming to the ally’s assistance. This
is no longer self-evident. In each of the last three annual state-
ments by the Secretary of Defense on the U.S. defense posture,
the estimate of dead in a general nuclear war ranged from 40
to 120 million. This fizure will, if anything, increase. It will
become more and more difficult to demonstrate that anything
is worse than the elimination of over half of a society in a
matter of days. The more NATO relies on strategic nuclear
wat as a counter to all forms of attack, the less credible its
pledges will be. '

The consciousness of nuclear threat by the two superpowers
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has undermined allied relationships in yet another way. For
understandable reasons, the superpowers have sought to make
the nuclear environment more predictable—witness the nu-
clear test ban treaty and the nonproliferation treaty. But the
blind spot in our policy has been the failure to understand
that, in the absence of full consultation, our allies see in these
talks the possible forerunner of a more comprehensive ar-
rangement affecting their vital interests negotiated without
them. Strategic arms talks thus emphasize the need of political
understanding in acute form. The pattern of negotiating an
agreement first and then giving our allies an opportunity—
even a full one—to comment is intolerable in the long run. It
puts the onus of failure on them, and it prevents them from
doing more than quibble about a framework with which they
may disagree. Strains have been reinforced by the uncertain
American response to the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia—
especially the reluctance to give up the prospect of a summit
meeting. Atlantic relations, for all their seemingly normalcy,
thus face a profound crisis.

This state of affairs has been especially difficult for those
Americans who deserve most credit for forging existing At-
lantic relations. Two decades of hegemony have produced the
illusion that present Atlantic arrangements are “natural,” that
wise policy consists of making the existing framework more
tolerable. “Leadership” and “partnership” are invoked, but
the content given to these words is usually that which will
support the existing pattern. European unity is advocated to
enable Europeans to share burdens on a world-wide scale.

Such a view fails to take into account the realities of polit-
ical multipolarity. The aim of returning to the “great days of
the Marshall Plan” is impossible. Nothing would sunder At-
lantic relationships so surely as the attempt to reassert the
notions of leadership appropriate to the early days of NATO.
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In the bipolar world of the forties and fifties, order could be
equated with military security; integrated command arrange-
ments sufficed as the principal bond of unity. In the sixties,
security, while still important, has not been enough. Every
crisis from Berlin to Crzechoslovakia has seen the call for
“strengthening NATO” confined to military dispositions.
Within months a malaise has become obvious again because
the overriding need for a common political conception has
not been recognized. The challenge of the seventies will be to
forge unity with political measures.

It is not “natural” that the major decisions about the de-
fense of an area so potentially powerful as Western Europe
should be made three thousand miles away. It is not “normal”
that Atlantic policies should be geared to American concep-
tions. In the forties and fifties, practicing unity—through
formal resolutions and periodic reassurances—was profoundly
important as a symbol of the end of our isolationism. In the
decade ahead, we cannot aim at unity as an end in itself; it
must emerge from common conceptions and new structures.

“Burden-sharing” will not supply that impetus. Countries
do not assume burdens because it is fair, only because it is
necessary. While there are strong arguments for Atlantic
partnership and European unity, enabling Europe to play a
global role is not one of them. A nation assumes responsibili-
ties not only because it has resources but because it has a cer-
tain view of its own destiny. Through the greater part of its
history—until the Second World War—the United States
possessed the resources but not the philosophy for a global
role. Today, the poorest Western European country—FPortugal
—has the widest commitments outside Europe because its his-
toric image of itself has become bound up with its overseas
possessions. This condition is unlikely to be met by any other
European country—with the possible exception of Great
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Britain——no matter what its increase in power. Partially as the
result of decolonization, Europeans are unlikely to conduct a
significant global policy whatever their resources or their de-
gree of unity. Cooperation between the United States and
Europe must concentrate on issues within the Atlantic area
rather than global partnership.

Even within the Atlantic area, a more equitable distribu-
tion of responsihilities has two prerequisites: there must be
some consensus in the analysis of the international situation,
at least as it affects Europe; there must be a conviction that
the United States cannot or will not carry all the burdens
alone. Neither condition is met today. The traditional notion
of American leadership tends to stifle European incentives for
autonomy. Improved comsultation-—the remedy usually pro-
posed—can only alleviate, not remove, the difficulty.

The problem of consultation is complex, of course. No
doubt unilateral American action has compounded the un-
easiness produced by American predominance and European
weakness. The shift in emphasis of American policy, from the
NATG multilateral force to the nonproliferation treaty, and
frequent unilateral changes in strategic doctrine, have all
tended to produce disquiet and to undermine the domestic
position of ministers who had staked their futures on support-
ing the American viewpoint.

It is far from self-evident, however, that more extensive
consultation within the existing framework can be more than
a palliative. One problem concerns technical competence. In
any large bureaucracy-—and an international consultative
process has many similarities to domestic administrative pro-
cedures—the weight given to advice bears some relation to the
competence it reflects. If one partner possesses all the technical
competence, the process of consultation is likely to remain
barren. The minimum requirement for effective consultation
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is that each ally have enough knowledge to give meaningful
advice.

But there are even more important limits to the process of
consultation. The losing party in a domestic dispute has three
choices: (a) it can accept the setback with the expectation
of winning another battle later on—this is the usual bureau-
cratic attitude and it is based on the assurance of another
hearing; (b) if advice is consistently ignored, it can resign
and go into opposition; (c) as the opposition party, it can
have the purpose either of inducing the existing government

to change its course or of replacing it. If all these avenues are

closed, violence or mounting frustration are the consequences.

Only the first option is open to sovereign states bound to-
gether by an alliance, since they obviously cannot resign or
go into opposition without wrecking the alliance. They can-
not affect the process by which their partners’ decision-
makers are chosen despite the fact that this may be crucial for
their fate. Indeed, as long as the need to maintain the alliance
overrides all other concerns, disagreement is likely to be
stifled. Advice without responsibility and disagreement with-
out an outlet can turn consultation into a frustrating exercise
which compounds rather than alleviates discord.

Consultation is especially difficult when it lacks an integrat-
ing over-all framework. The consultation about the non-

7 proliferation treaty concerned specific provisions but not the

underlying general philosophy which was of the deepest con-
cern to many of our allies, especially Italy and the Federal
Republic of Germany. During periods of détente, each ally
makes its own approach to Eastern Europe or the U.S.5.R.
without attempting to further a coherent Western enterprise.
During periods of crisis, there is pressure for American
reassurance but not for a clearly defined common philosophy.
In these circumstances, consultation runs the risk of being
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irrelevant. The issues it “solves” are peripheral; the central
issues are inadequately articulated. It deals haphazardly in
answers to undefined questions.

Such a relationship is not healthy in the long run. Even
with the best will, the present structure encourages American
unilateralism and European irresponsibility. This is a serious
problem for the United States. If the United States remains
the trustee of every non-Communist area, it will exhaust its
psychological resources. No country can act wisely simultane-
ously in every part of the globe at every moment of time. A
more pluralistic world—especially in relationships with
friends—is profoundly in our long-term interest. Political mul-
tipolarity, while difficult to get used to, is the precondition
for a new period of creativity. Painful as it may be to admit,
we could benefit from a counterweight that would discipline
our occasional impetuosity and, by supplying historical per-
spective, modify our penchant for abstract and *“final” solu-
tions.

All of this suggests that there is no alternative to Euro-
pean unity either for the United States or for Europe. In its
absence, the malaise can only be alleviated, not ended. Ulti-
mately, this is a problem primarily for the Europeans. In the
recent past, the United States has often defeated its purposes
by committing itself to one particular form of European unity
-—that of federalism. It has also complicated British mem-
bership in the Common Market by making it a direct objec-
tive of American policy.

In the next decade the architectonic approach to Atlantic
policy will no longer be possible. The American contribution
must be more philosophical; it will have to consist more of
understanding and quiet, behind-the-scenes encouragement
than of the propagation of formal institutional structures. In-
volved here is the American conception of how nations co-
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operate. A tradition of legalism and habits of predominance
have produced a tendency to multiply formal arrangements.

But growing European autonomy forces us to learn that
nations cooperate less because they have a legal obligation to
do so than because they have common purposes. Command
arrangements cannot substitute for common interests. Coor-
dinated strategy will be empty unless it reflects shared political
concepts. The chance of disagreements on peripheral issues
may be the price for unity on issues that really matter. The
memory of European impotence and American tutelage
should not delude us into believing that we understand Eu-
rope’s problems better than it does itself. Third-force dangers
are not avoided by legal formulas, and, more important, they
have been overdrawn. It is hard to visualize a “deal” between
the Soviet Union and Europe which would jeopardize our
interests without jeopardizing European interests first. In any
event, a sense of responsibility in Europe will be a much
better counter to Soviet efforts to undermine unity than
American tutelage.

In short, our relations with Europeans are better founded
on developing a community of interests than on the elabora-
tion of formal legal obligations. No precise blueprint for such
an arrangement is possible because different fields of activity
have different needs. In the military sphere, for example,
modern technology will impose a greater degree of integra-
tion than is necessary in other areas. Whatever their formal
autonomy, it is almost inconceivable that our allies would
prefer to go to war without the support of the United States,
given the relatively small nuclear forces in prospect for them.
Close coordination between Europe and the United States in
the military sphere is dictated by self-interest, and Europe has
more to gain from it than the United States.

For this very reason, it is in our interest that Europeans
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should assume much greater responsibility for developing
doctrine and force levels in NATO, perhaps by vitalizing such
institutions as the West European Union (WEU), perhaps
by alternative arrangements. The Supreme Allied Com-
mander should in time be a European.

Military arrangements are not enough, however. Under
current conditions, no statesman will risk a cataclysm simply
to fulfill a legal obligation. He will do so only if a degree
of political cooperation has been established which links the
fate of each partner with the survival of all the others. This
requires an entirely new order of political creativity.

Coordination is especially necessary in East-West relations.
The conventional view is that NATO can be as useful an in-
strument for détente as for defense. This is doubtful—at least
in NATQO's present form. A military alliance, one of the chief
cohesive links of which is its integrated command arrange-
ment, is not the best instrument for flexible diplomacy. Turn-
ing NATO into an instrument of détente might reduce its
security contribution without achieving a relaxation of
ténsions. A diplomatic confrontation of NATO and the War-
saw Pact would have all the rigidities of the bipolar military
world. It would raise fears in Western Europe of an American-
Soviet condominium, and it would tend to legitimize the So-
viet hegemonical position in Eastern Europe. Above all, it
would fail to take advantage of the flexibility afforded by
greater Western European unity and autonomy. As Europe
gains structure, its attraction for Eastern Europe is bound to
increase. The major initiatives to improve relations between
Western and Eastern Europe should originate in Europe with
the United States in a reserve position.

Such an approach can work only if there is a real consensus
as to objectives. Philosophical agreement can make possible
flexibility of method. This will require a form of consultation
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much more substantial than that which now exists and a far
more effective and coherent European contribution.

To be sure, events in Czechoslovakia demonstrate the
limits of Eastern European autonomy that the Soviet Union
is now prepared to tolerate. But the Soviet Union may not be
willing indefinitely to use the Red Army primarily against al-
lies as it has done three times in a decade and a half. In any
event, no Western policy can guarantee a more favorable
evolution in Central Europe; all it can do is to take advantage
of an opportunity if it arises.

Policy outside Europe is likely to be divergent. Given the
changed European perspective, an effort to bring about
global burden-sharing might only produce stagnation. The
allies would be able to agree primarily on doing nothing. Any
crisis occurring anywhere would turn automatically and or-
ganically world-wide. American acceptance of European
autonomy implies also European acceptance of a degree of
American autonomy with respect to areas in which, for un-
derstandable reasons, European concern has lessened.

There may be opportunities for cooperation in hitherto
purely national efforts—for example, our space program. Eu-
ropean participation in it could help to remedy the “techno-
logical gap.”

Finally, under present circumstances, an especially mean-
ingful community of interests can be developed in the social
sphere. All modern states face problems of bureaucratization,
pollution, environmental control, urban growth. These prob-
lems know no national considerations. If the nations of the
Atlantic work together on these issues—through either private
or governmental channels or both—a new generation habitu-
ated to cooperative efforts could develop similar to that
spawned in different circumstances by the Marshall Plan.

It is high time that the nations bordering the Atlantic deal
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—formally, systematically, and at the highest level—with ques-
tions such as these: (a) What are the relative roles of Eu-
rope and the United States in East-West contacts? (b} Is a
division of functions conceivable in which Western Europe
plays the principal role in relation to Eastern Europe while the
United States concentrates on relationships with the U.S.S.R.?
(c) What forms of political consultation does this require? (d)
In what areas of the world is common action possible? Where
are divergent courses indicated? How are differences to be
handled?

Thus, we face the root questions of a multipolar world.
How much unity should we want? How much diversity can
we stand? These questions never have a ﬁna;l answer within a
pluralistic society. Adjusting the balance between integration
and autonomy will be the key challenge of emerging Atlantic
relations.

IV. BIPOLARITY AND
MULTIPOLARITY:
THE CONCEPTUAL PROBLEM

IN THE YEAaRs ahead, the most profound challenge to Ameri-
can policy will be philosophical: to develop some concept of
order in a world which is bipolar militarily but multipolar
politically. But a philosophical deepening will not come
easily to those brought up in the American tradition of for-
eign policy.

Our political society was one of the few which was con-
sciously created at a point in time. At least unt] the emergence
of the race problem, we were blessed by the absence of con-
flicts between classes and over ultimate ends. These factors
produced the characteristic aspects of American foreign
policy: a certain manipulativeness and pragmatism, a convic-
tion that the normal pattern of international relations was
harmonious, a reluctance to think in structural terms, a belief
in final answers—all qualities which reflect a sense of self-
sufficiency not far removed from a sense of omnipotence. Yet
the contemporary dilemma is that there are no total solutions;
we live in a world grippad by revolutions in technology,
values, and institutions. We are immersed in an unending
process, not in a quest for a final destination. The deepest
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problems of equilibrium are not physical but psychological or
moral. The shape of the future will depend ultimately on
convictions which far transcend the physical balance of
power.

The New Natioris and Political Legitimacy. This challenge
is especially crucial with respect to the new nations. Future
historians are likely to class the confusion and torment in the
emerging countries with the great movements of religious
awakening. Continents which had been dormant for centuries
suddenly develop political consciousness. Regions which for
scores of years had considered foreign rule as natural struggle
for independence. Yet it is a curious nationalism which de-
fines irself not as in Europe by common language or culture
‘but often primarily by the common experience of foreign rule.
Boundaries—especially in Africa—have tended to follow the
administrative convenience of the colonial powers rather
than linguistic or tribal lines. The new nations have faced
problems both of identity and of political authority. They
often lack social cohesiveness entirely, or they are split into
(_:ompeting groups, each with a highly developed sense of
identiry.

I.t is no accident that between the Berlin crisis and the in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia, the principal threats to peace came
f1:om the emerging areas. Domestic weakness encourages for-
eign intervention. The temptation to deflect domesticb dissat-
1§factions into foreign advenrures is ever present. Leaders feel
11.tt1e sense of responsibility to an over-all international equilib-
rium; they are much more conscious of their local grievances.
The rivalry of the superpowers offers many opportunities for

blackmail. |
‘ Yc.et their relations with other countries are not the most
significant aspect of the turmoil of the new countries. It is in
the new countries that questions of the purpose of political
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life and the meaning of political legitimacy—Xkey issues also
in the modern state—pose themselves in their most acute form.
The new nations weigh little in the physical balance of
power. But the forces unleashed in the emergence of so many
new states may well affect the moral balance of the world—
the convictions which form the structure for the world of to-
morrow. This adds a new dimension to the problem of multi-
polarity.

Almost all of the new countries suffer from a revolutionary
malaise: revolutions succeed through the coming togetber of
all resentments. But the elimination of existing structures
compounds the difficulty of establishing political consensus. A
successful revolution leaves as its legacy a profound disloca-
tion. In the new countries, contrary to all revolutionary
expectations, the task of construction emerges as less glamor-
ous and more complex than the struggle for freedom; the
exaltation of the quest for independence cannot be perpetu-
ated. Sooner or later, positive goals must replace resentment
of the former colonial power as a motive force. In the absence
of autonomous social forces, this unifying role tends to be per-
formed by the state.

But the assumption of this role by the state does not pro-
duce stability. When social cohesiveness is slight, the struggle
for control of authority is correspondingly more bitter. When
government is the principal, sometimes the sole, expression of
national identity, opposition comes to be considered treason.
The profound social or religious schisms of many of the new
nations turn the control of political authority quite literally
into a matter of life and death. Where political obligation
follows racial, religious, or tribal lines, self-restraint breaks
down. Domestic conflicts assume the character of civil war.
Such traditional authority as exists is personal or feudal. The
problem is to make it “legitimate”—to develop a notion of
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political obligation which depends on legal norms rather than
on coercive power or personal loyalty.

This process took centuries in Europe. It must be accom-
plished in decades in the new nations, where preconditions of
success are less favorable than at comparable periods in Eu-
rope. The new countries are subject to outside pressures;
there is a premium on foreign adventures to bring about
domestic cohesiveness. Their lack of domestic structure com-
pounds the already great international instabilities. .

The American role in the new nations’ efforts to build legit-
imate authority is in need of serious reexamination. The
dominant American view about political structure has been
that it will follow more or less automatically upon economic
progress and that it will take the form of constitutional
democracy.

Both assumptions are subject to serious questions. In every
advanced country, political stability preceded rather than
emerged from the process of industrialization. Where the Tu-
diments of popular institutions did not exist at the beginning
of the Industrial Revolution, they did not receive their im-
petus from it. To be sure, representative institutions were
broadened and elaborated as the countries prospered, but
their significant features antedated economic development
and are not attributable to it. In fact, the system of govern-
muent which brought about industrialization—whether popu-
Iar or authoritarian—has tended to be confirmed rather than
radically changed by this achievement.

Nor is democracy a natural evolution of nationalism. In the
last century, democracy was accepted by a ruling class whose
estimate of itself was founded outside the political process. It
was buttressed by a middle class, holding a political philoso-
phy in which the state was considered to be a referee of the
ultimately important social forces rather than the principal
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focus of mational consciousness. Professional revolutionaries
were rarely involved; their bias is seldom democratic.

The pluralism of the West had many causes which cannot
be duplicated elsewhere. These included a church organiza-
tion outside the control of the state and therefore symbolizing
the limitation of government power; the Greco-Roman phil-
osophical tradition of justice based on human dignity, rein-
forced later by the Christian ethic; an emerging bourgeoisie;
a stalemate in religious wars imposing tolerance as a practical
necessity and a multiplicity of states. Industrialization was by
no means the most significant of these factors. Had any of the
others been missing, the Western political evolution could
have been quite different.

This is why Comrmunism has never succeeded in the indus-
trialized Western countries for which its theory was devised;
its greatest successes have been in developing societies. This is
no accident. Industrialization—in its early phases——muluphes
dislocations. It smashes the traditional framework. It requires
a system of values which makes the sacrifices involved in cap-
ital formation tolerable and which furnishes some integrating
principles to contain psychological frustrations.

Communism is able to supply legitimacy for the sacrifices
inseparably connected with capital formation in an age when
the maxims of laissez faire are no longer acceptable. And Len-
inism has the attraction of providing a rationale for holding
on to power. Many of the leaders of the new countries are
revolutionaries who sustained themselves through the strug-
gle for independence by visions of the transformations to be
brought about after victory. They are not predisposed even to
admit the possibility of giving up power in their hour of
triumph. Since they usually began their struggle for indepen-
dence while in a small minority and sustained it against heavy
odds, they are not likely to be repelled by the notion that it is
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possible to “force men to be free.”

The ironic feature of the current situation is that Marxism,
professing a materialistic philosophy, is accepted only where
it does not exist: in some new countries and among protest
movements of the advanced democratic countries. Its appeal
1s its idealistic component and not its economic theory. It of-
fers a doctrine of substantive change and an explanation of
final purposes. Its philosophy has totally failed to inspire the
younger generation in Communist countries, where its bu-
reaucratic reality is obvious.

On the other hand, the United States, professing an ideal-
istic philosophy, often fails to gain acceptance for democratic
values because of its heavy reliance on economic factors. It
has answers to technical dislocations but has not been able
to contribute much to building a political and moral con-
sensus. It offers a procedure for change but little content for it.

The problem of political legitimacy is the key to political
stability in regions containing two-thirds of the world’s pop-
ulation. A stable domestic system in the new countries will not
automatically produce international order, but international
order is impossible without it. An American agenda must in-
clude some conception of what we understand by political
legitimacy. In an age of instantaneous communication, we
cannot pretend that what happens to over two-thirds of hu-
manity is of no concern or interest to the United States. This
does not mean that our goal should be to transfer American
institutions to the new nations—even less that we should im-
pose them. Nor should we define the problem as how to pre-
vent the spread of Communism. Our goal should be to build a
moral consensus which can make a pluralistic world creative
rather than destructive.

Irrelevance to one of the great revolutions of our time will
mean that we will ultimately be engulfed by it—if not phys-
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ically, then psychologically. Already some of the protest move-
ments have made heroes of leaders in repressive new
countries. The absurdity of founding a claim for freedom on
protagonists of the totalitarian state—such as Guevara or Ho
or Mao—underlines the impact of the travail of the new coun-
tries on older societies which share none of their technical but
some of their spiritual problems, especially the problem of
the nature of authority in the modern world. To a young
generation in rebellion against bureaucracy and bored with
material comfort, these societies offer at least the challenge of
unlimited opportunity (and occasionally unlimited manipula-
tiveness) in the quest for justice.

A world which is bipolar militarily and multipolar politi-
cally thus confronts an additional problem. Side by side with
the physical balance of power, there exists a psychological
balance based on intangibles of value and belief. The presup-
positions of the physical equilibrium have changed drastically;
those of the psychological balance remain to be discovered.

The Problem of Soviet Intentions. Nothing has been more
difficult for Americans to assimilate in the nuclear age than
the fact that even enmity is complex. In the Soviet Union, we
confront an opponent whose public pronouncements are in-
sistent]y hostile. Yet the nuclear age imposes a degree of co-
operation and an absolute limit to conflicts.

The military relationship with the Soviet Union is difficult
enough; the political one confronts us with a profound con-
ceptual problem. A society which regards peace as thé normal
condition tends to ascribe tension not to structural causes but
to wicked or shortsighted individuals. Peace is thought to re-
sult either from the automatic operation of economic forces
or from the emergence of a more benign leadership abroad.

The debate about Soviet trends between “hard-liners” and
“soft-liners” illustrates this problem. Both sides tend to agree
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that the purpose of American policy is to encourage a more
benig:n evolution of Soviet society——the original purpose of
contamnment was, after all, to bring about the domestic trans-
formation of the U.S.S.R. They are at one that a settlement
presupposes a change in the Soviet system. Both groups imply
that the nature of a possible settlement is perfectly obvious.
But the apostles of containment have never specified the
an_:lerican negotiating program to be undertaken from the po-
sition of strength their policy was designed to achieve. The
advocates of relaxation of tensions have been no more pre-
cise; they have been more concerned with atmosphere than
with the substance of talks.

In fact, the difference between the “hawks” and “doves” has
usually concerned timing: the hawks have maintained that a
Soviet change of heart, while inevitable, was still in the fu-
ture, whereas the doves have argued that it has already taken
place. Many of the hawks tend to consider all negotiations as
fruitless. Many of the doves argue—or did before Czechoslo-
vakia—that the biggest step toward peace has already been
accomplished by a Soviet change of heart about the cold war;
negotiations need only remove some essentially technical ob-
stacles.

The difference affects—and sometimes poisons—the entire
American debate about foreign policy. Left-wing critics of
.ﬁ_&merican foreign policy seem incapable of attacking U.S. ac-
tions without elevating our opponent (whether it happens to
be Mao or Castro or Ho) to a pedestal. If they discern some
stupidity or self-interest on our side, they assume that the
other side must be virtuous. They then criticize the United
StaFes for opposing the other side. The right follows the same
logic in reverse: they presuppose our good intentions and
conclude that the other side must be perverse in opposing us.
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Both the left and the right judge largely in terms of inten-
tions. In the process, whatever the issue—whether Berlin or
Vietnam-—more attention is paid to whether to get to the con-
ference room than what to do once we arrive there. The dis-
pute over Communist intentions has diverted attention from
elaborating our own purposes. In some quarters, the test of
dedication to peace has been whether one interprets Soviet
intentions in the most favorable manner. .

It should be obvious, however, that the Soviet domestic
situation is complex and its relationship to foreign policy far
from obvious. It is true that the risks of general nuclear war
should be as unacceptable to Moscow as to Washington; but
this truism does not automatically produce détente. It also
seems to lessen the risks involved in local intervention. No
doubt the current generation of Communist leaders lacks the
ideological dynamism of their predecessors who made the
revolution; at the same time, they have at their disposal a mil-
itary machine of unprecedented strength, and they must deal
with a bureaucracy of formidable vested interests. Ungques-
tionably, Soviet consumers press their leaders to satisfy their
demands; but it is equally true that an expanding modern
economy is able to supply both guns and butter. Some Soviet
leaders may have become more pragmatic; but in an elabo-
rated Communist state, the results of pragmatism are complex.
Once power is seized and industrialization is largely accom-
plished, the Communist Party faces a difficult situation. It is
not needed to conduct the government, and it has no real
function in running the economy (though it tries to do both).
In order to justify its continued existence and command, it
may develop a vested interest in vigilance against outside
danger and thus in perpetuating a fairly high level of tension.

It is beyond the scope of this essay to go into detail on the
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issue of internal Communist evolution. But it may be appro-
priate to inquire why, in the past, every period of détente has
proved stillborn. There have been at least five periods of
peaceful coexistence since the Bolshevik seizure of power, one
in each decade of the Soviet state. Each was hailed in the West
as ushering in a new era of reconciliation and as signifying the
long-awaited final change in Soviet purposes. Each ended
abruptly with a new ‘period of Intransigence, which was gen-
erally ascribed to a victory of Soviet hard-liners rather than to
the dynamics of the system. There were undoubtedly many
reasons for this. But the tendency of many in the West to be
content with changes of Soviet tone and to confuse atmo-
sphere with substance surely did not help matters. It bas
enabled the Communist leaders to postpone the choice which
they must make sooner or later: whether to use détente as a
device to lull the West or whether to move toward a resolu-
tion of the outstanding differences. As long as this choice is
postponed, the possibility exists that latent crises may run
away with the principal protagonists, as happened in the Mid-
dle East and perhaps even in Czechoslovakia.

The eagerness of many in the West to emphasize the lib-
eralizing implications of Soviet economic trends and to make
favorable interpretation of Soviet intentions a test of good
faith may have the paradoxical consequence of strengthening
the Soviet hard-liners. Soviet troops had hardly arrived in
Prague when some Western leaders began to insist that the in-
vasion would not affect the quest for détente while others
continued to indicate a nostalgia for high-level meetings.
Such an attitude hardly serves the cause of peace. The risk is
great that if there is no penalty for intransigence there is no
incentive for conciliation. The Kremlin may use negotiations
—including arms control—as a safety valve to dissipate West-
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ern suspicions rather than as a serious endeavor to resolve
concrete disputes or to remove the scourge of nuclear war.

If we focus our policy discussions on Soviet purposes, we
confuse the debate in two ways: Soviet trends are too am-
biguous to offer a reliable guide—it is possible that not even
Soviet leaders fully understand the dynamics of their system;
it deflects us from articulating the purposes we should pursue,
whatever Soviet intentions. Peace will not, in any event, result
from one grand settlement but from a long diplomatic proc-
ess, and this process requires some clarity as to our destina-
tion. Confusing foreign policy with psychotherapy deprives us
of criteria by which to judge the political foundations of in-
ternational order.

The obsession with Soviet intentions causes the West to be
smug during periods of détente and panicky during crises. A
benign Soviet tone is equated with the achievement of peace;
Soviet hostility is considered to be the signal for a new period
of tension and usually evokes purely military counter-
measures. The West is thus never ready for a Soviet change of
course; it has been equally unprepared for détente and in-
transigence.

These lines are being written while outrage at the Soviet
invasion of Crechoslovakia is still strong. There is a tendency
to focus on military implications or to speak of strengthening
unity in the abstract. But if history is a guide, there will be
a new Soviet peace offensive sooner or later. Thus, refiecting
about the nature of détente seems most important while its
achievement appears most problematical. If we are not to be
doomed to repeat the past, it may be well to learn some of its
lessons: we should not again confuse a change of tone with a
change of heart. We should not pose false inconsistencies be-
tween allied unity and détente; indeed, a true relaxation of
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tensions presupposes Western unity. We should concentrate
negotiations on the concrete issues that threaten peace, such
as intervention in the third world. Moderating the arms race
must also be high on the agenda. Nome of this is possible
without a concrete idea of what we understand by peace and a
creative world order.

V. AN INQUIRY INTO THE
AMERICAN NATIONAL INTEREST

WHEREVER we turn, then, the central task of American foreign
policy is to analyze anew the current international environ-
ment and to develop some concepts which will enable us to
contribute to the emergence of a stable order.

First, we must recognize the existence of profound struc
tural problems that are to a considerable extent independent
of the intentions of the principal protagonists and that can-
not be solved merely by good will. The vacuum in Central
Europe and the decline of the Western European countries
would have disturbed the world equilibrium regardless of the
domestic structure of the Soviet Union. A strong China has
historically tended to establish suzerainty over-its neighbors;
in fact, one special problem of dealing with China—~Commu-
nism apart—is that it has had no experience in conducting
foreign policy with equals. China has been either dominant
or subjected.

To understand the structural issue, it is necessary to under-
take an inquiry, from which we have historically shied away,
into the essence of our national interest and into the premises
of our foreign policy. It is part of American folklore that,

g1
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while other nations have interests, we have responsibilities;
while other nations are concerned with equilibrium, we are
concerned with the legal requirements of peace. We have a
tendency to offer our altruism as a guarantee of our reliabil-
ity: “We have no quarrel with the Communists,” Secretary of
State Rusk said on one occasion; “all our quarrels are on
behalf of other people.”

Such an attitude makes it difficult to develop a conception
of our role in the world. It inhibits other nations from gearing
their policy to ours in a confident way—a “disinterested”
policy is likely to be considered “unreliable.” A mature con-
ception of our interest in the world would obviously have to
take into account the widespread interest in stability and
peaceful change. It would deal with two fundamental ques-
tions: What is it in our interest to prevent? What should we
seek to accomplish? ‘

The answer to the first question is complicated by an often-
repeated proposition that we must resist aggression anywhere
it occurs since peace is indivisible. A corollary is the argument
that we do not oppose the fact of particular changes but the
method by which they are brought about. We find it hard to
articulate a truly vital interest which we would defend how-
ever “legal” the challenge. This leads to an undifferentiated
globalism and confusion about our purposes. The abstract
concept of aggression causes us to multiply our commitments.
But the denial that our interests are involved diminishes our
staying power when we try to carry out these commitments.

Part of the reason for our difficulties is our reluctance to
think in terms of power and equilibrium. In 1949, for exam-
ple, a State Department memorandum justified NATO as
follows: “[The treaty] obligates the parties to defend the pur-
poses and principles of the United Nations, the freedom, com-
mon heritage and civilization of the parties' and their free

CENTRAL ISSUES OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY a3

institutions based upon the principles of democracy, individ-
ual liberty and the role of law. It obligates them to act in
defense of peace and security. It is directed against no one; it
is directed solely against aggression. It seeks not to influence
any shifting balance of power but to strengthen a balance of
principle.”

But principle, however lofty, must at some point be related
to practice; historically, stability has always coincided with an
equilibrium that made physical domination difficult. Interest
is not necessarily amoral; moral consequences can spring from
interested acts. Britain did not contribute any the less to in-
ternational order for having a clear-cut concept of its interest
which required it to prevent the domination of the Continent
by a single power (no matter in what way it was threatened)
and the control of the seas by anybody (even if the immediate
intentions were not hostile). A new American administration
confronts the challenge of relating our commitments to our
interests and our obligations to our purposes.

The task of defining positive goals is more difficult but even
more important. The first two decades after the end of the
Second World War posed problems well suited to the Ameri-
can approach to international relations. Wherever we turned,
massive dislocations required attention. Our pragmatic, ad
hoc tendency was an advantage in a world clamoring for
technical remedies. Our legal bent contributed to the de-
velopment of many instruments of stability.

In the late sixties, the situation is more complex. The
United States is no longer in a position to operate programs
globally; it has to encourage them. It can no longer impose its
preferred solution; it must seek to evoke it. In the forties and
fifties, we offered remedies; in the late sixties and in the
seventies our role will have to be to contribute to a structure
that will foster the initiative of others. We are a superpower
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physically, but our designs can be meaningful only if they
generate willing cooperation. We can continue to contribute
to defense and positive programs, but we must seek to encour-
age and not stifle a sense of local responsibility. Cur contri-
bution should not be the sole or principal effort, but it should
make the difference between success and failure.

This task requires a different kind of creativity and another
form of patience than we have displayed in the past. Enthu-
siasm, belief in progress, and the invincible conviction that
American remedies can work everywhere must give way to an
understanding of historical trends, an ordering of our prefer-
ences, and above all an understanding of the difference our
preferences can in fact make.

The dilemma is that there can be no stability without equi-
librium but, equally, equilibrium is not a purpose with which
we can respond to the travail of our world. A sense of mission
is clearly a legacy of American history; to most Americans,
America has always stood for something other than its own
grandeur. But a clearer understanding of America’s interests
and of the requirements of equilibrium can give perspective
to our idealism and lead to humane and moderate objectives,
especially in relation to political and social change. Thus our
conception of world order must have deeper purposes than
stability but greater restraints on our behavior than would
result if it were approached only in a fit of enthusiasm.

Whether such a leap of the imagination is possible in the
modern bureaucratic state remains to be seen. New adminis-
trations come to power convinced of the need for goals and for
comprehensive concepts. Sooner, rather than later, they find
themselves subjected to the pressures of the immediate and
the particular. Part of the reason is the pragmatic, issue-
oriented bias of our decision-makers. But the fundamental
reascn may be the pervasiveness of modern bureaucracy.
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What started out as an aid to decision-making has developed
a momentum of its own. Increasingly, the policy-maker is
more conscious of the pressures and the morale of his staff

~than of the purpose this staff is supposed to serve. The policy-

maker becomes a referee among quasi-autonomous bureau-
cratic bodies. Success consists of moving the administrative
machinery to the point of decision, leaving relatively little
energy for analyzing the decision’s merit. The modern bu-
reaucratic state widens the range of technical choices while
limiting the capacity to make them.

An even more serious problem is posed by the change of
ethic of precisely the most idealistic element of American
youth. The idealism of the fifties during the Kennedy era ex-
pressed itself in self-confident, often zealous, institution build-
ing. Today, however, many in the younger generation con-
sider the management of power irrelevant, perhaps even
immoral. While the idea of service retains a potent influence, it
does so largely with respect to problems which are clearly not
connected with the strategic aspects of American foreign
policy; the Peace Corps is a good example. The new ethic of
freedom is not “civic”; it is indifferent or even hostile to
systems and notions of order. Management is equated with
manipulation. Structural designs are perceived as systems of
“domination”—mnot of order. The generation which has come
of age after the fifties has had Vietnam as its introduction to
world politics. It has no memory of occasions when American-
supported structural innovations were successtul or of the
motivations which prompted these enterprises.

Partly as a result of the generation gap, the American mood
oscillates dangerously between being ashamed of power and
expecting too much of it. The former attitude deprecates the
use or possession of force; the latter is overly receptive to the
possibilities of absolute action and overly indifferent to the
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likely consequences. The danger of a rejection of power is
that it may result in a nihilistic perfectionism which disdains
the gradual and seeks to destroy what does not conform to its
notion of utopia. The danger of an overconcern with force is
that policy-makers may respond to clamor by a series of spas-
modic gestures and stylistic maneuvers and then recoil before
their implications.

These essentially psychological problems cannot be over-
emphasized. It is the essence of a satisfied, advanced society
that it puts a premium on operating within familiar pro-
cedures and concepts. It draws its motivation from the pres-
ent, and it defines excellence by the ability to manipulate an
established framework. But for the major part of humanity,
the present becomes endurable only through a vision of the
future. To most Americans—including most American leaders
—the significant reality is what they see around them. But for
most of the world—including many of the leaders of the new
nations—the significant reality is what they wish to bring
about. If we remain nothing but the managers of our physical
patrimony, we will grow increasingly irrelevant. And' since
there can be no stability without us, the prospects of world
order will decline.

We require a new burst of creativity, however, not so much
for the sake of other countries as for our own people, espe-
cially the youth. The contemporary unrest is no doubt ex-
ploited by some whose purposes are all too clear. But that it is
there to exploit is proof of a profound dissatisfaction with the
merely managerial and consumer-oriented qualities of the
modern state and with 2 world which seems to generate crises
by inertia. The modern bureaucratic state, for all its panoply
of strength, often finds itself shaken to its foundations by
seemungly trivial causes. Its brittleness and the world-wide
revolution of youth—espedially in advanced countries and

|
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among the relatively afluent—suggest a spiritual void, an al-
most metaphysical boredom with a political environment that
increasingly emphasizes bureaucratic challenges and is dedi-
cated to no deeper purpose than material comfort.

Our unrest has no easy remedy. Nor is the solution to be
found primarily in the realm of foreign policy. Yet a deeper
nontechnical challenge would surely help us regain a sense of
direction.. The best and most prideful expressions of American
purposes in the world have been those in which we acted in
concert with others. Qur influence in these situations has de-
pended on achieving a reputation as a member of such a
concert. To act consistently abroad we must be able to gen-
erate coalitions of shared purposes. Regional groupings
supported by the United States will have to take over major
responsibility for their immediate areas, with the United
States being concerned more with the over-all framework of
order than with the management of every regional enterprise.

In the best of circumstances, the next administration will be
beset by crises. In almost every area of the world, we have been
living off capital-warding off the immediate, rarely dealing
with underlying problems. These difficulties are likely to
multiply when it becomes apparent that one of the legacies of
the war in Vietnam will be a strong American reluctance to
risk overseas involvements.

A new administration has the right to ask for compassion
and understanding from the American people. But it must
found its claim not on pat technical answers to difficult issues;
it must above all ask the right questions. It must recognize
that, in the field of foreign policy, we will never be able to
contribute to building a stable and creative world order
unless we first form some conception. of it.
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people of a Communist state who so welcomed this first chance to greet
the President of a nation that for many of them still stood, as it did in the
nineteenth century, as the symbol of democracy and human freedom.

Nixon’s public remarks in Bucharest reflected the recurring themes
of United States policy: the importance of coexistence, repudiation
of the Brezhnev Doctrine, our desire to settle problems by concrete
negotiations:

We see value peither in change of mics in a false euphoria. We
cect BRI e R R Yras I, Eonttition
WepRel, 58-429, a peace not of hegemonies and not of artificial uniform-

ity, but a peace in which the legitimate interests of each are respected and all
are safeguarded.

It was also apparent that East European leaders, not unlike our own
allies, feared a Soviet-American deal at their expense. This was not our
policy; the President’s visit — and his later unprecedented visits to
Yugoslavia and Poland — were the best demonstration.

Conclusion

NE of the innovations of the Nixon Presidency was the preparation
of an annual report on foreign policy in the name of the President. I
had proposed this in a memorandum to Nixon in the transition period. It
was to serve as a conceptual outline of the President’s foreign policy, as a
status report, and as an agenda for action. It could simultaneously guide
our bureaucracy and inform foreign governments about our thinking.
This idea, patterned after the annual Defense Posture Statement ini-
tiated by Robert McNamara, created a whole host of problems. To
begin with, the State Department asserted a proprietary interest, in spite
of the fact that in the entire history of the Republic the State Department
had never thought of issuing such a report. This led to the now cus-
tomary tug-of-war between Rogers and me of which the most charitable
description is that neither of us conducted ourselves better with respect
to the annual report than with respect to other matters. Both the NSC
staff and the-State Department started preparing drafts while seeking to
conceal this fact from each other. I and my staffers had the advantage of
propinquity to the President and much greater knowledge of his views.
The State Department draft further handicapped itself by seeking to
please every bureaucratic fiefdom in that unwieldy structure; with every
desk officer insisting on a mention of his country or countries of respon-
sibility, the State Department draft was not distinguished by conceptual
thrust or the ability to make any particular point.
Nixon resolved tr' dispute by methods that were becoming typical.
He waited until Rogers was out of the country on an African trip and
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then ruled that both the NSC and the State Department could publish
reports but that the Presidential one would appear at least a month be-
fore State’s. This set off a frantic outburst of drafting on the Presidential
report while my exhausted staff tried to deal with my revisions of their
drafts and the objections of the bureaucracy. The high point of in-
teragency wrangling was reached in 1971, when the State Department
objected to a sentence about international protecion of endangered
species; our draft observed with some attempt at literary flair that such
creatures were a fit topic for international cooperation since they moved
without respect to national boundaries and could not totally be protected
by national action. The State Department; ever careful, recommended
changing the sentence to claim only that ‘‘some’ of these creatures
moved without respect to national boundares. I did not accept the
change, taking the risk of offending some patriotic bird.

Once the President’s annual review became established, it produced
some of the most thoughtful governmental statements of foreign policy.
To our sorrow we never managed to get across its basic purpose of rais-
ing fundamental questions and expressing a philosophy. Try as we
might, the media would cover only the section on Vietham, probing for
hot news or credibility gaps, ignoring the remainder as not newsworthy.
In 1973 we ran into another problem. The report was issued in early
May, after a year of Chinese and Soviet summits and climactic Vietnam
negotiations; the date we had chosen weeks earlier for release of the
report came four days after the resignation of Haldeman and Ehrlichman.
Nevertheless, the reports performed a useful function. They served as
rough guides to the bureaucracy. They were unusually candid. They
were invaluable in conveying nuances of change to foreign govern-
ments. As I will show in various chapters, changes in attitude toward
China, in defense policy, in the Middle East and elsewhere were often
foreshadowed in the President’s annual reports.

The President’s first report, published on February 18, 1970, stated
bluntly that “‘our overall relationship with the USSR remains far from
satisfactory.’’ In Vietnam, *‘to the detriment of the cause of peace,’’ the
Soviets had “‘failed to exert a helpful influence on the North Vietnamese
in Paris”” and bore a “‘heavy responsibility for the continuation of the
war’’ because of its arms supply of North Vietnam. In the Middle East,
the report charged that ‘‘we have not seen on the Soviet side that prac-
tical and constructive flexibility which is necessary for a successful out-
come’”; even more, the report noted “‘evidence . . . that the Soviet
Union seeks a position in the area as a whole which would make great
power rivalry more likely.”’ (This would be proved true in two Middle
East crises during 1970.)

These judgments reflected the reality that the Soviet Union was im-
mobile in 1969. But, almost imperceptibly, there were the beginnings of
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The new German Ambassador, the reliable Berndt von Staden, who
later became a good friend, therefore started his mission in highly in-
auspicious circumstances. He had arrived some weeks earlier, but dip-
lomatic custom prevents ambassadors from performing their function
until they have presented their credentials. The protocol office of the
State Department usually waits some weeks until several new ambassa-
dors can be introduced to the President together. Von Staden was given
the Oﬁﬂ@ﬁmyiﬁisgingé@pﬁ/bbﬁrwﬁdﬁﬁhbawpﬂ%2‘)6;51191/ 199Bit’'s
arrival; this was done as a specidl courtesy to permit him to participate
in the talks. Now, after his Chancellor’s departure, he bore the brunt of
our displeasure, which was hardly softened by the nervous strain of
Watergate. Von Staden, unruffled and soothing as always, assured us
that neither Brandt nor Foreign Minister Walter Scheel bad made any
such insinuation to the press. Von Staden was too honorable to lie. We
assumed, therefore, someone else close to the top had done the brief-
ing — probably the official spokesman, When all leading CGerman
newspapers reported essentially the same story, they must have had the
benefit of some official guidance.

The next symptom of what stil! seemed to us nearly inexplicable Eu-
ropean reserve was the reaction to the President’s annual Foreign Policy
Report published on May 3. It was the fourth such document issued in
Nixon’s term of office — a unique attempt by a President to give a
comprehensive yearly account of his stewardship in foreign affairs. It
was deliberately conceptual in approach, with major events used as il-
lustrations rather than listed in a bureaucratic catalogue. The purpose
was to give the Congress, the public, the media, and foreign leaders an
insight into our thinking, something our secretive procedures, which
often excluded the bureaucracy, made essential. It was the most concise
suidance available to officials eager to carry out established policy but
not always privy to its formulation. On occasion we used the Foreign
Policy Report to indicate or hint at important changes of policy. Every
year key members of my staff — Winston Lord, Peter W. Rodman,
William G. Hyland, Richard T. Kennedy, Marshall Wright, and oth-
ers — spent weeks producing essays that we hoped would be at once
thorough, illuminaring, and readable. I was general editor. To this end
I would free two weeks to do nothing else.

Try as we might, we never succeeded in our principal objective of
using the Foreign Policy Reports to spark a thoughtful public discus-
sion. Part of the reason was the media’s insatiable hunger for the new;
concepts and goals are too abstract to be newsworthy. Part of the reason
was the burgeoning length of the product (the first was 160 printed pages,
the fourth, 234), which made it difficult even for journalists with the
best of intentions to do justice to it. Perhaps we never briefed the press
on it properly — though as the principal briefer I would hate to think
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so. Whatever the reason, the only chapter that generally received atten-
tion by the American media - to the chagrin of the drafters and their
families, who had been deprived of their company for weeks -—was the
one dealing with Indochina. In retrospect, this was inevitable, given the
national obsession with Vietnam, though careful study would have picked
up important clues to our unfolding policy toward China and the Soviet
Union. But the rest of the report was read attentively in foreign chan-
celleries and by thoughtful journalists and columnists who understood
that it provided an unusual insight into high-level thinking. -

In 1973 we thought we had found a way to blunt the obsession with
Vietnam: We postponed the report untl the subject had largely disap-
peared from the front pages. Nixon himself introduced the fourth re-
port* in a radio speech on May 3, a stratagem devised by the ingenious
William Safire in 1068 as a means to get Candidate Nixon on record:
Radio, in Safire’s view, was a safe medium for establishing a reputation
for thoughtfulness without risking a dispute over substance,

There was in the report a ringing affirmation of America’s commit-
ment to the Atlantic Alliance and an urgent appeal for a new dedication
to common purposes:

As the relaxation of East-West tensions became more pronounced, some of
our allies questioned whether the United States would remain committed t0
Europe or would instead pursue a mew balance of power in which the older
alignments would be diluted and distinctions between allies and adversaries
would disappear.

But the United States will never compromise the security of Europe or the
interests of our allies. The best reassurance of our unity, however, lies not in
verbal pledges but in the knowledge of agreed purposes and common policies.
For almost a decade the Alliance has debated questions of defense and dé-
tente — some urging one course, others a different priority. Now the debates
should end. We must close ranks and chart our course together for the decade
ahead.

For once we succeeded in banishing Vietnam from the headlines,
though hardly in the way we had planned it. This time we were totally
drowned out by the uproar following the resignation of Haldeman and
Ehrlichman that had occurred three days earlier.

European heads of govermment once again avoided a response to
Nixon’s offer to revitalize the parmership. They hid behind their experts
and the experts procrastinated in glacial procedures. This left the. field

* And also the last, because after ] became Secretary of State in Septernber 1973, I did not have
the time to produce a thoughtful document. It is an interesting commentary on the nature of bu-
reaucracy and a pity because I continue to believe that an intelligent smtement of basic purpose
and philosophy is important for public, bureaucratic, and foreign understanding of a President’s
policies. ’
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open to the media; which, briefed by the second level of the govern-
ment, rallied the BEuropean public to resist American “‘blackmail”* and
pressure tactics. German newspapers were still celebrating Brandt’s suc-
cess in removing the term ‘‘Atlantic Charter’” from the final commu-
niqué of his visit. The French press reaction was hardly more charitable.
It warned against the attempt to link the various issues to each other; it
saw a threat to European autonomy; it welcomed a dialogue but seemed

to prefer to drain it of all content. The influential Le Monde editorialized
on May 1:

In proposing a global negotiation on relations among the U. S., Europe and
Japan, President Nixon makes light of the existing European institutions, none
of which encompasses all aspects of the problem. . . . :

It remains to be seen whether Europe can best find its own individuality
ﬂ’}rough opposition to the U. S., as Paris still appears to believe, or by contin-
uing to go along with the U. S., as Bonn believes.

My reference to Europe’s regional role in the Year of Europe speech
was endiessly replayed and castigated, no one bothering to point out
that I was describing a condition that we deplored. I was noting an
observ.able fact that European conduct, both earlier and later, a:tr'1p1y
underlined. Europe had been shedding its overseas responsibilities
throughout the postwar period. It had shown no shred of willingness to
take on new cnes. Despite our misgivings Britain had just withdrawn
from the Persian Gulf. We had difficulty persuading our allies to
strepgthen their NATO defenses. It may not have been wise to make
reality explicit, but European carping over the phraseology represented
a mixture of hypocrisy and subterfuge. Before the year was over, many
European nations played back the same phrases during the Middle East
war and later in the decade in the crises over Iran and Afghanistan —as
a means to evade American appeals for joint action.

The only papers that seemed to grasp what the Administration was
really after were British. The Times of London described the report as
“‘a broad and thoughtful review which must now be taken as the basic
text ont American thinking.’” For Europe, the paper said,

the most important point is that although he links trade and defense, he does
not suggest that the American commitment to Europe will be bargained against
the trade policies of the European Cormunity or against political concessions
from the Soviet Union. This is clearly right.

But even this sympathetic journal could not avoid the remark that the
West Germans were ‘‘wonder[ing], like everyone else, how President

‘Nixon’s domestic disasters will affect his foreign policy.”’

The conservative Daily Telegraph found ‘‘some of the sharpest and
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atne AIr Force Acadaemy
Commencement, June 4, 1969.

When | took office, the most immediate problem facing our nation was the war in Viemam. No question has more occupied our thoughts and
energias during this past year.

Yot the fundamental task confronting us was more profound. We could see that the whole pattern of intemational politics was changing. Our
challenge was to understand that change, to define America's goals for the next period, and to setin motion policies to achieve them. For all
Americans must understand that because of its strength, its history and its concern for human dignity, this nation occupies a special place in the
world. Peace and progress are impossible without a major American role.

This first annual report on U.S. foreign policy is more than a record of one year. It is this Administration's statement of a new approach to foreign
policy to match a new era of international relations.

ANEWERA
THE postwar period in intemnational relations has ended.

Then, we were the only great power whose society and economy had escaped World War II's massive destruction. Today, the ravages of that
war have been overcome, Westem Europa and Japan have recovered their economic strength, their political vitality, and their national self-
confidence. Once the recipients of American aid, they have now begun to share their growing resources with the developing world. Once
almost totally dependent on American military power, our European allies now play a greater role in our common policies, commensurate with
their growing strength.

Then, new nations were being bom, often in turmoil and uncertainty. Today, these nations have a new spirit and a growing strength of
independence. Once, many feared that they would become simply a batleground of cold-war rivalry and fertile ground for Communist
penetration. But this fear misjudged their pride in their national identities and their determination to preserve their newly won sovereignty.

Then, we were confronted by a monolithic Communist world. Today, the nature of that world has changed—the power of individual Communist
nations has grown, but international Communist unity has been shattered. Once a unified blog, its solidarity has been broken by the powerful
forces of nationalism. The Soviet Union and Communist China, once bound by an alliance of friendship, had become bitter adversaries by the
mid-1960's. The only times the Soviet Union has used the Red Army since World War |l have been against its own allies in East Germany in
1953, in Hungary in 1856, and in Czechoslovakia in 1968. The Marxist dream of international Communist unity has disintegrated.

Then, the United States had a monopoly or overwhelming superiority of nuclear weapons. Today, a revolution in the tachnology of war has
alterad the nature of the military balance of power. New types of weapons present new dangers. Communist China has acquired
thermonuclear weapons. Both the Soviet Union and the United States have acquired the ability to inflict unacceptable damage on the other, no
matter which strikes first. There can be no gain and certainly no victory for the power that provokes a thermonuclear exchange. Thus, both sides
have recognized a vital mutual interest in halting the dangerous momentum of the nuclear arms race.

Then, the slogans formed in the past century were the ideological accessories of the intellectual debate. Today, the "isms" have lost their vitality-
-indeed the restiessness of youth on both sides of the dividing line testifies to the need for a new idealism and deeper purposes,

This is the challenge and the opportunity before America as it enters the 1970's.
THE FRAMEWORK FOR A DURABLE PEACE

In the first postwar decades, American energies were absorbed in coping with a cycle of recurrent crises, whose fundamental origins lay in the
destruction of World War Il and the tensions attending the emergence of scores of new nations. Our opportunity today—and challenge-is to get
at the causes of crises, to take a longer view, and to help build the international relationships that will provide the framework of a durable
peace.

| have often reflected on the meaning of "peace,” and have reached cne certain conclusion: Peace must be far more than the absence of war.
Peace must provide a durable structure of international relationships which inhibits or removes the causes of war. Building a lasting peace
requires a foreign policy guided by three basic principles:

—Peace requires parinership. Its obligations, like its benefits, must be shared. This concept of partnership guides our relations with all friendly
nations.

—Peace requires strength. So long as there are those who would threaten our vital interests and those of our allies with military force, we must
be sirong. American weakness could tempt would-be aggressors to make dangerous miscalculations. At the same time, our own strength is
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important only in relation to the strength of others. We—like others-must place high priority on enhancing our security through cooperative arms
control.

—Peace requires a willingness to negotiate. All nations--and we are no exception-have important national intarests to protect. But the most
fundamental interest of all nations lies in building the structure of peace. In partnership with our allies, secure in our own strength, we will seek
those areas in which we can agree among ourselves and with others to accommodate conflicts and overcome rivalries. We are working toward
the day when all nations will have a stake in peace, and will therefore be partners in its maintenance.

Within such a structure, intemational disputes can be settled and clashes contained. The insecurity of nations, out of which so much conflict
arises, will be eased, and the habits of moderation and compromise will be nurtured. Most important, a durable peace will give full opportunity
to the powerful forces driving toward economic change and social justice.

This vision of a peace built on parinership, sirength and willingness to negotiate is the unifying theme of this report. In the sections that follow,
the first steps we have taken during this past year—the policies we have devised and the programs we have iniiated to realize this vision—are
placed in the context of these three principles.

1. Peace Through Partnership—The Nixon Doctrine

As | said in my address of November 3, "We Americans are a do-it-yourself people-an impatient people. Instead of teaching someane else to do
a job, we like to do it oursalves. This trait has been carried over into our foreign policy.”

The postwar era of American foreign policy began in this vein in 1947 with the proclamation of the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan,
offering American economic and military assistance to countries threatened by aggression. Our policy held that democracy and prosperity,
buttressed by American military strength and organized in a worldwide network of American-led alliances, would insure stability and peace. In
the formative years of the postwar period, this great effort of intemational political and economic reconstruction was a tiumph of American
leadership and imagination, especially in Europe.

For tiwo decades after the end of the Second World War, our foreign policy was guided by such a vision and inspired by its success. The vision
was based on the fact that the United States was the richest and most stable country, without whose initiative and resources little security or
progress was possible.

This impulse carried us through into the 1960's. The United States conceived programs and ran them. We devised sirategies, and proposed
them to our allies. We discemed dangers, and acted directly to combat them.

The word has dramatically changed since the days of the Marshall Plan. We deal now with a world of stronger allies, a community of
independent developing nations, and a Communist world still hostile but now divided.

Others now have the ability and responsibility to deal with local disputes which once might have required our intervention. Our confribution and
success will depend not on the frequency of our involvement in the affairs of others, but on the stamina of our policies. This is the approach
which will best encourage other nations to do their part, and will most genuinely enlist the support of the American people.

This is the message of the docirine | announced at Guam--the "Nixon Doctrine." Its central thesis is that the United States will participate in the
defense and development of allies and friends, but that America cannot--and will not—conceive all the plans, design all the programs, execute
all the decisions and undertake all the defense of the free nations of the world. We will help where it makes a real difference and is considered
in our interest.

America cannat live in isolation if it expects to live in peace. We have no intention of withdrawing from the warld. The only issue before us is
how we can be most effective in meeting our responsibilitias, protecting our interests, and thereby building peace.

A more responsible participation by our foreign friends in their own defense and progress means a more effective common effort toward the
goals we all seek. Peace in the world will continue to require us to maintain our commitments—and we will. As | said at the United Nations, "It is
not my belief that the way to peace is by giving up our friends or letting down our allies.” But a more balanced and realistic American role in the
world is essential if American commitments are to be sustained over the long pull. In my State of the Union Address, | affirned that "to insist that
other nations play a role is not a refreat from responsibility; itis a sharing of responsibility.” This is not a way for America to withdraw from its
indispensable role in the world. It is a way—the only way—we can carry out our responsibilities.

It is misleading, moreover, to pose the fundamental question so largely in terms of commitments. Cur objective, in the first instance, is fo support
our interests over the long run with a sound foreign policy. The more that policy is based on a realistic assessment of our and others' interests,
the more effective our role in the world can be. We are notinvolved in the world because we have commitments; we have commitments
because we are involved. Our interests must shape our commitments, rather than the other way around.

We will view new commitments in the light of a careful assassment of our own national interests and those of other countries, of the specific
threats to those interests, and of our capacity to counter those threats at an acceptable risk and cost.

We have besn guided by these concepts during the past year in our dealings with free nations throughout the world.

—In Europe, our policies embody precisely the three principles of a durable peace: parinership, continued strength to defend our common
interests when challenged, and willingness to negotiate differences with adversaries.

—Here in the Western Hemisphere we seek to strengthen our special relationship with our sister republics through a new program of action for
progress in which all voices are heard and none predeminates.

—In Asia, where the Nixon Doctrine was enunciated, parinership will have special meaning for our policies—as evidenced by our strengthened
ties with Japan. Qur cooperation with Asian nations will be enhanced as they cooperate with one another and develop regional insfitutions.
=In Vietham, we seek a just seflement which all parties to the conflict, and all Americans, can support. We are working closely with the South
Vietnamese to strengthen their ability to defend themselves. As South Vietnam grows stronger, the other side will, we hope, soon realize that it
becomes ever more in their intarest to negotiate a just peace.

—In the Middle East, we shall continue to work with others to establish a possible framework within which the parties to the Arab-lsraeli conflict
can negotiate the complicated and difficult questions at issue. Others must join us in recognizing that a setlement will require sacrifices and
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restraints by all concemed.

=Africa, with its historic ties to so many of our own citizens, must always retain a significant place in our partnarship with the new nations.
Africans will play the major role in fulfilling their just aspirations—an end to racialism, the building of new nations, freedom from outside
interference, and cooperative economic development. But we will add our efforts to theirs to help realize Africa’s great potential.

In an ever more interdependent world economy, American foreign policy will emphasize the freer flow of capital and goods between nations.
We are proud to have participated in the successful cooperative effort which created Special Drawing Rights, a form of international money
which will help insure the stability of the monetary structure on which the continued expansion of trade depends.

—The great effort of economic development must engage the cooperation of all nations. We are carefully studying the specific goals of our
economic assistance programs and how most effectively to reach them.

—Unprecedented scientific and technological advances as well as explosions in population, communications, and knowledge require new
forms of intemational cooperation. The United Nations, the symbol of international parinership, will receive our continued sfrong support as it
marks its 256th Anniversary.

2. America's Strength
The second element of a durable peace must be America's strength. Peace, we have leamed, cannot be gained by good will alone.

In determining the strength of our defenses, we must make precise and crucial judgmants. We should spend no more than is necessary. But
there is an irreducible minimum of essential military security: for if we are less strong than necassary, and if the worst happens, there will be no
domestic society to look after. The magnitude of such a catastrophe, and the reality of the opposing military powsr that could threaten it, present
a risk which requires of any President the most searching and careful attention to the state of our defenses.

The changes in the world since 1945 have altered the context and requirements of our defense policy. In this area, perhaps more than in any
other, the need to re-examine our approaches is urgent and constant.

The last 25 years have seen a revolution in the nature of military power. In fact, there has been a series of transformations—from the atomic to
the thermonuclear weapon, from the strategic bomber to the intercontinental ballistic missile, from the surface missile to the hardened silo and
the missile-carrying submarine, from the single to the multiple warhead, and from air defense o missile defense. We are now entering an era in
which the sophistication and destructiveness of weapons present more formidable and complex issues affecting our strategic posture.

The last 25 years have also seen an important change in the relative balance of strategic power. From 1845 to 1949, we were the only nation in
the world possessing an arsenal of atomic weapons. From 1950 to 1966, we possessed an ovarwhelming superiority in strategic weapons.
From 1967 to 1969, we retained a significant superiority. Today, the Soviet Union possaesses a powerful and sophisticated strategic force
approaching our own. We must consider, too, that Communist China will deploy its own intercontinental missiles during the coming decade,
infroducing new and complicaling factors for our strategic planning and diplomacy.

In the light of these fateful changes, the Administration undertook a comprehensive and far-reaching reconsideration of the premises and
procedures for designing our forces. We sought—and | believe we have achieved—a rational and coherent formulation of our defense strategy
and requirements for the 1970's.

The importance of comprehensive planning of policy and objective scrutiny of programs is clear:

—Because of the lead-time in building new strategic systems, the decisions we make today substantially determine our military posture—and
thus our security=five yaars from now. This places a premium cn foresight and planning.

—Because the allocation of national resources between defense programs and other national programs is itself an issue of policy, it must be
considered on a systematic basis at the early stages of the national security planning process.

—Because we are a |eader of the Aflantic Alliance, our doctrine and forces are crucial to the policy and planning of NATO. The mutual
confidence that holds the allies together depends on understanding, agreement, and coordination among the 15 sovereign nations of the
Treaty.

—Because our security depends not only on our own strategic strength, but also on cooperative efforts to provide greater security for everyone
through arms confral, planning weapons systems and planning for arms control negotiations must be closely integrated.

For these reasons, this Administration has established procedures for the intensive scrutiny of defense issues in the light of overall national
priorities. We have re-examined our strategic forces; we have reassessed our general purpose forces; and we have engaged in the most
painstaking preparation ever undertaken by the United States Government for arms control negotiations.

3. Willingness to Negotiate--An Era of Negotiation

Partnership and sirength are two of the pillars of the sfructure of a durable peace. Negotiation is the third. For our commitment to peace is most
convincingly demonstrated in our willingness to negatiate our points of difference in a fair and businesslike manner with the Communist
countries.

We are under no illusions. We know that there are enduring ideclogical differences. We are aware of the difficulty in moderating tensions that
arise from the clash of national interests. These differences will not be dissipated by changes of aimosphere or dissolved in cordial personal
relations between statesmen. They involve strong convictions and contrary philosophies, necessities of national security, and the deep-seated
differences of perspectives formed by geography and history.

The United States, like any other nation, has interests of its own, and will defend those interesis. But any nation today must define its interests
with special cencern for the interesis of others. If some nations define their security in a manner that means insecurity for other nations, then
peace is threatened and the security of all is diminished. This obligation is particularly great for the nuclear superpowers on whosa decisions
the survival of mankind may well depend.

The United States is confident that tansions can be eased and the danger of war reduced by patient and precisa efforts to reconcile conflicting
interests on concrete issues. Coexistence demands more than a spirit of good will. It requires the definition of positive goals which can be
sought and achieved cooperatively. lt requires real progress toward resolution of specific differences. This is our objective.
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As the Secretary of State said on December 6:

"We will continue to probe every available opening that offers a prospect for better Easi-West relations, for the resolution of problems large or
small, for greater security for all.

"In this the United States will continue to play an active role in concert with our allies."

This is the spiritin which the United States ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty and entered into negofiation with the Soviet Union on control of
the military use of the seabeds, on the framework of a settlemsntin the Middle East, and on limitation of strategic arms. This is the basis on
which we and our Aflantic allies have offered to negotiate on concrete issues affecting the security and future of Europe, and on which the
United States took steps last year to improve our relations with nations of Eastemn Europe. This is also the spirit in which we have resumed
formal talks in Warsaw with Communist China. No nation need be our permanent enemy.

AMERICA'S PURPOSE

These policies were conceived as a result of change, and we know they will be fested by the change that lies ahead. The world of 1970 was not
predicted a decade ago, and we can be certain that the world of 1980 will render many current views absolete.

The source of America's historic greatness has been our ability to see what had to be done, and then to do it. | believe America now has the
chance to move the world closer to a durable peace. And | know that Americans working with each other and with other nations can make our
vision real.

PART I[V: AN ERA OF NEGOTIATION

—The Soviet Union
—Eastern Europe
—Communist China
—Amns Control
—Issues for the Future

"We cannot expect fo make every one our friend but we can try to make no one our enemy."
The President’s Inaugural Address

Twenty years ago the United States and what was then the Communist bloc could be resigned to the mutual hostility that flowed from deep-
seated diffarences of ideology and national purpose. Many of those diffarences remain foday. But the changes of two decades have brought
new conditions and magnified the risks of infractable hastility.

—For us as well as our adversaries, in the nuclear age the perils of using force are simply notin reasonable proportion to most of the objectives
sought in many cases. The balance of nuclear power has placed a premium on negotiation rather than confrontation.

—We both have leamed foo that great powers may find their interests deeply involved in local conflict--risking confrontation--yet have
precariously litle influence over the direction taken by local forces.

—The nuclear age has also posed for the United States and the Communist couniries the common dangers of accidents or miscalculation. Both
sides are threatened, for example, when any power seeks tactical advantage from a crisis and risks provoking a strategic response.

—Reality has proved different from expectation for both sides. The Communist world in particular has had to leam that the spread of
Communism may magnify international tensions rather than usher in a period of reconciliation as Marx taught.

Thus, in a changing world, building peace requires patient and confinuing communication. Qur first task in that dialogue is fundamental--to
avert war. Bayond that, the United States and the Communist countries must nagotiate on the issues that divide them if we are to build a
durable peacs. Since these issues were not caused by personal disagreements, they cannot be removed by mere atmospherics. We do not
delude ourselves that a change of tone represents a change of policy. We are prepared to deal seriously, concretely and precisely with
outstanding issues.
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The lessons of the postwar period in negotiations with the Communigt states-a record of some success, though much more of frustration—point
to three clear principles which this Administration will observe in approaching nagotiations in the 1970's.

First: We will deal with the Communist countries on the basis of a precise understanding of what they are about in the wonld, and thus of what
we can reasonably expect of them and ourselves. Let us make no mistake about it leaders of the Communist nations are serious and
determined. Because we do take them seriously, we will not underestimate the depth of ideclogical disagreement or the disparity between their
interests and ours. Nor will we pretend that agreement is imminent by fostering the illusion that they have already given up their beliefs or are
just about to do so in the process of negotiations.

It is precisely these differences which require creation of objective conditions-negotiation by negotiation-—from which peace can develop
despite a history of mistrust and rivalry. We may hope that the passage of time and the emergence of a new generation in the Communist
countries will bring some change in Communist purposes. But failing that, we must seek in the most practical way to influence Communist
actions.

It will be the policy of the United States, therefore, not to employ negotiations as a forum for cold-war invective, or ideological debate. We will
regard our Communist adversaries first and foremost as nations pursuing their own interests as they perceive these interests, just as we follow
our own interests as we see them. We will judge them by their actions as we expect to be judged by our own. Specific agreements, and the
structure of peacs they help build, will come from a realistic accommodation of conflicting interests.

A second principle we shall observe in negofiating with the Communist countries relates to how thess negofiations should be conducted—how
they should be judged by peoples on both sides anxious for an easing of tensions. All too often in the past, whether at the summit or lower
levels, we have come to the conference table with more attention to psychological effect than to substance. Naive enthusiasm and even
exaltation about the fact that a negotiation will be held only tends fo obscure the real issues on whose resolution the success of the talks
depends. Then, since the results are almost always less dramatic than expecied, the false euphoria gives way to equally false hopelessness.

Negotiations must be, above all, the result of careful preparation and an authentic give-and-take on the issues which have given rise to them.
They are served by neither bluff abroad nor bluster at home.

We will not become psychologically dependent on rapid or extravagant progress. Nor will we be discouraged by frustration or seeming failure.
The stakes are too high, and the task too great, to judge our effort in any temporary perspective. We shall match our purpose with
perseverance.

The third essential in successful negotiations is an appreciation of the context in which issues are addressed. The central fact here is the inter-
relationship of international events. We did not invent the inter-relationship; itis not a negotiating tactic. lt is a fact of life. This Administration
recognizes that intemational developments are entwined in many complex ways: political issues relate to strategic questions, political events in
one area of the world may have a far-reaching effect on political developments in other parts of the globe.

These principles emphasize a realistic approach to seeking peace through negofiations. They are a guide to a gradual and praclical process of
building agreement on agreement. They rest ugon the basic reality which underlies this Administration's dealings with the Communist states.
We will nottrade principles for promises, or vital interests for atmosphere. We shall always be ready to talk seriously and purposefully about the
building of a stable peace.

THE SOVIET UNION
The general principles outlined above apply fully to our approach to issues between the United States and the Sovist Union.

The Soviet Union shares with other countries the overwhelming temptation to continue to base its policies at homea and abroad on old and
familiar concepts. But perception framed in the Nineteenth Century are hardly relevant to the new era we are now entering.

If we have had to leamn the limitations of our own power, the lessons of the last two decades must have left their imprint on the leadership in the
Kremlin--in the recognition that Marxist ideology is not the surest guide to the problems of a changing industrial society, the worldwide decline
in the appeal of ideology, and most of all in the foreign policy dilemmas repeatedly posed by the spread of Communism to states which refuse
to endure permanent submission to Soviet authority—a development illustrated vividly by the Soviet schism with China.

The central prablem of Soviet-American relations, then, is whether our two countries can franscend the past and work together to build a lasting
peace.

In 1969, we made a good beginning. In this first year of my Administration we ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty; we made progress in
negotiating arms control on the seabed; we took steps to further the prospects of agreement regarding chemical and biological methods of
warfare; we engaged in talks on a Middle Eastem setlement; and we began negotiations on the limitation of strategic arms—the most important
arms control negotiations this country has aever entered. In concert with our allies, we have also offered to negotiate on specific issuas in
Europe: history has taught us that if crises arise in Europs, the world at large cannot long expect to remain unaffected.

But while certain successes have been registered in negotiations and there is cause for cautious optimism that others will follow, our overall
relationship with the USSR remains far from satisfactory. To the detriment of the cause of peace, the Soviet leadership has failed to exerta
helpful influence on the North Vietnamese in Paris. The overwhelming majority of the war materiel that reaches North Vietnam comes from the
USSR, which thereby bears a heavy responsibility for the continuation of the war. This cannot but cloud the rest of our relationship with the
Soviet Union.

In the Middle East talks, oo, we have not seen on the Soviet side that praclical and constructive flexibility which is necessary for a successiul
outcome, and without which the responsibility of the great powers in the search for a seitlement cannot be met. We see evidence, moreover,
that the Soviet Union seeks a position in the area as a whole which would make great power rivalry more likaly.

We hope that the coming vear will bring evidence that the Soviets have decided to seek a durable peace rather than continue along the roads
of the past.

It will not be the sincerity or purpose of the Soviet leadership that will be at issue. The tensions between us are not generated by personal
misunderstandings, and neither side does anyone a service by so suggesting. Peace does not come simply with statesmen's smiles. At issue
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are basic questions oflong conflicting purposes in a world where no one's interests are furtherad by conflict. Only a straighfforward recognition
of that reality—and an equally direct effert to deal with it-will bring us to the genuina coopsration which we seek and which the peace ofthe
world requires.

EASTERN EUROPE

The nations of Eastern Europe have a history with many tragic aspects. Asfride the traditional invasion routes of the Continent, they have
suffered long periods of foreign occupation and cultural suppression. And even when they gained independence--many of them following
World War I--they remained the prey of powerful neighbors.

We are aware that the Soviet Union sees its own security as directly affected by developments in this region. Several times, over the centuries,
Russia has been invaded through Central Europs; so this sensitivity is not novel, or purely the product of Communist dogma.

It is not the intention of the United States to undermine the legitimate security interests of the Soviet Union. The time is certainly past, with the
development of modem technology, when any power would seek fo exploit Eastern Europe to obtain strategic advantage against the Soviet
Union. ktis clearly no part of our policy. Our pursuit of negotiation and detente is meant to reduce existing tensions, not to stir up new ones.

By the same token, the United States views the countries of Eastern Europe as sovereign, not as parts of a monolith. And we can accept no
doctrine that abridges their right to seek reciprocal improvement of relations with us or others.

We are prepared fo enter into negotiations with the nations of Eastern Europs, looking to a gradual nonrealization of relations. We will adjust
ourselves to whatever pace and extent of nommalization these countries are willing to sustain.

Progress in this direction has already been achieved in our relations with Romania. My visit to that country last summer--which will remain
unforgettable for me in human terms--set in motion a series of cooperative programs in the economic, technical, scientific and cultural fields. We
intend to pursue these with vigor. My talks with President Ceausescu also began the process of exchanging views on broader questions of
mutual concemn which, in our view, will confribute to a general improvement of the communication between West and East. A similar
relationship is open o any Communist country that wishes to enter it.

Stability and peace in Europe will be enhanced once its division is healed. The United States, and the nations of Western Europe, have historic
ties with the peoples and nations of Eastern Europe, which we wish to maintain and renew.

As | said in my toast to President Ceausescu during my visit to Romania last August

"We seek, in sum, a peace not of hegemonies, and not of artificial uniformity, but a peace in which the legitimate interests of each are respected
and all are safeguarded.”

COMMUNIST CHINA

The Chinese are a great and vital people who should not remain isolated from the international community. In the long run, no stable and
enduring international order is conceivable without the contribution of this nation of more than 700 million people.

Chinese foreign policy reflects the complexity of China’s historical relationships with the outside world. While China has the longest unbroken
history of self-government in the world, it has had lithe experience in dealing with other nations on a basis of equal sovereignty. Predominant in
Asia for many centuries, these gifted and cultured people saw their society as the center of the word. Their tradition of self-imposed cultural
isolation ended abrupfly in the Nineteenth Century, however, when an internally weak China fell prey to exploitation by technologically superior
foreign powers.

The history inherited by the Chinese Communists, therefore, was a complicated mixture of isolation and incursion, of pride and humiliation. We
must recall this unique past when we attempt to define a new relationship for the future.

Nor can we underesiimate the gulf of ideology between us, or the apparent differences in interests and how we interpret world events. While
America has historic ties of friendship with the Chinese people, and many of our basic interests are not in conflict, we must recognize the
profound gulf of suspicion and ideology.

The principles underlying our relations with Communist China are similar to those governing our policies toward the USSR. United States
policy is not likely soon to have much impact on China’s behavior, let alone its ideological outlook. But it is certainly in our interest, and in the
interest of peace and stability in Asia and the world, that we take what steps we can toward improved practical relations with Peking.

The key to our relations will be the actions each side takes regarding the other and its allies. We will notignore hostile acts. We intend to
maintain our treaty commitment to the defense of the Republic of China. But we will seek to promote understanding which can establish a new
pattern of mutually beneficial actions.

I made these points to the leaders | met throughout my trip o Asia, and they were welcomed as constructive and realistic.

We have avoided dramatic gestures which might invite dramatic rebuffs. We have taken specific steps that did not require Chinese agreemeant
but which underlined our willingness to have a mora normal and consfructive relationship. During the year, we hava:

—made it possible for American tourists, museums, and others to make non-commercial purchases of Chinese goods without special
authorization;

—broadened the categories of Americans whose passports may be automatically validated for travel in Communist China, to include members
of Congress, journalists, teachers, post-graduate scholars and college students, scientists, medical doctors and representatives of the
American Red Cross;

—permitted subsidiaries of American firms abroad to engage in commerce between Communist China and third countries.

The resumption of talks with the Chinese in Warsaw may indicate that our approach will prove useful. These first steps may notlead to major
results at once, but sooner or later Communist China will be ready to reenter the international community.

Qur desire for improved relations is not a tactical means of exploiting the clash between China and the Soviet Union. We see no benefitto us in
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the intensification of that conflict, and we have no intention of taking sides. Nor is the United States interested in joining any condominium or
hostile coalition of great powers against either of the large Communist countries. Our attitude is clear-cut--a lasting peace will be impossible so
long as some nations consider themselves the permanent enemies of others.

CONCLUSION: A NEW DEFINITION OF
PEACE

Few ideas have been so often or so loosely invoked as that of "Peace.” But if peace is among the most overworked and often-abused staples of
mankind's vocabulary, one of the reasons is that it is embedded so deeply in man's aspirations.

Skeptical and estranged, many of our young people today look out on a world they never made. They survey its conflicts with apprehension.
Graduated into the impersonal routine of a bureaucratic, technological society, many of them see life as lonely conformity lacking the lift of a
driving dream.

Yet there is no greater idealism, no higher adventure than taking a realistic road for peace. It is an adventure realized notin the exhilaration ofa
single moment, but in the lasting rewards of patient, detailed and specific efforis--a step ata time.

—Peace requires confidence--it needs the cement of frust among friends.

—Peace requires parinership--or else we will exhaust our resources, both physical and moral, in a futile effort to dominate our friends and
forever isolate our enemies.

—Peace must be just. f must answer man's dream of human dignity.

—Peace requires strength. It cannot be based on good will alons.

—Peace must be generous. No issue can be truly setiled unless the solution brings mutual advantage.
—Peace must be shared. Other nations must feel that it is their peace just as we must feel that it is ours.

—And peace must be practical. It can only be found when nations resolve real issues, and accommodate each other’s real interests. This
requires not high rhetoric, but hard work.

These principles apply to our opponents as well as to our allies, to the less developed as well as the economically advanced nations. The
peace we seek must be the work of all nations.

For peace will endure only when every nation has a greater stake in preserving than in breaking it.
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"It is not my belief that the way to peace is by giving up our friends or letting down our allies. On the contrary, our aim
is to place America's international commitments on a sustainable, long-term basis, to encourage local and regional
initiatives, to foster national independence and self-sufficiency, and by so doing to strengthen the total fabric of peace."
Address to the United Nations

General Assembly

September 18, 1969

This Administration began with the conviction that a global structure of peace requires a strong but redefined American
role. In other countries there was growing strength and autonomy. In our own there was nascent isolationism in reaction
to overextension. In the light of these changed conditions, we could not continue on the old path.

We need to replace the impulses of the previous era: both our instinct that we knew what was best for others and their
temptation to lean on our prescriptions. We need to head off possible overreactions in the new era: a feeling on our part
that we need not help others, and a conclusion on their part that they cannot count on America at all. We need to
strengthen relations with allies and friends, and to evoke their commitment to their own future and to the international
system.

Perception of the growing imbalance between the scope of America's role and the potential of America's partners thus
prompted the Nixon Doctrine. It is the key to understanding what we have done during the past two years, why we have
done it, and where we are going.

The Doctrine seeks to reflect these realities:

--that a major American role remains indispensable.

--that other nations can and should assume greater responsibilities, for their sake as well as ours.

--that the change in the strategic relationship calls for new doctrines. --that the emerging polycentrism of the Communist
world presents different challenges and new opportunities.

TOWARD NEW FORMS OF PARTNERSHIP

The tangible expression of the new partnership is in greater material contributions by other countries. But we must first
consider its primary purpose--to help make a peace that belongs to all.

For this venture we will look to others for a greater share in the definition of policy as well as in bearing the costs of
programs. This psychological reorientation is more fundamental than the material redistribution; when countries feel
responsible for the formulation of plans they are more apt to furnish the assets needed to make them work.

For America this could be the most critical aspect of the Doctrine. To continue our predominant contribution might not
have been beyond our physical resources--though our own domestic problems summoned them. But it certainly would
have exceeded our psychological resources. For no nation has the wisdom, and the understanding, and the energy
required to act wisely on all problems, at all times, in every part of the world. And it asks too much of a people to
understand --and therefore support--sweeping and seemingly permanent overseas involvement in local problems,
particularly when other countries seem able to make greater efforts themselves.

The intellectual adjustment is a healthy development for other nations as well as for us. It requires them to think hard
about some issues that had been removed, or had never appeared, on their national agendas. It is no more in their interest
than in ours to place on the United States the onus for complicated decisions--the structure of an army, the outline of a
development plan, the components of an economic policy, the framework of a regional alliance.

The Nixon Doctrine, then, should not be thought of primarily as the sharing of burdens or the lightening of our load. It
has a more positive meaning for other nations and for ourselves.

In effect we are encouraging countries to participate fully in the creation of plans and the designing of programs. They
must define the nature of their own security and determine the path of their own progress. For only in this manner will
they think of their fate as truly their own.

This new sharing requires a new, more subtle form of leadership. Before, we often acted as if our role was primarily one of
drawing up and selling American blueprints. Now, we must evoke the ideas of others and together consider programs that
meet common needs. We will concentrate more on getting other countries engaged with us in the formulation of policies;
they will be less involved in trying to influence American decisions and more involved in dwﬂsi&g@&iv«own approaches.



More than ever before in the period since World War II, foreign policy must become the concern of many rather than few.
There cannot be a structure of peace unless other nations help to fashion it. Indeed, in this central fact lie both its hope
and its elusiveness: it cannot be built except by the willing hands--and minds--of all.

It was in this context that at Guam in the summer of 1969, and in my November 3, 1969 address to the Nation, I laid out
the elements of new partnership.

"First, the United States will keep all of its treaty commitments." We will respect the commitments we inherited-both
because of their intrinsic merit, and because of the impact of sudden shifts on regional or world stability. To desert those
who have come to depend on us would cause disruption and invite aggression. It is in everyone's interest, however,
including those with whom we have ties, to view undertakings as a dynamic process. Maintaining the integrity of
commitments requires relating their tangible expression, such as troop deployments or financial contributions, to
changing conditions.

The concrete results vary. In South Korea fewer U.S. troops are required, but Korean forces must receive more modern
equipment. In NATO a continuing level of U.S. forces and greater European contributions are in order. The best way of
maintaining stable relationships with our allies is jointly to reach common conclusions and jointly to act on them.

In contemplating new commitments we will apply rigorous yardsticks. What precisely is our national concern? What
precisely is the threat? What would be the efficacy of our involvement? We do not rule out new commitments, but we will
relate them to our interests. For as I said in last year's report:

"Our objective, in the first instance, is to support our interests over the long run with a sound foreign policy. The more
that policy is based on a realistic assessment of our and others' interests, the more effective our role in the world can be.
We are not involved in the world because we have commitments; we have commitments because we are involved. Our
interests must shape our commitments, rather than the other way around."

"Second, we shall provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens the freedom of a nation allied with us or of a nation whose
survival we consider vital to our security." Nuclear power is the element of security that our friends either cannot provide
or could provide only with great and disruptive efforts. Hence, we bear special obligations toward non-nuclear countries.
Their concern would be magnified if we were to leave them defenseless against nuclear blackmail, or conventional
aggression backed by nuclear power. Nations in a position to build their own nuclear weapons would be likely to do so.
And the spread of nuclear capabilities would be inherently destabilizing, multiplying the chances that conflicts could
escalate into catastrophic exchanges.

Accordingly, while we maintain our nuclear force, we have encouraged others to forego their own under the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. We have assured those signing the NPT that they would not be subject to nuclear blackmail or
nuclear aggression. The Soviet Union has done so as well.

"Third, in cases involving other types of aggression we shall furnish military and economic assistance when requested in
accordance with our treaty commitments. But we shall look to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary
responsibility of providing the manpower for its defense." No President can guarantee that future conflicts will never
involve American personnel--but in some theaters the threshold of involvement will be raised and in some instances
involvement will be much more unlikely. This principle, first applied to security matters, applies as well to economic
development. Our economic assistance will continue to be substantial. But we will expect countries receiving it to mobilize
themselves and their resources; we will look to other developed nations to play their full role in furnishing help; and we
will channel our aid increasingly through multilateral channels.

We will continue to provide elements of military strength and economic resources appropriate to our size and our
interests. But it is no longer natural or possible in this age to argue that security or development around the globe is
primarily America's concern. The defense and progress of other countries must be first their responsibility and second, a
regional responsibility. Without the foundations of self-help and regional help, American help will not succeed. The
United States can and will participate, where our interests dictate, but as a weight--not the weight-in the scale.

THE PROCESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Policy becomes clearer only in the process of translation into programs and actions.

In this process the Nixon Doctrine seeks to reflect the need for continuity as well as the mandate for change. There are two
concurrent challenges:
--to carry out our new policy so as to maintain confidence abroad.

--to define our new policy to the American people and to elicit their support.
This transition from bearing the principal burdens to invoking and supporting the efforts of others is difficult and delicate.

Some vestiges of the past consist of essentially sound relationships and valid practices. The§f §h]nﬂﬁ)§e*preserved.



Others must be liquidated, but the method is crucial. Clearly, we could not have continued the inherited policy on
Vietnam. Just as clearly, the way in which we set about to resolve this problem has a major impact on our credibility
abroad and our cohesion at home. The same is true in other areas where our military presence remained too large, or our
economic burden disproportionate, or our attitude paternalistic.

The challenge is not merely to reduce our presence, or redistribute our burden, or change our approach, but to do soin a
way that does not call into question our very objectives.

Others judge us--and set their own course--by the steadiness of our performance as well as the merit of our ideas. Abrupt
shifts in our policies--no matter how sound in concept--are unsettling, particularly for those who may have committed
themselves to past practices at United States urging. For their own political future is involved. If we acquired a reputation
for unsteadiness, we would isolate ourselves. We must avoid practicing either consistency or novelty for its own sake.

For the mood among many of our friends is ambivalent. They seek autonomy but still presume American initiative. They
at once realize the need for their new independent role, welcome it, and are apprehensive about its responsibilities. The
Nixon Doctrine recognizes that we cannot abandon friends, and must not transfer burdens too swiftly. We must strike a
balance between doing too much and thus preventing self-reliance, and doing too little and thus undermining self-
confidence.

This balance we seek abroad is crucial. We only compound insecurity if we modify our protective or development
responsibilities without giving our friends the time and the means to adjust, materially and psychologically, to a new form
of American participation in the world.

Precipitate shrinking of the American role would not bring peace. It would not reduce America's stake in a turbulent
world. It would not solve our problems, either abroad or at home.

The need for steadiness overseas has a domestic corollary. While striking a balance in the world it is also necessary, and in
some ways even more difficult, to find the proper balance at home.

For the American people have grown somewhat weary of 25 years of international burdens. This weariness was coming in
any event, but the anguish of the Vietnam war hastened it, or at least our awareness of it. Many Americans, frustrated by
the conflict in Southeast Asia, have been tempted to draw the wrong conclusions. There are lessons to be learned from our
Vietnam experience-about unconventional warfare and the role of outside countries, the nature of commitments, the
balance of responsibilities, the need for public understanding and support. But there is also a lesson not to be drawn: that
the only antidote for undifferentiated involvement is indiscriminate retreat.

Our experience in .the 1960's has underlined the fact that we should not do more abroad than domestic opinion can
sustain. But we cannot let the pendulum swing in the other direction, sweeping us toward an isolationism which could be
as disastrous as excessive zeal.

Thus, while lowering our overseas presence and direct military involvement, our new policy calls for a new form of
leadership, not abdication of leadership. This policy must not only reflect a changed public will. It must shape a new
consensus for a balanced and positive American role.

While cutting back overseas forces prudently, we must resist the automatic reduction of the American presence
everywhere without regard to consequences. While trimming our defense budget where possible and adjusting defenses to
modem realities, we must resist ritualistic voting against defense spending. Mere scaling down is not an end in itself. We
need to determine the proper role for our forces abroad; the level of assistance for allied forces; and the shape of our
respective budgets.

The Nixon Doctrine will enable us to remain committed in ways that we can sustain. The solidity of domestic support in
turn will reverberate overseas with continued confidence in American performance. *x]71**
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motives were sound, the needs were clear, and we had many successes. By 1969, scores of new nations, having emerged
from colonial status or dependency on major powers, were asserting themselves with greater assurance and autonomy.

Four years ago this growing capacity of friends was not reflected in the balance of contributions to security and
development. This meant that others could do more, and the United States need do proportionately less, in the provision
of material resources. More fundamentally, it meant that increasingly the devising of plans belonged outside of
Washington. The sweeping American presence was likely to strain our capabilities and to stifle the initiative of others.

There were new issues that called for global cooperation. These challenges were not susceptible to national solutions or
relevant to national ideologies. The vast frontiers of space and the oceans beckoned international exploration for
humanity's gain. Pollution of air, sea, and land could not be contained behind national frontiers. The brutal tools of
assassination, kidnapping, and hijacking could be used to further any cause in any country. No nation's youth was
immune from the scourge of international drug traffic. The immediate tragedies of national disasters and the longer-term
threat of overpopulation were humanitarian, not political, concerns.

At home we faced pressures that threatened to swing America from over-extension in the world to heedless withdrawal
from it. The American people had supported the burdens of global leadership with enthusiasm and generosity into the
1960's. But after almost three decades, our enthusiasm was waning and the results of our generosity were being
questioned. Our policies needed change, not only to match new realities in the world but also to meet a new mood in
America. Many Americans were no longer willing to support the sweeping range of our postwar role. It had drained our
financial, and especially our psychological, reserves. Our friends clearly were able to do more. The Vietnam experience
was hastening our awareness of change. Voices in this country were claiming that we had to jettison global concerns and
turn inward in order to meet our domestic problems.

Therefore the whole underpinning of our foreign policy was in jeopardy. The bipartisan consensus that once existed for a
vigorous American internationalism was now being torn apart. Some of the most active proponents of America's
commitment in the world in previous decades were now pressing for indiscriminate disengagement. What was once seen
asmgca's overseas obligation was now seen as our overseas preoccupation. What was once viewed as America's
unselfishness was now viewed as our naivete. By 1969 we faced the danger that public backing for a continuing world role
might be swept away by fatigue, frustration and over-reaction.

THIS ADMINISTRATION'S APPROACH

We were determined to shape new policies to deal with each of these problems. But our first requirement was
philosophic. We needed a fresh vision to inspire and to integrate our efforts.

We began with the conviction that a major American commitment to the world continued to be indispensable. The many
changes in the postwar landscape did not alter this central fact. America's strength was so vast, our involvement so broad,
and our concerns so deep, that to remove our influence would set off tremors around the globe. Friends would despair,
adversaries would be tempted, and our own national security would soon be threatened. There was no escaping the reality
of our enormous influence for peace.

But the new times demanded a new definition of our involvement. For more than a score of years our foreign policy had
been driven by a global mission that only America could fulfill--to furnish political leadership, provide for the common
defense, and promote economic development. Allies were weak and other nations were young, threats were palpable and
American power was dominant.

By 1969, a mission of this scale was no longer valid abroad or supportable at home. Allies had grown stronger and young
nations were maturing, threats were diversified and American power was offset. It was time to move from a paternal
mission for others to a cooperative mission with others. Convinced as we were that a strong American role remained
essential for world stability, we knew, too, that a peace that depends primarily on the exertions of one nation is inherently
fragile.

So we saw the potential and the imperative of a pluralistic world. We believed we could move from an environment of
emergencies to a more stable international system. We made our new purpose a global structure of peace-comprehensive
because it would draw on the efforts of other countries; durable because if countries helped to build it, they would also
help to maintain it.

To pursue this fundamental vision, we had to move across a wide and coordinated front, with mutually reinforcing
policies for each challenge we faced.

Peace could not depend solely on the uneasy equilibrium between two nuclear giants. We had a responsibility to work for
positive relations with the Soviet Union. But there was ample proof that assertions of good will or transitory changes in
climate would not erase the hard realities of ideological opposition, geopolitical rivalry, competing alliances, or military
competition. We were determined not to lurch along--with isolated agreements vulnerable to sudden shifts of course
in political relations, with peaks and valleys based on atmosphere, with incessant tension and maneuvering. We saw as
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well that there were certain mutual interests that we could build upon. As the two powers capable of global destruction,
we had a common stake in preserving peace.

Thus we decided to follow certain principles in our policy toward the Soviet Union. We would engage in concrete
negotiations designed to produce specific agreements, both where differences existed and where cooperation was possible.
We would work with Moscow across a broad front, believing that progress in one area would induce progress in others.
Through the gathering momentum of individual accords we would seek to create vested interests on both sides in restraint
and the strengthening of peace. But this process would require a reduction in tactical maneuvering at each other's expense
in favor of our shared interest in avoiding calamitous collision, in profiting from cooperation, and in building a more
stable world.

Peace could not exclude a fourth of humanity. The longer-term prospects for peace required a new relationship with the
People's Republic of China. Only if China's weight was reflected in the international system would it have the incentive,
and sense of shared responsibility, to maintain the peace. Furthermore, the time was past when one nation could claim to
speak for a bloc of states; we would deal with countries on the basis of their actions, not abstract ideological formulas. Our
own policies could be more flexible if we did not assume the permanent enmity of China. The United States had a
traditional interest in an independent and peaceful China. We seemed to have no fundamental interests that need collide
in the longer sweep of history. There was, indeed, rich potential benefit for our two peoples in a more normal relationship.

So we launched a careful process of private diplomacy and public steps to engage the People's Republic of China with us
and involve it more fully in the world. We did so, confident that a strong, independent China was in our national interest;
resolved that such a process need not--and would not--be aimed at any other country; and looking for a reciprocal attitude
on the part of the Chinese.

Peace must draw upon the vitality of our friends. Our alliances with Western Europe and Japan would continue as major
pillars of our foreign policy, but they had not kept pace with the changed international environment. We thus sought to
forge more equal partnerships based on a more balanced contribution of both resources and plans.

America had been the automatic source of political leadership and economic power. Now we needed new modes of action
that would accommodate our partners' new dynamism. The challenge was to reconcile traditional unity with new
diversity. While complete integration of policy was impossible, pure unilateralism would be destructive.

Before, we were allied in containment of a unified Communist danger. Now Communism had taken various forms; our
alliances had stabilized the European and Northeast Asian environments; and we had laid the foundations for negotiation.
We had to decide together not only what we were against, but what we were for.

Peace required the ending of an ongoing war. Our approach to the Vietnam conflict and our shaping of a new foreign
policy were inextricably linked. Naturally, our most urgent concern was to end the war. But we had to end it--or at least
our involvement--in a way that would continue to make possible a responsible American role in the world.

We could not continue on the course we inherited, which promised neither an end to the conflict nor to our involvement.
At the same time, we would not abandon our friends, for we wanted to shape a structure of peace based in large measure
on American steadiness. So we sought peace with honor--through negotiation if possible, through Vietnamization if the
enemy gave us no choice. The phased shifting of defense responsibilities to the South Vietnamese would give them the
time and means to adjust. It would assure the American people that our own involvement was not open-ended. It would
preserve our credibility abroad and our cohesion at home.

Given the enemy's attitude, peace was likely to take time, and other problems in the world could not wait. So we moved
promptly to shape a new approach to allies and adversaries. And by painting on this larger canvas we sought both to put
the Vietnam war in perspective and to speed its conclusion by demonstrating to Hanoi that continued conflict did not
frustrate our global policies.

Peace needed America's strength. Modifications in our defense policy were required, but one central truth persisted-
neither our nation nor peace in the world could be secure without our military power. If superiority was no longer
practical, inferiority would be unthinkable.

‘We were determined to maintain a national defense second to none. This would be a force for stability in a world of
evolving partnerships and changing doctrines. This was essential to maintain the confidence of our friends and the respect
of our adversaries. At the same time, we would seek energetically to promote national and international security through
arms control negotiations.

Peace involved a fresh dimension of international cooperation. A new form of multilateral diplomacy was prompted by a
new set of issues. These challenges covered a wide range--the promise of exploration, the pollution of our planet, the
perils of crime---but they were alike in going beyond the traditional considerations doctrine and geography. They required
cooperation that reached not only across boundaries but often around the globe. So we resolved to work both with friends
and adversaries, in the United Nations and other forums, to practice partnership on a global scale.
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Above all, peace demanded the responsible participation of all nations. With great efforts during the postwar period we
had promoted the revitalization of former powers and the growing assurance of new states. For this changed world we
needed a new philosophy that would reflect and reconcile two basic principles: A structure of peace requires the greater
participation of other nations, but it also requires the sustained participation of the United States.

To these ends, we developed the Nixon Doctrine of shared responsibilities. This Doctrine was central to our approach to
major allies in the Atlantic and Pacific. But it also shaped our attitude toward those in Latin America, Asia, and Africa
with whom we were working in formal alliances or friendship.

Our primary purpose was to invoke greater efforts by others--not so much to lighten our burdens as to increase their
commitment to a new and peaceful structure. This would mean that increasingly they would man their own defenses and
furnish more of the funds for their security and economic development. The corollary would be the reduction of the
American share of defense or financial contributions.

More fundamental than this material redistribution, however, was a psychological reorientation. Nations had habitually
relied on us for political leadership. Much time and energy went into influencing decisions in Washington. Our objective
now was to encourage them to play a greater role in formulating plans and programs. For when others design their
security and their development, they make their destiny truly their own. And when plans are their plans, they are more
motivated to make them realities.

The lowering of our profile was not an end in itself. Other countries needed to do more, but they could not do so without a
concerned America. Their role had to be increased, but this would prove empty unless we did what we must. We could not
go from over-involvement to neglect. A changing world needed the continuity of America's strength.

Thus we made clear that the Nixon Doctrine represented a new definition of American leadership, not abandonment of
that leadership. In my 1971 Report, I set forth the need for a responsible balance:

"The Nixon Doctrine recognizes that we cannot abandon friends, and must not transfer burdens too swiftly. We must
strike a balance between doing too much and thus preventing self-reliance, and doing too little and thus undermining self-
confidence.

"The balance we seek abroad is crucial. We only compound insecurity if we modify our protective or development
responsibilities without giving our friends the time and the means to adjust, materially and psychologically, to a new form
of American participation in the world.

"Precipitate shrinking of the American role would not bring peace. It would not reduce America's stake in a turbulent
world. It would not solve our problems, either abroad or at home."

Peace had a domestic dimension. Steadiness abroad required steadiness at home. America could continue to make its vital
contribution in the world only if Americans understood the need and supported the effort to do so. But understanding and
support for a responsible foreign policy were in serious jeopardy in 1969. Years of burdens, Cold War tensions, and a
difficult war threatened to undermine our constancy.

While new policies were required to meet transformed conditions abroad, they were equally imperative because of the
changing climate at home. Americans needed a new positive vision of the world and our place in it. In order to continue to
do what only America could, we had to demonstrate that our friends were doing more. While maintaining strong defenses,
we also had to seek national security through negotiations with adversaries. And where American families were most
directly affected, we had to gain a peace with honor to win domestic support for our new foreign policy as well as to make
it credible abroad.

We have thus paid great attention, as in these Reports, to the articulation, as well as the implementation, of our new role
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implementation of these guidelines, which should permit countries to strengthen their environmental protection
programs without upsetting international trade relationships.

Marine mammals, including whales, dolphins, seals, and polar bears, are increasingly endangered by man's onslaughts.
Whales are probably in the greatest jeopardy, with some species on the edge of extinction. The United States advocated a
ten-year moratorium on all whaling, both to permit presently depleted stocks to recover and to generate needed scientific
data on whales. The UN Conference on the Human Environment endorsed this proposal, calling upon the International
Whaling Commission to adopt it. While the Commission rejected the proposed moratorium at its meeting in June 1972, it
did agree to significant reductions in the 1973 quotas for catches of certain whales, and it extended the current ban on
hunting other varieties.

The United States joined with 91 other nations in adopting a Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by
Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter at a conference in London last November. The parties to the convention agreed to
institute national systems for regulating ocean dumping similar to the comprehensive program we now have in the United
States.

The Intergovernmental Maritime Consultative Organization (IMCO) has continued its efforts to prevent and reduce oil
pollution from tanker collisions, groundings, and intentional discharges of oil ballast and bilge water. In May 1972, I
submitted to the Senate for its advice and consent provisions to implement standards adopted by IMCO to reduce oil
outflow from tanks ruptured in vessel casualties. IMCO's 1973 Conference on Marine Pollution, to be held in October in
London, will focus on measures for the complete elimination of intentional pollution from oil and noxious substances and
for the minimization of accidental spills. The United States is helping to develop a new international convention to
eliminate intentional discharges of oil and hazardous substances from ships by 1975, if possible, or at the latest by the end
of this decade.

Bilateral Actions. International progress on the environment in 1972 included significant bilateral developments.

Last May in Moscow I signed the U.S.-Soviet Agreement of Cooperation in the Field of Environmental Protection, which
calls for mutual cooperation and exchange of information in eleven specific areas. The Joint Commission to implement
this agreement met in Moscow last September, and agreed on a number of concrete projects, including a comparative
investigation of air pollution in St. Louis and Leningrad; joint studies of water pollution problems at Lake Baikal in the
Soviet Union and Lake Tahoe and one of the Great Lakes in the United States; exchange of information on environmental
planning in urban areas, with emphasis on Leningrad in the Soviet Union and Atlanta and San Francisco in the United
States; and a range of cooperative ventures in areas such as earthquake prediction, wildlife protection, effects of
environmental change on climate, and marine pollution.

In April 1972 in Ottawa, Prime Minister Trudeau and I signed the U.S.-Canadian Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement to
clean up and prevent further pollution in the Great Lakes. This agreement establishes an important international
precedent for cooperation between neighboring nations to protect vital shared resources. It specified both general and
specific water quality objectives and set a December 1975 deadline for various programs to be completed or underway.

In a joint communiquii issued last June with President Echeverria of Mexico, I announced that the United States would
take immediate measures to reduce the salinity level of the Colorado River, a problem which Mexico has indicated
damages agriculture in the Mexicali Valley. The communiquii also contained an agreement that policy-level officials from
our two nations would meet regularly to discuss other mutual environmental concerns and to develop methods for dealing
with them more systematically.

These, then, are the challenges which confront the entire world community. The international response during the past
year to these issues has been encouraging. These efforts are providing institutional foundations for effective future action.
While many problems still remain unresolved, the world has moved closer to the global solutions that are required.

CONCLUSION

In the past four years, there have been fundamental changes and signal successes. We have cleared away vestiges of the
past. We have erased or moderated hostilities. And we are strengthening partnerships.

The specific events or policies, however important, reflect a more profound enterprise. We are seeking the philosophical,
as well as the practical, reorientation of our foreign policy. This is the primary challenge of a radically different world. If
America is to provide the leadership that only it can, Americans must identify with new visions and purposes.

As we look toward this nation's two hundredth birthday, we shall continue our efforts--with the people and the Congress-
to create this new consensus.

In the transition from the bipolar world of American predominance to the multipolar world of shared responsibilities,
certain themes need emphasis. They indicate not only what our approach is, but what it is not.
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We seek a stable structure, not a classical balance of power. Undeniably, national security must rest upon a certain
equilibrium between potential adversaries. The United States cannot entrust its destiny entirely, or even largely, to the
goodwill of others. Neither can we expect other countries so to mortgage their future. Solid security involves external
restraints on potential opponents as well as self-restraint.

Thus a certain balance of power is inherent in any international system and has its place in the one we envision. But it is
not the overriding concept of our foreign policy. First of all, our approach reflects the realities of the nuclear age. The
classical concept of balance of power included continual maneuvering for marginal advantages over others. In the nuclear
era this is both unrealistic and dangerous. It is unrealistic because when both sides possess such enormous power, small
additional increments cannot be translated into tangible advantage or even usable political strength. And it is dangerous
because attempts to seek tactical gains might lead to confrontation which could be catastrophic.

Secondly, our approach includes the element of consensus. All nations, adversaries and friends alike, must have a stake in
preserving the international system. They must feel that their principles are being respected and their national interests
secured. They must, in short, see positive incentive for keeping the peace, not just the dangers of breaking it. If countries
believe global arrangements threaten their vital concerns, they will challenge them. If the international environment
meets their vital concerns, they will work to maintain it. Peace requires mutual accommodation as well as mutual
restraint.

Negotiation with adversaries does not alter our more fundamental ties with friends. We have made a concerted effort to
move from confrontation to negotiation. We have done well. At the same time, our determination to reduce divisions has
not eroded distinctions between friends and adversaries. Our alliances remain the cornerstones of our foreign policy. They
reflect shared values and purposes. They involve major economic interests. They provide the secure foundation on which
to base negotiations.

Although their forms must be adapted to new conditions, these ties are enduring. We have no intention of sacrificing them
in efforts to engage adversaries in the shaping of peace. Indeed such efforts cannot succeed, nor can they have lasting
meaning, without the bonds of traditional friendships. There is no higher objective than the strengthening of our
partnerships.

Detente does not mean the end of danger. Improvements in both the tone and substance of our relations have indeed
reduced tensions and heightened the prospects for peace. But these processes are not automatic or easy. They require
vigilance and firmness and exertion. Nothing would be more dangerous than to assume prematurely that dangers have
disappeared.

Thus we maintain strong military power even as we seek mutual limitation and reduction of arms. We do not mistake
climate for substance. We base our policies on the actions and capabilities of others, not just on estimates of their
intentions.

Detente is not the same as lasting peace. And peace does not guarantee tranquility or mean the end of contention. The
world will hold perils for as far ahead as we can see.

We intend to share responsibilities, not abdicate them. We have emphasized the need for other countries to take on more
responsibilities for their security and development. The tangible result has often been a reduction in our overseas
presence or our share of contributions. But our purpose is to continue our commitment to the world in ways we can
sustain, not to camouflage a retreat. We took these steps only when our friends were prepared for them. They have been
successfully carried out because American backing remained steady. They have helped to maintain support in this country
for a responsible foreign policy.

I underlined the vital importance of the redefined American role two years ago:

"Our participation remains crucial. Because of the abundance of our resources and the stretch of our technology,
America's impact on the world remains enormous, whether by our action or by our inaction. Our awareness of the world is
too keen, and our concern for peace too deep for us to remove the measure of stability which we have provided for the past
25 years."

Measured against the challenges we faced and the goals we set, we can take satisfaction in the record of the past four
years. Our progress has been more marked in reducing tensions than in restructuring partnerships. We have negotiated
an end to a war and made future wars less likely by improving relations with major adversaries. Our bonds with old
friends have proved durable during these years of profound change. But we are still searching for more balanced
relationships. This will be our most immediate concern, even as we pursue our other goals.

Where peace is newly planted, we shall work to make it thrive.

Where bridges have been built, we shall work to make them stronger.
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Where friendships have endured, we shall work to make them grow.

During the next four years--with the help of others--we shall continue building an international structure which could
silence the sounds of war for the remainder of this century.

Note: The text of the report was issued by the White House in the form of a 234-page booklet entitled "U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's:
Shaping a Durable Peace; A Report to the Congress by Richard Nixon, President of the United States, May 3, 1973."

On the same day, the White House released the transcripts of two news briefings on the President's report. The briefings were held by Henry
A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, on May 2 and 3.

Citation: Richard Nixon: "Fourth Annual Report to the Congress on United States Foreign Policy.," May 3, 1973. Online by Gerhard Peters and John
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Inaugural Addresses of the Presidents of the United States. 1989.

Ronald Reagan
First Inaugural Address

Tuesday, January 20, 1981

For the first time, an inauguration ceremony was held
on the terrace of the West Front of the Capitol. Chief
Justice Warren Burger administered the oath of office to
the former broadcaster, screen actor, and Governor of
California. In the election of 1980, the Republicans won
the White House and a majority in the Senate. On
inauguration day, American hostages held by the
revolutionary government of Iran were released.

Senator Hatfield, Mr. Chief Justice, Mr. President, Vice President Bush, Vice President !
Mondale, Senator Baker, Speaker O'Neill, Reverend Moomaw, and my fellow citizens: To
a few of us here today, this is a solemn and most momentous occasion; and yet, in the
history of our Nation, it is a commonplace occurrence. The orderly transfer of authority
as called for in the Constitution routinely takes place as it has for almost two centuries
and few of us stop to think how unique we really are. In the eyes of many in the world,
this every-4-year ceremony we accept as normal is nothing less than a miracle.

Mr. President, I want our fellow citizens to know how much you did to carry on this
tradition. By your gracious cooperation in the transition process, you have shown a
watching world that we are a united people pledged to maintaining a political system
which guarantees individual liberty to a greater degree than any other, and I thank you
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and your people for all your help in maintaining the continuity which is the bulwark of
our Republic.

The business of our nation goes forward. These United States are confronted with an
economic affliction of great proportions. We suffer from the longest and one of the worst
sustained inflations in our national history. It distorts our economic decisions, penalizes
thrift, and crushes the struggling young and the fixed-income elderly alike. It threatens to
shatter the lives of millions of our people.

Idle industries have cast workers into unemployment, causing human misery and
personal indignity. Those who do work are denied a fair return for their labor by a tax
system which penalizes successful achievement and keeps us from maintaining full
productivity.

But great as our tax burden is, it has not kept pace with public spending. For decades, 3
we have piled deficit upon deficit, mortgaging our future and our children's future for the
temporary convenience of the present. To continue this long trend is to guarantee
tremendous social, cultural, political, and economic upheavals.

You and I, as individuals, can, by borrowing, live beyond our means, but for only a
limited period of time. Why, then, should we think that collectively, as a nation, we are
not bound by that same limitation?

We must act today in order to preserve tomorrow. And let there be no misunderstanding 7
—we are going to begin to act, beginning today.

Co

The economic ills we suffer have come upon us over several decades. They will not go
away in days, weeks, or months, but they will go away. They will go away because we, as
Americans, have the capacity now, as we have had in the past, to do whatever needs to be
done to preserve this last and greatest bastion of freedom.

In this present crisis, government is not the solution to our problem.

From time to time, we have been tempted to believe that society has become too 10

complex to be managed by self-rule, that government by an elite group is superior to
government for, by, and of the people. But if no one among us is capable of governing
himself, then who among us has the capacity to govern someone else? All of us together,
in and out of government, must bear the burden. The solutions we seek must be equitable,
with no one group singled out to pay a higher price.

We hear much of special interest groups. Our concern must be for a special interest u

group that has been too long neglected. It knows no sectional boundaries or ethnic and
racial divisions, and it crosses political party lines. It is made up of men and women who
raise our food, patrol our streets, man our mines and our factories, teach our children,
keep our homes, and heal us when we are sick—professionals, industrialists,
shopkeepers, clerks, cabbies, and truckdrivers. They are, in short, "We the people," this
breed called Americans.

Well, this administration's objective will be a healthy, vigorous, growing economy that /2

provides equal opportunity for all Americans, with no barriers born of bigotry or
discrimination. Putting America back to work means putting all Americans back to work.
Ending inflation means freeing all Americans from the terror of runaway living costs. All
must share in the productive work of this "new beginning" and all must share in the
bounty of a revived economy. With the idealism and fair play which are the core of our
system and our strength, we can have a strong and prosperous America at peace with
itself and the world.

So, as we begin, let us take inventory. We are a nation that has a government—not the
other way around. And this makes us special among the nations of the Earth. Our
Government has no power except that granted it by the people. It is time to check and
reverse the growth of government which shows signs of having grown beyond the
consent of the governed.

It is my intention to curb the size and influence of the Federal establishment and to 1

demand recognition of the distinction between the powers granted to the Federal
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Government and those reserved to the States or to the people. All of us need to be
reminded that the Federal Government did not create the States; the States created the
Federal Government.

Now, so there will be no misunderstanding, it is not my intention to do away with
government. It is, rather, to make it work—work with us, not over us; to stand by our
side, not ride on our back. Government can and must provide opportunity, not smother it;
foster productivity, not stifle it.

If we look to the answer as to why, for so many years, we achieved so much, prospered
as no other people on Earth, it was because here, in this land, we unleashed the energy
and individual genius of man to a greater extent than has ever been done before. Freedom
and the dignity of the individual have been more available and assured here than in any
other place on Earth. The price for this freedom at times has been high, but we have
never been unwilling to pay that price.

It is no coincidence that our present troubles parallel and are proportionate to the
intervention and intrusion in our lives that result from unnecessary and excessive growth
of government. It is time for us to realize that we are too great a nation to limit ourselves
to small dreams. We are not, as some would have us believe, doomed to an inevitable
decline. I do not believe in a fate that will fall on us no matter what we do. I do believe in
a fate that will fall on us if we do nothing. So, with all the creative energy at our
command, let us begin an era of national renewal. Let us renew our determination, our
courage, and our strength. And let us renew our faith and our hope.

We have every right to dream heroic dreams. Those who say that we are in a time when
there are no heroes just don't know where to look. You can see heroes every day going in
and out of factory gates. Others, a handful in number, produce enough food to feed all of
us and then the world beyond. You meet heroes across a counter—and they are on both
sides of that counter. There are entrepreneurs with faith in themselves and faith in an idea
who create new jobs, new wealth and opportunity. They are individuals and families
whose taxes support the Government and whose voluntary gifts support church, charity,
culture, art, and education. Their patriotism is quiet but deep. Their values sustain our
national life.

I have used the words "they" and "their" in speaking of these heroes. I could say "you"
and "your" because I am addressing the heroes of whom I speak—you, the citizens of this
blessed land. Your dreams, your hopes, your goals are going to be the dreams, the hopes,
and the goals of this administration, so help me God.

We shall reflect the compassion that is so much a part of your makeup. How can we
love our country and not love our countrymen, and loving them, reach out a hand when
they fall, heal them when they are sick, and provide opportunities to make them self-
sufficient so they will be equal in fact and not just in theory?

Can we solve the problems confronting us? Well, the answer is an unequivocal and
emphatic "yes." To paraphrase Winston Churchill, I did not take the oath I have just taken
with the intention of presiding over the dissolution of the world's strongest economy.

In the days ahead I will propose removing the roadblocks that have slowed our economy
and reduced productivity. Steps will be taken aimed at restoring the balance between the
various levels of government. Progress may be slow—measured in inches and feet, not
miles—but we will progress. Is it time to reawaken this industrial giant, to get
government back within its means, and to lighten our punitive tax burden. And these will
be our first priorities, and on these principles, there will be no compromise.

On the eve of our struggle for independence a man who might have been one of the
greatest among the Founding Fathers, Dr. Joseph Warren, President of the Massachusetts
Congress, said to his fellow Americans, "Our country is in danger, but not to be despaired
of.... On you depend the fortunes of America. You are to decide the important questions
upon which rests the happiness and the liberty of millions yet unborn. Act worthy of
yourselves."

Well, I believe we, the Americans of today, are ready to act worthy of ourselves, ready
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to do what must be done to ensure happiness and liberty for ourselves, our children and
our children's children.

And as we renew ourselves here in our own land, we will be seen as having greater 3
strength throughout the world. We will again be the exemplar of freedom and a beacon of
hope for those who do not now have freedom.

To those neighbors and allies who share our freedom, we will strengthen our historic ties ¢
and assure them of our support and firm commitment. We will match loyalty with loyalty.
We will strive for mutually beneficial relations. We will not use our friendship to impose
on their sovereignty, for our own sovereignty is not for sale.

As for the enemies of freedom, those who are potential adversaries, they will be 27
reminded that peace is the highest aspiration of the American people. We will negotiate
for it, sacrifice for it; we will not surrender for it—now or ever.

Our forbearance should never be misunderstood. Our reluctance for conflict should not %%
be misjudged as a failure of will. When action is required to preserve our national
security, we will act. We will maintain sufficient strength to prevail if need be, knowing
that if we do so we have the best chance of never having to use that strength.

Above all, we must realize that no arsenal, or no weapon in the arsenals of the world, is ~ #*
so formidable as the will and moral courage of free men and women. It is a weapon our
adversaries in today's world do not have. It is a weapon that we as Americans do have.

Let that be understood by those who practice terrorism and prey upon their neighbors.

I am told that tens of thousands of prayer meetings are being held on this day, and for 30
that I am deeply grateful. We are a nation under God, and I believe God intended for us to
be free. It would be fitting and good, I think, if on each Inauguration Day in future years
it should be declared a day of prayer.

This is the first time in history that this ceremony has been held, as you have been told, ¥
on this West Front of the Capitol. Standing here, one faces a magnificent vista, opening
up on this city's special beauty and history. At the end of this open mall are those shrines
to the giants on whose shoulders we stand.

Directly in front of me, the monument to a monumental man: George Washington, 32
Father of our country. A man of humility who came to greatness reluctantly. He led
America out of revolutionary victory into infant nationhood. Off to one side, the stately
memorial to Thomas Jefferson. The Declaration of Independence flames with his
eloquence.

And then beyond the Reflecting Pool the dignified columns of the Lincoln Memorial. 33
Whoever would understand in his heart the meaning of America will find it in the life of
Abraham Lincoln.

Beyond those monuments to heroism is the Potomac River, and on the far shore the 3
sloping hills of Arlington National Cemetery with its row on row of simple white markers
bearing crosses or Stars of David. They add up to only a tiny fraction of the price that has
been paid for our freedom.

Each one of those markers is a monument to the kinds of hero I spoke of earlier. Their ¥’
lives ended in places called Belleau Wood, The Argonne, Omaha Beach, Salerno and
halfway around the world on Guadalcanal, Tarawa, Pork Chop Hill, the Chosin Reservoir,
and in a hundred rice paddies and jungles of a place called Vietnam.

Under one such marker lies a young man—Martin Treptow—who left his job in a small 3¢
town barber shop in 1917 to go to France with the famed Rainbow Division. There, on
the western front, he was killed trying to carry a message between battalions under heavy
artillery fire.

We are told that on his body was found a diary. On the flyleaf under the heading, "My %’
Pledge," he had written these words: "America must win this war. Therefore, I will work,
I will save, I will sacrifice, I will endure, I will fight cheerfully and do my utmost, as if
the issue of the whole struggle depended on me alone."

The crisis we are facing today does not require of us the kind of sacrifice that Martin 38
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Treptow and so many thousands of others were called upon to make. It does require,
however, our best effort, and our willingness to believe in ourselves and to believe in our
capacity to perform great deeds; to believe that together, with God's help, we can and will
resolve the problems which now confront us.

And, after all, why shouldn't we believe that? We are Americans. God bless you, and
thank you.
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During the late seventies, I felt our country had begun to abdicate
this historical role as the spiritual leader of the Free World and its
foremost defender of democracy. Some of our resolve was gone,
along with a part of our commitment to uphold the values we
cherished.

Just as it had accepted the notion that America was past its prime
economically and said our people would have to settle for a future
with less, the previous administration for some reason had accepted
the notion that America was no longer the world power it had once
been, that it had become powerless to shape world events. Con-
sciously or unconsciously, we had sent our a message to the world
that Washington was no longer sure of itself, its ideals, or its com-
mitments to our allies, and that it seemed o acceprt as inevitable the
advance of Soviet expansionism, especially in the poor and under-
developed countries of the world.

I’'m not sure what was at the root of this sense of withdrawal;
perhaps it was related to the Vietnam War, the energy crisis, and
the inflation and other economic problems of the Carter years—or
the frustrations endured by the Carter administration over the fail-
ure of its policies in Iran. Whatever the reasons, I believed it was
senseless, ill-founded, and dangerous for America to withdraw
from its role as superpower and leader of the Free World.

Predictably, the Soviets had interpreted our hesiration and reluc-
tance to act and our reduced sense of national self-confidence as a
weakness, and had tried to exploit it to the fullest, moving ahead
with their agenda to achieve 2 Communist-dominated world. With
the breathtaking events that have occurred in Eastern Europe since
then, it can be easy to forget what the world was like in the spring
of 1981: The Soviets were more dedicated than ever to achieving
Lenin’s goal of a Communist world. Under the so-called Brezhnev
Doctrine, they claimed the right to support “wars of national lib-
eration” and to suppress, through armed intervention, any chal-
lenge to Communist governments anywhere in the world.

We saw the Brezhnev Doctrine in practce around the globe on a
daily basis. In E! Sdlvador, Angola, Ethiopia, Cambodia, and else-
where, the Soviets and their surrogates, Cuba, Nicaragua, Libya,
and Syria, were seeking to undermine and destroy non-Communist
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governments through violent campaigns of subversion and terror-
ism. In Afghanistan, they were brutally trying to suppress a revolt
against Communist rule with tanks and rockets; in Poland, they
were responding to the tentative stirrings of 2 democratic move-
ment with ominous hincs of an invasion, the same method they had
used to crush brave freedom fighters who had sought to bring
democracy to Hungary and Czechoslovakia.

As the foundation of my foreign policy, I decided we had to send
as powerful a message as we could to the Russians that we weren’t
going to stand by anymore while they armed and financed terrorists
and subverted democratic governments. Our policy was to be one
based on strength and realism. I wanted peace through strengrh,
not peace through a piece of paper.

In my speeches and press conferences, I deliberately set out to say
some frank things about the Russians, to let them know there were
some new fellows in Washington who had 2 realistic view of what
they were up to and weren’t going to let them keep it up. At my
first press conference 1 was asked whether we could trust the Soviet
Union, and [ said that the answer to that question could be found
in the writings of Soviet leaders: It had always been their philoso-
phy that it was moral to lie or cheat for the purpose of advancing
Communism. I said they had told us, without meaning to, that they
couldn’t be trusted. (Much of the press later got it wrong when it
claimed I called the Soviets liars and cheaters, failing to point our
that I was simply quoting what the Russians themselves had said.)

I wanted to let them know that in attempting to continue their
policy of expansionism, they were prolonging the nuclear arms race
and keeping the world on the precipice of disaster. I also wanted to
send the signal that we weren’t going to be deceived by words into
thinking they’d changed their stripes: We wanted deeds, not words.
And I intended to let them know that we were going to spend
whatever it tock to stay ahead of them in the arms race. We would
never accept second place.

The great dynamic success of capitalism had given us a powerful
weapon In our battle against Communism—money. The Russians
could never win the arms race; we could outspend them forever.
Moreover, incentives inherent in the capitalist system had given us
an industrial base that meant we had the capacity to maintain a
technological edge over them forever.
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Bur in addition to sending out the word that the United States
was dealing with the Soviet Union from a new basis of realism, I
wanted to let them know that we realized the nuclear standoff was
futile and dangerous for all of us and that we had no designs on
their territories. They had nothing to fear from us if they behaved
themselves. We wanted to reduce the tensions that had led us to the
threshold of a nuclear standoff. :

It was ridiculous for both nations to continue this costly, open-
ended competition to build bigger and better offensive weapons
able to annthilate the world. The money we were spending on
weapons could be better spent on so many other things. Somewhere
in the Kremlin, I thought, there had to be people who realized that
the pair of us standing there like two cowboys with guns pointed
ar each other’s heads posed a lethal risk to the survival of the
Communist world as well as the Free World. Someone in the Krem-
lin had to realize that in arming themselves to the teeth, they were
ageravating the desperate economic problems in the Soviet Union,
which were the greatest evidence of the failure of Communism.

Yet, to be candid, I doubted I’d ever meet anybody like that.

No-r LONG AFTER I moved into the White House, Anatoly Dob-
rynin, the Soviet ambassador in Washington, made some guarded
hints to Secretary of State Al Haig indicating that the Russians were
interested in reopening East-West talks on conirolling nuclear arms.
But he said Soviet leaders were unhappy with some of the harsh
things I’d said abour them. I told Al to inform Dobrynin that my
words were intended to convey a message: There was a new man-
agement in the White House along with a new realism regarding
the Russians, and until they behaved themselves, they could expect
more of the same.

I didn’t have much faith in Communists or put much stock in
their word. Still, it was dangerous ro continue the East-West nu-
clear standoff forever, and I decided that if the Russians wouldn’t
take the first step, I should. '

As 1 sat in the sun-filled White House solarium in robe and paja-
mas that spring, waiting for doctors to give me a go-ahead to re-
sume a full work schedule, I wondered how to get the process
started. Perhaps having come so close to death made me feel I
should do whatever I could in the years God had given me to reduce
the threat of nuclear war; perhaps there was a reason I had been
spared.

Finally, I decided to write a personal letter to Brezhnev, whom I
had met briefly when I was governor and he had come to San
Clemente for a meeting with President Nixon. I thought I'd try to
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the realization that collectivism stifles the best human impulses. The
democracies, I suggested, like the Communists, should adopt a pol-
icy of expansionism: We should try to help the new countries of
Africa and elsewhere embrace democracy and become evangelists
worldwide for freedom, individual liberty, representative govern-
ment, freedom of the press, self-expression, and the rule of law.

Freedom is not the sole prerogative of a lucky few, but the ina-
lienable and universal right of all human beings. . . . I believe the
renewed strength of the democratic movement, complemented by
a global campaign for freedom, will strengthen the prospects for
arms control and a world at peace.

If the democracies maintained their resolve against Communism
and encouraged the expansion of democratic rule, I suggested, the
rest was inevitable:

Marxism-Leninism would be tossed on the ash heap of history,
Jike all the other forms of tyranny that preceded it.
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ALTHOUGH 1 TrINK I convinced many people on that trip to
Europe that [ wasn’t a trigger-happy cowboy, the nuclear freeze
movement marched along unfazed through the summer and fall of
1982, while the Democrartic majority in Congress tried to kill many
of the most important elements of our military modernization pro-
gram, including the MX missile and B-1 bomber, and our efforts to
improve the quality of our all-volunteer army. Attempts to slash
the military budget continued even after we began seeing tangible
evidence of success. After a briefing by the Joint Chiefs of Staff one
day that summer, I wrote of the meeting: “It was inspiring. We’ve
really turned the military around. Morale-wise and every other
way.” A much greater proportion of military personnel were high
school graduares, use of marijuana among the troops was down
from fifty percent to sixteen percent, reenlistment rates were soar-
ing, and there was a renewed sense of honor among our military
men and women that made them proud to wear a uniform again.
Congressional budger battles and Israel’s invasion of Lebanon
preoccupied us much of that summer. Meanwhile, the continuing
Soviet crackdown on Poland, tensions caused by Brezhnev’s effort
to hold us responsible for Israel’s actions in Lebanon, his refusal to
concede that the Soviets were meddling in Third World countries,
and other problems prevented any improvement in U.S.-Soviet re-
lations. Former Secretary of Stare Henry Kissinger urged me to
consider imposing 2 blockade around Nicaragua to send a stronger
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signal to Moscow that we didn’t like what the Soviets were ‘doing
in Centra)l America, but 2 blockade would have been an ofﬁc1al.act
of war. I didn’t want a state of war existing berween us an'd N1§a~
ragua—and no one could cell where efforts to blockade Soviet ships
bound for Central America might lead.

One afternoon, George Shultz and I invited Afnﬁassador Dobry-
nin over to the White House. We met in our living quarters and
engaged in a discussion about mutual problems. He brou'ght up a
Sovier desire to resume negotiations on a long-term graimn agree-
ment. | tried to explain to him a problem t_hat we hac'l with the
American people and the importance of public opinion in our sys-
tem: ‘ .

Americans have a deep feeling for the countries o{ their ancestry;
when people in other nations are persecuted, we can’t make conces-
sions to countries that mistreat them. But, | told. the a:mbassador,
some act on the part of the Soviets might make. it easier for us to
resume negotiations, but not as 4 trade or bargain. 1 remxndeFl him
that a Pentecostalist family had been living for four years in the
hasement of our embassy in Moscow. If they attempFed to set fo‘ot
off the embassy grounds, they would be arrested. Theu crime: belief
in their religion and belief in God. I said that‘m mentioning .the
Pentecostalists I wasn't trying to negotate oF strike a bargai.n—-—-]gst
pointing out that a kindness to those people wou{d make it easier
for us to do something for his government, and we’d never mention
¢ as an exchange or concession. It wasn’t long before the Pentecos-
calists were in America. A short time later we agreed to resume
negotiations on the grain agreement.

‘Throughout most of 1982, 1 tried to'p.ersuafie'our E'uropean
allies to restrict credit to the Soviets and join us in imposing ot}}er
sanctions aimed at haling construction of the trans-Siberian
natural-gas pipeline. 1 eventually had a little success. I was unable,
however, to persuade them to apply as much economic pressure on
the Soviet Union as I thought we should to accelerate the demise c?f
Comraunism; many of our European allies cared more a'bout their
economic relationships in Eastern Europe than tightening a knot

the Soviets.
ar%lfr(iing the late summer and fall of that year, while the streets-:}f
U.S. and European cities were flled more and more often Wi
nuclear freeze proponents, Soviet negotators at Geneva sought 0
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exploit this public sentiment and dug in their heels against the zero-
zero proposal, and, simply put, U.5.-Sovier relations remained in a
deep freeze.

In September, Secretary of State Shultz met with Sovier Foreign
Minister Gromyko, who hinted that Brezhnev might be interested
in 2 summit meeting with me. I told George to advise Gromyko
that we agreed in principle with the idea but wanted some good
deeds from Moscow first. I wasn’t surprised when George got no-
where with Gromyko. Nevertheless, I wondered: How long can the
Russians keep on being so belligerent and spending so much on
arms when they can’t even feed their own people?

Ar 3:30 a.M. on November 11, Nancy and I were awakened by
a telephone call from my nationai security advisor, who wold me
Brezhnev had just died. I asked George Bush and George Shultz to
attend the funeral along with our ambassador in Moscow, Arthur
Hartman. :

Before Brezhnev's death, I had decided I was going to annource
in the middle of November a lifting of the sanctions on construction
of the trans-Siberian pipeline; our major trading partners (those
represented at the economic summit) had agreed to impose limited
trade and credit restrictions on the Soviets, which meant none of us
would subsidize the Soviet economy or the Soviet milirary expan-
sion by offering preferential trading terms or easy credits, and to
restrict the flow of products and technology that would increase
Sovier military capabilities.

A portion of my diary entry for November 13, 1982:

To the Soviet Embassy to sign the condolence book for Pres. Brezh-
nev. There’s a strange feeling in that place—no one smiled, well, that
is except Ambassador Dobrynin. Back ro the oval office to do the
Saturday broadcast. Then an emergency. With all seven nations
agreed on a uniform policy on East West trade, something we’ve been
after for a year and a half, we got word that Mitterrand had some
objections. My script was written as an announcement of our agree-
ment and that as a result | was lifting the pipeline sanctions. The State
Dept. chickened and wanted me to go with a back up script on crime.
I put in a call to Mitterrand. He was unavailzble. I had in my hand
Chancelior Kohl’s and Margaret Tharcher’s messages of joy about
the agreement. I said to hell with changing and did the announce-
ment. Maybe Francois Mitterrand will get the message, and maybe
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the striped pants types at State will t00 . . . now we’re off to Chicago
for the memorial service to Loyal [my father-in-law] by American
College of Surgeons. . . .

On November 15, I wrote:

More flak from Paris but we’re not answering. We've told them if
they are reneging for any reascn about the east west trade agreement
take it up with all of us, not just the U.S.

Briefing for the [Helmur] Kokl visit. This will be my fifth meeting
with him but now he is chancellor of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many. '

We had a full ceremonial on a raw windy day. Our meeting was
good. He is entirely different than his predecessor, very warm and
outgoing. Mrs. Kohl is the same and very charming.

We did hit it off and I believe we’ll have a fine relatonship. No
state dinner but 2 dinner for about 40 upstairs in our dining room.
They felt very good about thar and accepted it as something special.

During the day [ meeting] with John Tower re the MX. No doubt
we're going to have twouble—the Dems will try to cancel out the
whole system. It will take a full court press to get ir. If we don’t, 1
shudder to think what it will do to our arms reduction negotiations
in Geneva.

The following week, after reviewing a variety of options about
where and how it should be based, I decided to order deployment
of the still-under-development MX Peacekeeper long-range inter-
continental ballistic missile (ICBM) in underground silos at Warren
Air Force Base in Wyoming. I was convinced it was essential to
deter a Soviet first strike by assuring that the U.S. retaliatory forces
could survive an attack by the Soviets’ latest super-ICBMs. On the
same day, I sent a message to the new Soviet leadership proposing
several confidence-building measures, including suggestions that
our two nations agree to notify each other in advance of missile
and space tests to remove the mutual surprise and uncertainty that
can occur at the sudden appearance of a rocket on a warning
screen; that we notify each other before major military exercises,
again to reduce surprise and uncertainty in our relationship; and
that we upgrade the Washington-Moscow hot line to make it more
dependable and rapid. And I also made an address to the nation
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that day that I hoped would help the people understand why it was
so important for us to proceed wirth the military modernization
program—especially the MX, which had created an uproar among
liberals and the nuclear freeze crowd—and to explain my hopes for
success in Geneva.

“] intend,” I told the pecple, “to search for peace along two
parallel paths: deterrence and arms reduction. I believe these are
the only paths that offer any real hope for an enduring peace.”

Because it described the situation we faced at the time and be-
cause several of the issues raised in that speech were so important,
I'm including substantial excerpts from it here:

In spite of a stagnating Soviet economy, Sovier leaders invest twelve
to fourteen percent of their country’s gross national product in mili-
tary spending—two to three tumes the level we invest. I might add
that the defense share of our United States federal budget has gone
way down . ..in 1962, when John Kennedy was President, forty-six
percent, almost half, of the federal budget went to our national de-
fense. In recent years, about one quarter of our budget has gone to
defense, while the share for soclal programs has nearly doubled.

The combination of the Soviets spending more and the United
States spending proportionately less changed the military balance and
wezkened our deterrent. Today, in virtually every measure of military
power, the Soviet Union enjoys a decided advantage.

The Soviet Union has deployed a third more land-based intercon-
tinental ballistic missiles than we have. Believe it or not, we froze our
number in 1965 and have deployed no additional missiles since then.

The Soviet Union put to sea 60 new ballistic missile submarines in
the last fifteen years. Until last year we hadn’t commissioned one in
that same period. The Soviet Union has built over 200 modern Back-
fire bombers and is building 30 more a year. For twenty years, the
Unired States has deployed no new strategic bombers. Many of our
B-52 bombers are now older than the pilots who fly them.

The Soviet Union now has 600 of the silos considered most threat-
ening by both sides-—the intermediate-range missiles based on land.
We have none. The United States withdrew its intermediate-range
land-based missiles from Europe almost twenty years ago.

The world has also wimessed unprecedented growth in the area of
Sovier conventional forces. The Soviets far exceed us in the number
of tanks, artillery pieces, aircraft, and ships they produce every year.
What is more, when I arrived in this office, I learned that in cur own
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meet our objective of deep reductions, there’s no question we’re head-
ing m the right direcdon. One reason for this change is clear. The
Soviet Union knows that we are now serious about our own strategic
programs and that they must be prepared to negotiate in earnest.

Through 2 heavy volume of phone calls and letrers to the White
House and public opinion polls after the speech, I felt I had con-
vinced millions of Americans that we were on the right track with
the Peace through Strength policy, but there was one person I did
not convince that night—my daughter Patti.

Unlike many previous presidents and their wives, Nancy and 1
didn’t have small children with us when we lived in the White
House. Although they traveled east often, Maureen, Michael, Patd,
Ron, and their spouses all had their own lives in California during
the eight years [ was president. Because of this gap of almost three
thousand miles, we didn’t see them nearly as often as we wanted
to, and that was one of the things Nancy and I missed most while
we were in Washington. We usually saw the children (and cur
grandchildren) at Christmas and Thanksgiving and managed get-
togethers at the White House and the ranch. But we missed just
being able to pick up the telephone and call the children and say,
“Why don’t you come over for dinner tonight?”’

Like all parents, we had occasional problems with the children.
All four children had minds of their own, and in different ways
they all were capable of expressing their independence. Ron and
Maureen showed that when they demanded I act more decisively
about the Iran-Contra situation. 'd always encouraged the children
to speak their minds. '

I suspect it’s never easy for children who grow up in a family
with celebrities, and I'm sure that the added prominence thar fell
on the shoulders of the children after I was elected president didn’t
make their lives any easier. Ron and Parti at times were especially
unthappy abour having to submit to round-the-clock Secret Service
protection, which became especially tight afrer the CIA received
reports of terrorist attacks planned against me and my family. And
the prominence of my job may have exacerbated a problem for
Michael. During the years I was president, Mike starred having
difficulty coming to terms with the fact that he was adopted. Al-
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though I'd always given him as much love as the other children, he
suddenly found it difficult to live with the fact that he was adopted
and felt worthiess because of it. His wife, Colleen, tried to convince
him he had no reason for this concern, but it really weighed heavily
on his mind, and as a result, after I'd call or see him to find out
whether I could work out the problem, we had several confronta-
tions in which he accused me of not loving him. Then something
happened that was almost a miracle: He decided to write a book
about his life that became a catharsis for dealing with the probiems
that had bothered him. Afrer Mike and Colleen brought their chil-
dren, Cameron and Ashley, to the ranch for one visit, I wrote in my
diary: “It was a new Mike. He’s wriring a book and it has led to a
soul searching about himself which resulted in a confession of how
he had done things to all of us and that he now saw himself as he
had been and what he wanted to be.” Later, when I read his book,
I had even more of a fatherly pride in Mike than I had had before:
1 could almost see a transformation taking place as the book pro-
gressed, as if it was begun by an unhappy and rebellious young man
and ended by a completely different person who was happy and at
peace with himself. Mike described a journey of discovery in which
he learned he had rebelled against the knowledge that his biclogical
mother didn’t want him and had done things to get even. I've since
recommended his book many times as an zid to those who are
adopted—it can help them understand themselves and their fami-
lies.

After Nancy and | were married, Maureen was away at school,
so we didn’t get to see her as much as we wanted to. When I ran
for the presidency, she went out and worked hard campaigning for
me, and that meant a great deal to Nancy and me. Once we were
in the White House, she stayed with us often because she was co-
chairman of the Republican National Commitree and we grew even
closer. It was wonderful for us to be able to spend so much time
together, and we were always delighted when out son-in-law, Den-
nis, was able to join us during Maureen’s visits.

Patti, as I've mentioned, cried over the telephone when Nancy
and I called her at school to tell her I’d been elected governor. “Oh,
no,” she said, “how could you do this to me?” She was only four-
teen, but she was a child of the sixties who didn’t want a member
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of the establishment in the family. Later on, Patti came under the
influence of people with similar views and, philosophically, at least,
I guess I lost her.

As president, I was devoting every effort I could to ending the
threat of nuclear war. Bur Patti was convinced I was doing the
opposite. She just didn’t believe in me.

1 suppose because we both knew where we stood, we generally
avoided this topic when 1 was in the White House. But two weeks
after | gave my speech about the MX missile and arms control, she
asked me if I would meet with Helen Caldicotr, one of the leaders
of the nuclear freeze movement. | agreed to Patti’s wish and the
three of us spent more than an hour discussing the problems of
nuclear war. “She seems like a nice, caring person,” I wrote after-
ward in my diary of Dr. Caldicott, “but she is all steamed up and
knows an awful lot of things that aren’t true. I tried but couldn’t
get through her fixation. For that matter I couldn’t get through to
Patti. I'm afraid our daughter has been taken over by that whole
gang. ...

Patd had told me Dr. Caldicotr had promised that if I spoke to
her she would say nothing publicly about the conversation. But
almost immediately she went public with the details of cur meeting.

1 sdll dream and hope for a day when Patti and [ will develop a
close relationship again.

Nancy and {love her very much, as we do all the children. We've
reached out to Patti since I left the White House, but so far she’s
made it plain to me that she thinks I am wrong and that she is
against everything I stand for.
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AFTER A Long National Security Council meeting in early 1983
at which we considered possible ways to accelerate progress at the
deadlocked arms control negotiations in Geneva, I wrote in my
diary: “We’ll stick with our zero option plan. Found I was wishing
I could do the negotiating with the Soviets. . .. ”

I fels that if | could ever get in 2 room alone with one of the top
Soviet leaders, there was a chance the two of us could make some
progress in easing tensions between our two countries. [ have al-
ways placed a Jot of faith in the simple power of human contact in
solving problems.

1 had made no progress with Brezhnev. Now there was a new
leader in the Kremlin, Yuri Andropov, former head of the KGB.
1 didn’t expect him to be any less of a docirinaire Communist than
Brezhoev, but at least there was a clean slate. T sdll believed the
Soviets had done nothing to merit inviting them to a summit meet-
ing—a lot of confidence-building was necessary first—but I decided
to experiment with some personal diplomacy using back channels
to the Kremlin, outside the spotlight of publicity, through which
both sides could speak frankly without the posturing and attempts
at diplomatic face-saving that usually accompanied formal dealings
between the United States and the USSR.

For a while, my attempts at quiet diplomacy seemed to be work-
ing. Then there was a series of events that made U.S.-Soviet rela-
tions go from bad to worse. Meanwhile, I kept trying to win the

** 189**



RONALD REAGAN

support of our people and Congress for staying the course on the
military modernization program. The Democrats were fighting
tooth and nail to repeal virmually all the new programs we had
started in 1981: They were fighting to cut defense spending by more
than $163 billion over five years, increase social spending by $200
billion, and increase taxes $315 billion, and to win their case they
were exploiting some of the public’s understandable fears about
nuclear war. When several prominent Senate Republicans joined in
calling for the abandonment of the Pentagon modemnization pro-
gram partly because of the heavily publicized views of the minority
of Americans who were demonstrating in favor of a nuclear freeze,
1 commented in my diary in early March:

I'm going to take our case to the people, only this time we are
declassifying some of our reports on the Soviets and can tell the
people a few frightening facts: We are still dangerously behind the
Soviets and getting farther behind. -

Besides wanting to get my message across to the people, I wanted
to get Andropov’s attention.

On March 8, 1983, one day after I made the note above and two
days after we bid good-bye to Queen Elizabeth and Prince Philip
following their visit to a nearly flooded Rancho del Cielo, I flew to
Florida to make a pair of speeches. The first was an address at Walt
Disney’s EPCOT Center to a group of young people regarding the
challenges facing their generation in the future. Next I spoke in
Orlando to the annual convention of the National Association of
Evangelicals, an organization of ministers.

Clergymen were among those in America who were coming
under the strongest pressure to suppert a nuclear freeze. I wanted
to reach them, as well as other Americans who—Ilike my daughter
Patti—were being told the path to peace was via a freezé on the
development and deployment of nuclear weapons that, if imple-
mented, would leave the Soviets in a position of nuclear superiority
over us and amount to an act of unilateral disarmament on the part
of the United States and NATO.

Although a lot of liberal pundits jumped on my speech at Or-
lando and said it showed I was a rhetorical hip-shooter who was
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recklessly and unconsciously provoking the Soviets into war, I
made the “Evil Empire” speech and others like it with malice afore-
thought; I wanted to remind the Soviets we knew what they were
up to.

Here are a few paragraphs from that speech:

During my first press conference as president, in answer to a direct
question, | pointed out that, as good Marxist-Leninists, the Soviet
leaders have openly and publicly declared that the only morality they
recognize is that which will further their cause, which is world revo-
ludon. 1 think I should poinz our I was only quoting Lenin, their
guiding spirit, who said in 1920 that they repudiate all morality that
proceeds from supernatural ideas—that’s their name for religion—
or ideas that are ourtside class conceptions. Morality is entirely sub-
ordinate to the interests of class war. And everything is moral that is
necessary for the annihilagon of the old, exploiting social order and
for uniting the proletariaz.

Well, I think the refusal of many influential people to accept this
elementary fact of Soviet doctrine illustrates a historical reluctance to
see totalitarian powers for what they are. We saw this phenomenon
in the 1930s. We see it too often today.

This doesn’t mean we should isolate ourselves and refuse to seek
an understanding with them. I intend to do everything [ can to per-
suade them of our peaceful intent, to remind them that it was the
West that refused to use its nuclear monopoly in the forties and fifties
for territorial gain and which now proposes a fifty-percent cut in
strategic ballistic missiles and the elimination of an entire class of
iand-based intermedizte-range nuclear missiles.

At the same time, however, they must be made to understand we
will never compromise our principles and standards. We will never
give away our freedom. We will never abandon our belief in God.
And we will never stop searching for a genuine peace. But we can
assure none of these things America stands for through the so-called
nuclear freeze solutions proposed by some. The truth is that a freeze
now would be a very dangerous fraud, for that is merely the illusion
of peace. The reality is that we must find peace through strength.

I would agree to a freeze if only we could freeze the Soviets’ global
desires. A freeze at current levels of weapons would remove any
incentive for the Soviets to negoriate seriously in Geneva and virtually
end our chances to achieve the major arms reductions which we have
proposed. Instead, they would achieve their objectives through the
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freeze. A freeze would reward the Soviet Union for its enormous and
unparalleled military buildup. It would prevent the essental and long
overdue modernization of United States and allied defenses and
would leave our aging forces increasingly vulnerable. And an honest
freeze would require extensive prior negotiadons on the systems and
aumbers to be limited and on the measures to ensure effective verifi-
cation and comphance. And the kind of a freeze that has been sug-
gested would be virrually impossible to verify. Such a major efx?ort
would divert us completely from our cwrent negotiations on achiev-
ing substantial reductions. . ..

Let us pray for the salvation of all those who live in [the] totalitar-
ian darkness—pray they will discover the joy of knowing God. But
until they do, let us be aware that while they preach the supremacy
of the state, declare its ommnipotence over individual man, and predict
its evenrual domination of all peoples on the earth, they are the focus
of evil in the modern world. . . .

If history teaches anything, it teaches that simpleminded appease-
ment or wishful thinking about our adversaries is foily. It means the
betrayal of our past, the squandering of our freedom. So, [ urge you
to speak out against those who would place the Unitec‘i Star‘es ina
position of military and moral inferiority. . . . In your discussions of
the nuclear freeze proposals, I urge you to beware the temptation of
pride—the temptation of blithely declaring yourselves above it all
and label both sides equally at fault, to ignore the facts of history and
the aggressive impulses of an evil empire, o simply call the arms race
a giant misunderstanding and thereby remove yourself from the
struggle between right and wrong and good and evil. . . .

I believe we shall rise to the challenge. I believe that Coramunism
is another sad, bizarre chapter in history whose last pages even now
are being written. . ..

As I've said, I wanted to let Andropov know we recognized the
Soviets for whar they were. Frankly, I think it worked, even though
some people—inciuding Nancy—tried persuading me to lower Fhe
temperature of my rhetoric. I told Nancy I had a reason for saying
those things: 1 wanted the Russians to know I understood their
system and what it stood for. N

As I was going around the country speaking about the realities
of Soviet policy, the arms reduction negotiations in Geneva were
getting nowhere fast. Paul Nitze, our brilliant chief negotiator, said
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he believed, as I did, that the Soviets wouldn’t budge on removing
the §5-20 missiles aimed at Europe unless and until we depioyed
our INF missiles.

Our policy in Geneva continued to be based firmly on this prem-
ise. Two weeks after the “Evil Empire” speech, after the Joinr
Chiefs of Staff returned to me with their collective judgment that
development of a shield against nuclear missiles might be feasible, I
decided to make public my dream 2nd move ahead wich the Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative by laying down 2 challenge to our scientists-
to solve the formidable technological problems it posed. Here are
excerpts from my diary thar spring:

March 22

Another day that shouldn’t happen. On my desk was a draft of the
speech on defense to be delivered romorrow night on TV. This was
one hassled over by N.S.C., State and Defense. Finally I had a crack
atit. I did a lot of rewriting. Much of it was to change bureaucratese
into people talk. Bur all day there were meetings, with Congress with
our volunteer leaders from the business world, unscheduled meetings
having to do with problems and finally a trip to the Capito] Club. . . .
During the day speaking to our Congressional Republican leadership
ard blasted the Dem. budget with the press in attendance. It was 2

good pitch exposing the ridiculous irresponsibility of the phony bud-
get.

March 23

The big thing today was the § p.m. TV speech on all nerworks
about national security. We've been working on the speech for about
72 hours and right down to the deadline. We had a group in for
dinner ar the W.H. I didn’t join them except before dinner a few
words of welcome. Nancy and I ther dined early upstairs. The group
included several former sectys. of state, national security advisors,
distinguished nuclear scientists, the chiefs of staff, etc. I did the speech
from the Oval Office at 8 and then joined the party for coffee. I guess
it was okay, they all praised it to the sky and seemed to think it would
be a source of debate for some time to come. 1 did the bulk of the
speech on why our arms buildup was necessary and then finished
with a call to the science community to join me in research starting
now to develop defensive weapons that would render nuclear missiles
obsolete. I made no optimistic forecasts—said it might take 20 years
or more but we had to do it. I felt good.
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Mareh 24

. - - the reports are in on last night’s speech. The biggest return—
phone calls, wires, etc., on any speech so far and running heavily in
my favor. ...

March 25

Meeting with speech writers—gave them an idea for Saturday
radio; it worked out presty good. A poll taken before the speech
shows I've gained on job approval with regard to the economy, but
the drum beat of anti-defense propaganda has reduced my rating on
foreign affairs. I'll be interested to see how that hoids for a poll after
the speech. Did a press availability in the press room. It went well, so
the press on TV almost ignored it entirely. . . .

April 6

Learned George Shulw is upser. Thinks N.5.C. is undercutting him
on plans he and 1 discussed for “quiet diplomacy™ approach to the
Soviets [which led to the release of the Pentecostalist families in Mos-
cow, but] we had a meeting later in day with George and cleared
things up I think. Some of the N.S.C. staff are t00 hard line and don’t
think any approach should be made to the Soviets. I think 'm hard
iine and will never appease. But I do want to try o let them see there
is a better world if they’ll show by deed they wanrt to ger along with
the free world.

1 suspect the Soviet leadership found it difficult to comprehend
why an American president would be so concerned about public
opinion when I sent word through Dobrynin that we might be
amenabie on the grain agreement if they allowed the Pentecostalists
to emigrate: The last thing that leaders of a totalitarian country
worry about is public opinion. But Dobrynin knew a great deal
about Americans, and I suspect he must have told them that if an
American president had said what I'd said, they could expect a
positive response. I never told anyone about my conversation with
Dobrynin—I didn’t know when I might want to try the same ap-
proach through quiet diplomacy again.

Later that summer, 2 second group of Pentecostalists was permit-
ted to leave the embassy and the Soviet Union. In the overall scheme
of U.S.-Soviet relations, allowing a handful of Christian believers
to ieave the Soviet Union was a small event. But in the context of
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the timés I thought it was a hope-giving development, the first time
the Soviets had responded to us with a deed instead of words. As

rd Iearr}, though, I was overly optimistic if I thought the Russians
were going to change overnight.
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* Ronald Reagan
Remarks at the Annual Convention of the National Association of Evangelicals in Orlando, Florida
March 8, 1983

Reverend clergy all, Senator Hawkins, distinguished members of the Florida congressional delegation, and all of you:
I can't tell you how you have warmed my heart with your welcome. I'm delighted to be here today.

Those of you in the National Association of Evangelicals are known for your spiritual and humanitarian work. And | would
be especially remiss if | didn't discharge right now one personal debt of gratitude. Thank you for your prayers. Nancy and |
have felt their presence many times in many ways. And believe me, for us they've made all the difference.

The other day in the East Room of the White House at a meeting there, someone asked me whether | was aware of all the
people out there who were praying for the President. And | had to say, "Yes, | am. I've feltit. | believe in intercessionary
prayer." But | couldn't help but say to that questioner after he'd asked the question that—or at least say to them that if
sometimes when he was praying he got a busy signal, it was just me in there ahead of him. [Laughter] I think | understand
how Abraham Lincoln felt when he said, "l have been driven many times to my knees by the overwhelming conviction that
I had nowhere else to go."

From the joy and the good feeling of this conference, | go to a political reception. [Laughter] Now, | don't know why, but
that bit of scheduling reminds me of a story— [laughter] —which I'll share with you.

An evangelical minister and a politician arrived at Heaven's gate one day together. And St. Peter, after doing all the
necessary formalities, took them in hand to show them where their quarters would be. And he took them to a small, single
room with a bed, a chair, and a table and said this was for the clergyman. And the politician was a little worried about
what might be in store for him. And he couldn't believe it then when St. Peter stopped in front of a beautiful mansion with
lovely grounds, many servants, and told him that these would be his quarters.

And he couldn't help but ask, he said, "But wait, how—there's something wrong-how do | get this mansion while that good
and holy man only gets a single room?" And St. Peter said, "You have to understand how things are up here. We've got
thousands and thousands of clergy. You're the first politician who ever made it." [Laughter]

But | don't want to contribute to a stereotype. [Laughter] So, I tell you there are a great many God-fearing, dedicated, noble
men and women in public life, present company included. And, yes, we need your help to keep us ever mindful of the
ideas and the principles that brought us into the public arena in the first place. The basis of those ideals and principles is
a commitment to freedom and personal liberty that, itself, is grounded in the much deeper realization that freedom
prospers only where the blessings of God are avidly sought and humbly accepted.

The American experiment in democracy rests on this insight. Its discovery was the great triumph of our Founding Fathers,
voiced by William Penn when he said: "If we will not be governed by God, we must be governed by tyrants." Explaining
the inalienable rights of men, Jefferson said, "The God who gave us life, gave us liberty at the same time." And it was
George Washington who said that "of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion and
morality are indispensable supports.”

And finally, that shrewdest of all observers of American democracy, Alexis de Tocqueville, put it eloquently after he had
gone on a search for the secret of America's greatness and genius—and he said: "Not until  went into the churches of
America and heard her pulpits aflame with righteousness did | understand the greatness and the genius of America ....
America is good. And if America ever ceases to be good, America will cease to be great."

Well, I'm pleased to be here today with you who are keeping America great by keeping her good. Only through your work
and prayers and those of millions of others can we hope to survive this perilous century and keep alive this experimentin
liberty, this last, best hope of man.

I want you to know that this administration is motivated by a political philosophy that sees the greatness of America in you,
her people, and in your families, churches, neighborhoods, communities—the institutions that foster and nourish values
like concern for others and respect for the rule of law under God.

Now, | don't have to tell you that this puts us in opposition to, or at least out of step with, a prevailing attitude of many who
have turned to a modern-day secularism, discarding the tried and time-tested values upon which our very civilization is
based. No matter how well intentioned, their value system is radically different from that of most Americans. And while
they proclaim that they're freeing us from superstitions of the past, they've taken upon themselves the job of
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superintending us by government rule and regulation. Sometimes their voices are louder than ours, but they are notyeta
majority.

An example of that vocal superiority is evident in a controversy now going on in Washington. And since I'm involved, I've
been waiting to hear from the parents of young America. How far are they willing to go in giving to government their
prerogatives as parents?

Let me state the case as briefly and simply as | can. An organization of citizens, sincerely motivated and deeply
concerned about the increase in illegitimate births and abortions involving girls well below the age of consent, sometime
ago established a nationwide network of clinics to offer help to these girls and, hopefully, alleviate this situation. Now,
again, let me say, | do not fault their intent. However, in their well-intentioned effort, these clinics have decided to provide
advice and birth control drugs and devices to underage girls without the knowledge of their parents.

For some years now, the Federal Government has helped with funds to subsidize these clinics. In providing for this, the
Congress decreed that every effort would be made to maximize parental participation. Nevertheless, the drugs and
devices are prescribed without getting parental consent or giving notification after they've done so. Girls termed "sexually
active"—and that has replaced the word "promiscuous"—are given this help in order to preventillegitimate birth or
abortion.

Well, we have ordered clinics receiving Federal funds to notify the parents such help has been given. One of the Nation's
leading newspapers has created the term "squeal rule" in editorializing against us for doing this, and we're being
criticized for violating the privacy of young people. A judge has recently granted an injunction against an enforcement of
our rule. I've watched TV panel shows discuss this issue, seen columnists pontificating on our error, but no one seems to
mention morality as playing a partin the subject of sex.

Is all of Judeo-Christian tradition wrong? Are we to believe that something so sacred can be looked upon as a purely
physical thing with no potential for emotional and psychological harm? And isn'tit the parents' right to give counsel and
advice to keep their children from making mistakes that may affect their entire lives?

Many of us in government would like to know what parents think about this intrusion in their family by government. We're
going to fightin the courts. The right of parents and the rights of family take precedence over those of Washington-based
bureaucrats and social engineers.

But the fight against parental notification is really only one example of many attempts to water down traditional values and
even abrogate the original terms of American democracy. Freedom prospers when religion is vibrant and the rule of law
under God is acknowledged. When our Founding Fathers passed the first amendment, they sought to protect churches
from government interference. They never intended to construct a wall of hostility between government and the concept of
religious belief itself.

The evidence of this permeates our history and our government. The Declaration of Independence mentions the Supreme
Being no less than four times. "In God We Trust" is engraved on our coinage. The Supreme Court opens its proceedings
with a religious invocation. And the Members of Congress open their sessions with a prayer. | just happen to believe the
schoolchildren of the United States are entitled to the same privileges as Supreme Court Justices and Congressmen.

Lastyear, | sentthe Congress a constitutional amendment to restore prayer to public schools. Already this session, there's
growing bipartisan support for the amendment, and | am calling on the Congress to act speedily to pass itand to let our
children pray.

Perhaps some of you read recently about the Lubbock school case, where a judge actually ruled that it was
unconstitutional for a school district to give equal treatment to religious and nonreligious student groups, even when the
group meetings were being held during the students' own time. The first amendment never intended to require
government to discriminate against religious speech.

Senators Denton and Hatfield have proposed legislation in the Congress on the whole question of prohibiting
discrimination against religious forms of student speech. Such legislation could go far to restore freedom of religious
speech for public school students. And | hope the Congress considers these bills quickly. And with your help, | think it's
possible we could also get the constitutional amendment through the Congress this year.

More than a decade ago, a Supreme Court decision literally wiped off the books of 50 States statutes protecting the rights
of unborn children. Abortion on demand now takes the lives of up to 1%z million unborn children a year. Human life
legislation ending this tragedy will some day pass the Congress, and you and | must never rest until it does. Unless and
until it can be proven that the unborn child is not a living entity, then its right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness
must be protected.

You may remember that when abortion on demand began, many, and, indeed, I'm sure many of you, warned that the
practice would lead to a decline in respect for human life, that the philosophical premises used to justify abortion on
demand would ultimately be used to justify other attacks on the sacredness of human life—infanticide or mercy killing.
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Tragically enough, those warnings proved all too true. Only last year a court permitted the death by starvation of a
handicapped infant.

I have directed the Health and Human Services Department to make clear to every health care facility in the United States
that the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 protects all handicapped persons against discrimination based on handicaps,
including infants. And we have taken the further step of requiring that each and every recipient of Federal funds who
provides health care services to infants must post and keep posted in a conspicuous place a notice stating that
"discriminatory failure to feed and care for handicapped infants in this facility is prohibited by Federal law." It also lists a
24-hour, toll-free number so that nurses and others may report violations in time to save the infant's life.

In addition, recent legislation introduced in the Congress by Representative Henry Hyde of lllinois not only increases
restrictions on publicly financed abortions, it also addresses this whole problem of infanticide. | urge the Congress to
begin hearings and to adopt legislation that will protect the right of life to all children, including the disabled or
handicapped.

Now, I'm sure that you must get discouraged at times, but you've done better than you know, perhaps. There's a great
spiritual awakening in America, a renewal of the traditional values that have been the bedrock of America's goodness and
greatness.

One recent survey by a Washington-based research council concluded that Americans were far more religious than the
people of other nations; 95 percent of those surveyed expressed a beliefin God and a huge majority believed the Ten
Commandments had real meaning in their lives. And another study has found that an overwhelming majority of
Americans disapprove of adultery, teenage sex, pornography, abortion, and hard drugs. And this same study showed a
deep reverence for the importance of family ties and religious belief.

I think the items that we've discussed here today must be a key part of the Nation's political agenda. For the first time the
Congress is openly and seriously debating and dealing with the prayer and abortion issues—and that's enormous
progress right there. | repeat: America is in the midst of a spiritual awakening and a moral renewal. And with your Biblical
keynote, | say today, "Yes, let justice roll on like a river, righteousness like a never-failing stream."

Now, obviously, much of this new political and social consensus I've talked about is based on a positive view of American
history, one that takes pride in our country's accomplishments and record. But we must never forget that no government
schemes are going to perfect man. We know thatliving in this world means dealing with what philosophers would call the
phenomenology of evil or, as theologians would putit, the doctrine of sin.

There is sin and evil in the world, and we're enjoined by Scripture and the Lord Jesus to oppose it with all our might. Our
nation, too, has a legacy of evil with which it must deal. The glory of this land has been its capacity for transcending the
moral evils of our past. For example, the long struggle of minority citizens for equal rights, once a source of disunity and
civil war, is now a point of pride for all Americans. We must never go back. There is no room for racism, anti-Semitism, or
other forms of ethnic and racial hatred in this country.

I know that you've been horrified, as have |, by the resurgence of some hate groups preaching bigotry and prejudice. Use
the mighty voice of your pulpits and the powerful standing of your churches to denounce and isolate these hate groups in
our midst. The commandment given us is clear and simple: "Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself."

But whatever sad episodes exist in our past, any objective observer must hold a positive view of American history, a
history that has been the story of hopes fulfilled and dreams made into reality. Especially in this century, America has kept
alight the torch of freedom, but not just for ourselves but for millions of others around the world.

And this brings me to my final point today. During my first press conference as President, in answer to a direct question, |
pointed out that, as good Marxist-Leninists, the Soviet leaders have openly and publicly declared that the only morality
they recognize is that which will further their cause, which is world revolution. | think | should point out | was only quoting
Lenin, their guiding spirit, who said in 1920 that they repudiate all morality that proceeds from supernatural ideas—that's
their name for religion-or ideas that are outside class conceptions. Morality is entirely subordinate to the interests of class
war. And everything is moral that is necessary for the annihilation of the old, exploiting social order and for uniting the
proletariat.

Well, I think the refusal of many influential people to accept this elementary fact of Soviet doctrine illustrates an historical
reluctance to see totalitarian powers for what they are. We saw this phenomenon in the 1930's. We see it too often today.

This doesn't mean we should isolate ourselves and refuse to seek an understanding with them. | intend to do everything |
can to persuade them of our peaceful intent, to remind them that it was the West that refused to use its nuclear monopoly
in the forties and fifties for territorial gain and which now proposes 50-percent cut in strategic ballistic missiles and the
elimination of an entire class of land-based, intermediate-range nuclear missiles.

At the same time, however, they must be made to understand we will never compromise our principles and standards. We
will never give away our freedom. We will never abandon our belief in God. And we will never stop searching for a

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/print.php?pid=41023 ** 1 Q5% * 35



4/28/2016 Ronald Reagan: Remarks at the Annual Convention of the National Association of Evangelicals in Orlando, Florida - March 8, 1983

genuine peace. But we can assure none of these things America stands for through the so-called nuclear freeze solutions
proposed by some.

The truth is that a freeze now would be a very dangerous fraud, for that is merely the illusion of peace. The reality is that
we must find peace through strength.

I would agree to a freeze if only we could freeze the Soviets' global desires. A freeze at current levels of weapons would
remove any incentive for the Soviets to negotiate seriously in Geneva and virtually end our chances to achieve the major
arms reductions which we have proposed. Instead, they would achieve their objectives through the freeze.

A freeze would reward the Soviet Union for its enormous and unparalleled military buildup. It would prevent the essential
and long overdue modernization of United States and allied defenses and would leave our aging forces increasingly
vulnerable. And an honest freeze would require extensive prior negotiations on the systems and numbers to be limited
and on the measures to ensure effective verification and compliance. And the kind of a freeze that has been suggested
would be virtually impossible to verify. Such a major effort would divert us completely from our current negotiations on
achieving substantial reductions.

A number of years ago, | heard a young father, a very prominent young man in the entertainment world, addressing a
tremendous gathering in California. It was during the time of the cold war, and communism and our own way of life were
very much on people's minds. And he was speaking to that subject. And suddenly, though, | heard him saying, "l love my
little girls more than anything "And | said to myself, "Oh, no, don't. You can't—don't say that." But | had underestimated him.
He went on: "l would rather see my little girls die now, still believing in God, than have them grow up under communism
and one day die no longer believing in God."

There were thousands of young people in that audience. They came to their feet with shouts of joy. They had instantly
recognized the profound truth in what he had said, with regard to the physical and the soul and what was truly important.

Yes, let us pray for the salvation of all of those who live in that totalitarian darkness-pray they will discover the joy of
knowing God. But until they do, let us be aware that while they preach the supremacy of the state, declare its omnipotence
over individual man, and predict its eventual domination of all peoples on the Earth, they are the focus of evil in the
modern world.

ltwas C. S. Lewis who, in his unforgettable "Screwtape Letters," wrote: "The greatest evil is not done now in those sordid
'dens of crime' that Dickens loved to paint. It is not even done in concentration camps and labor camps. In those we see its
final result. Butitis conceived and ordered (moved, seconded, carried and minuted) in clear, carpeted, warmed, and well-
lighted offices, by quiet men with white collars and cut fingernails and smooth-shaven cheeks who do not need to raise
their voice."

Well, because these "quiet men" do not "raise their voices," because they sometimes speak in soothing tones of
brotherhood and peace, because, like other dictators before them, they're always making "their final territorial demand,"
some would have us accept them at their word and accommodate ourselves to their aggressive impulses. But if history
teaches anything, it teaches that simple-minded appeasement or wishful thinking about our adversaries is folly. It means
the betrayal of our past, the squandering of our freedom.

So, lurge you to speak out against those who would place the United States in a position of military and moral inferiority.
You know, I've always believed that old Screwtape reserved his best efforts for those of you in the church. So, in your
discussions of the nuclear freeze proposals, | urge you to beware the temptation of pride—the temptation of blithely
declaring yourselves above it all and label both sides equally at fault, to ignore the facts of history and the aggressive
impulses of an evil empire, to simply call the arms race a giant misunderstanding and thereby remove yourself from the
struggle between right and wrong and good and evil.

| ask you to resist the attempts of those who would have you withhold your support for our efforts, this administration's
efforts, to keep America strong and free, while we negotiate real and verifiable reductions in the world's nuclear arsenals
and one day, with God's help, their total elimination.

While America's military strength is important, let me add here that I've always maintained that the struggle now going on
for the world will never be decided by bombs or rockets, by armies or military might. The real crisis we face today is a
spiritual one; atroot, itis a test of moral will and faith.

Whittaker Chambers, the man whose own religious conversion made him a witness to one of the terrible traumas of our
time, the Hiss-Chambers case, wrote that the crisis of the Western World exists to the degree in which the West is
indifferent to God, the degree to which it collaborates in communism's attempt to make man stand alone without God. And
then he said, for Marxism-Leninism is actually the second oldest faith, first proclaimed in the Garden of Eden with the
words of temptation, "Ye shall be as gods."

The Western World can answer this challenge, he wrote, "but only provided that its faith in God and the freedom He
enjoins is as great as communism's faith in Man."
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I believe we shall rise to the challenge. | believe that communism is another sad, bizarre chapter in human history whose
last pages even now are being written. | believe this because the source of our strength in the quest for human freedom is
not material, but spiritual. And because it knows no limitation, it must terrify and ultimately triumph over those who would
enslave their fellow man. For in the words of Isaiah: "He giveth power to the faint; and to them that have no might He
increased strength ....But they that wait upon the Lord shall renew their strength; they shall mount up with wings as
eagles; they shall run, and not be weary .... "

Yes, change your world. One of our Founding Fathers, Thomas Paine, said, "We have it within our power to begin the
world over again." We can do it, doing together what no one church could do by itself.
God bless you, and thank you very much.

Citation: Ronald Reagan: "Remarks at the Annual Convention of the National Association of Evangelicals in Orlando, Florida ", March 8,
1983. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=41023.

© 1999-2011 - Gerhard Peters - The American Presidency Project

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/print.php?pid=41023 ** ) Q7** /5



Second Inaugural Address of Ronald Reagan

MONDAY, JANUARY 21, 1985

Senator Mathias, Chief Justice Burger, Vice President Bush, Speaker O'Neill, Senator Dole, Reverend Clergy, members of my family and friends,
and my fellow citizens:

This day has been made brighter with the presence here of one who, for a time, has been absent--Senator John Stennis.
God bless you and welcome back.

There is, however, one who is not with us today: Representative Gillis Long of Louisiana left us last night. | wonder if we could all join in a moment
of silent prayer. (Moment of silent prayer.) Amen.

There are no words adequate to express my thanks for the great honor that you have bestowed on me. | will do my utmost to be deserving of
your trust.

This is, as Senator Mathias told us, the 50th time that we the people have celebrated this historic occasion. When the first President, George
Washington, placed his hand upon the Bible, he stood less than a single day's journey by horseback from raw, untamed wilderness. There were 4
million Americans in a union of 13 States. Today we are 60 times as many in a union of 50 States. We have lighted the world with our inventions,
gone to the aid of mankind wherever in the world there was a cry for help, journeyed to the Moon and safely returned. So much has changed. And
yet we stand together as we did two centuries ago.

When | took this oath four years ago, | did so in a time of economic stress. Voices were raised saying we had to look to our past for the greatness
and glory. But we, the present-day Americans, are not given to looking backward. In this blessed land, there is always a better tomorrow.

Four years ago, | spoke to you of a new beginning and we have accomplished that. But in another sense, our new beginning is a continuation of
that beginning created two centuries ago when, for the first time in history, government, the people said, was not our master, it is our servant; its only
power that which we the people allow it to have.

That system has never failed us, but, for a time, we failed the system. We asked things of government that government was not equipped to give.
We yielded authority to the National Government that properly belonged to States or to local governments or to the people themselves. We allowed
taxes and inflation to rob us of our earnings and savings and watched the great industrial machine that had made us the most productive people on
Earth slow down and the number of unemployed increase.

By 1980, we knew it was time to renew our faith, to strive with all our strength toward the ultimate in individual freedom consistent with an orderly
society.

We believed then and now there are no limits to growth and human progress when men and women are free to follow their dreams.

And we were right to believe that. Tax rates have been reduced, inflation cut dramatically, and more people are employed than ever before in our
history.

We are creating a nation once again vibrant, robust, and alive. But there are many mountains yet to climb. We will not rest until every American
enjoys the fullness of freedom, dignity, and opportunity as our birthright. It is our birthright as citizens of this great Republic, and we'll meet this
challenge.

These will be years when Americans have restored their confidence and tradition of progress; when our values of faith, family, work, and
neighborhood were restated for a modern age; when our economy was finally freed from government's grip; when we made sincere efforts at
meaningful arms reduction, rebuilding our defenses, our economy, and developing new technologies, and helped preserve peace in a troubled world;
when Americans courageously supported the struggle for liberty, self-government, and free enterprise throughout the world, and turned the tide of
history away from totalitarian darkness and into the warm sunlight of human freedom.

My fellow citizens, our Nation is poised for greatness. We must do what we know is right and do it with all our might. Let history say of us, "These
were golden years--when the American Revolution was reborn, when freedom gained new life, when America reached for her best."

Our two-party system has served us well over the years, but never better than in those times of great challenge when we came together not as
Democrats or Republicans, but as Americans united in a common cause.

Two of our Founding Fathers, a Boston lawyer named Adams and a Virginia planter named Jefferson, members of that remarkable group who
met in Independence Hall and dared to think they could start the world over again, left us an important lesson. They had become political rivals in the
Presidential election of 1800. Then years later, when both were retired, and age had softened their anger, they began to speak to each other again
through letters. A bond was reestablished between those two who had helped create this government of ours.

In 1826, the 50th anniversary of the Declaration of Independence, they both died. They died on the same day, within a few hours of each other,
and that day was the Fourth of July.

In one of those letters exchanged in the sunset of their lives, Jefferson wrote: "It carries me back to the times when, beset with difficulties and
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dangers, we were fellow laborers in the same cause, struggling for what is most valuable to man, his right to self-government. Laboring always at the
same oar, with some wave ever ahead threatening to overwhelm us, and yet passing harmless ... we rode through the storm with heart and hand."

Well, with heart and hand, let us stand as one today: One people under God determined that our future shall be worthy of our past. As we do, we
must not repeat the well-intentioned errors of our past. We must never again abuse the trust of working men and women, by sending their earnings
on a futile chase after the spiraling demands of a bloated Federal Establishment. You elected us in 1980 to end this prescription for disaster, and |
don't believe you reelected us in 1984 to reverse course.

At the heart of our efforts is one idea vindicated by 25 straight months of economic growth: Freedom and incentives unleash the drive and
entrepreneurial genius that are the core of human progress. We have begun to increase the rewards for work, savings, and investment; reduce the
increase in the cost and size of government and its interference in people's lives.

We must simplify our tax system, make it more fair, and bring the rates down for all who work and earn. We must think anew and move with a
new boldness, so every American who seeks work can find work; so the least among us shall have an equal chance to achieve the greatest things--to
be heroes who heal our sick, feed the hungry, protect peace among nations, and leave this world a better place.

The time has come for a new American emancipation--a great national drive to tear down economic barriers and liberate the spirit of enterprise in
the most distressed areas of our country. My friends, together we can do this, and do it we must, so help me God.-- From new freedom will spring
new opportunities for growth, a more productive, fulfilled and united people, and a stronger America--an America that will lead the technological
revolution, and also open its mind and heart and soul to the treasures of literature, music, and poetry, and the values of faith, courage, and love.

A dynamic economy, with more citizens working and paying taxes, will be our strongest tool to bring down budget deficits. But an almost unbroken
50 years of deficit spending has finally brought us to a time of reckoning. We have come to a turning point, a moment for hard decisions. | have
asked the Cabinet and my staff a question, and now | put the same question to all of you: If not us, who? And if not now, when? It must be done by all
of us going forward with a program aimed at reaching a balanced budget. We can then begin reducing the national debt.

| will shortly submit a budget to the Congress aimed at freezing government program spending for the next year. Beyond that, we must take
further steps to permanently control Government's power to tax and spend. We must act now to protect future generations from Government's desire
to spend its citizens' money and tax them into servitude when the bills come due. Let us make it unconstitutional for the Federal Government to
spend more than the Federal Government takes in.

We have already started returning to the people and to State and local governments responsibilities better handled by them. Now, there is a place
for the Federal Government in matters of social compassion. But our fundamental goals must be to reduce dependency and upgrade the dignity of
those who are infirm or disadvantaged. And here a growing economy and support from family and community offer our best chance for a society
where compassion is a way of life, where the old and infirm are cared for, the young and, yes, the unborn protected, and the unfortunate looked after
and made self

And there is another area where the Federal Government can play a part. As an older American, | remember a time when people of different
race, creed, or ethnic origin in our land found hatred and prejudice installed in social custom and, yes, in law. There is no story more heartening in
our history than the progress that we have made toward the "brotherhood of man" that God intended for us. Let us resolve there will be no turning
back or hesitation on the road to an America rich in dignity and abundant with opportunity for all our citizens.

Let us resolve that we the people will build an American opportunity society in which all of us--white and black, rich and poor, young and old--will
go forward together arm in arm. Again, let us remember that though our heritage is one of blood lines from every corner of the Earth, we are all
Americans pledged to carry on this last, best hope of man on Earth.

| have spoken of our domestic goals and the limitations which we should put on our National Government. Now let me turn to a task which is the
primary responsibility of National Government-the safety and security of our people.

Today, we utter no prayer more fervently than the ancient prayer for peace on Earth. Yet history has shown that peace will not come, nor will our
freedom be preserved, by good will alone. There are those in the world who scorn our vision of human dignity and freedom. One nation, the Soviet
Union, has conducted the greatest military buildup in the history of man, building arsenals of awesome offensive weapons.

We have made progress in restoring our defense capability. But much remains to be done. There must be no wavering by us, nor any doubts by
others, that America will meet her responsibilities to remain free, secure, and at peace.

There is only one way safely and legitimately to reduce the cost of national security, and that is to reduce the need for it. And this we are trying to
do in negotiations with the Soviet Union. We are not just discussing limits on a further increase of nuclear weapons. We seek, instead, to reduce their
number. We seek the total elimination one day of nuclear weapons from the face of the Earth.

Now, for decades, we and the Soviets have lived under the threat of mutual assured destruction; if either resorted to the use of nuclear weapons,
the other could retaliate and destroy the one who had started it. Is there either logic or morality in believing that if one side threatens to kill tens of
millions of our people, our only recourse is to threaten killing tens of millions of theirs?

| have approved a research program to find, if we can, a security shield that would destroy nuclear missiles before they reach their target. It
wouldn't kill people, it would destroy weapons. It wouldn't militarize space, it would help demilitarize the arsenals of Earth. It would render nuclear
weapons obsolete. We will meet with the Soviets, hoping that we can agree on a way to rid the world of the threat of nuclear destruction.

We strive for peace and security, heartened by the changes all around us. Since the turn of the century, the number of democracies in the world
has grown fourfold. Human freedom is on the march, and nowhere more so than our own hemisphere. Freedom is one of the deepest and noblest
aspirations of the human spirit. People, worldwide, hunger for the right of self-determination, for those inalienable rights that make for human dignity
and progress.

America must remain freedom's staunchest friend, for freedom is our best ally.

And it is the world's only hope, to conquer poverty and preserve peace. Every blow we inflict against poverty will be a blow against its dark allies
of oppression and war. Every victory for human freedom will be a victory for world peace.

So we go forward today, a nation still mighty in its youth and powerful in its purpose. With our alliances strengthened, with our economy leading
the world to a new age of economic expansion, we look forward to a world rich in possibilities. And all this because we have worked and acted
together, not as members of political parties, but as Americans.

My friends, we live in a world that is lit by lightning. So much is changing and will change, but so much endures, and transcends time.
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History is a ribbon, always unfurling; history is a journey. And as we continue our journey, we think of those who traveled before us. We stand
together again at the steps of this symbol of our democracy--or we would have been standing at the steps if it hadn't gotten so cold. Now we are
standing inside this symbol of our democracy. Now we hear again the echoes of our past: a general falls to his knees in the hard snow of Valley

Forge; a lonely President paces the darkened halls, and ponders his struggle to preserve the Union; the men of the Alamo call out encouragement to

each other; a settler pushes west and sings a song, and the song echoes out forever and fills the unknowing air.

It is the American sound. It is hopeful, big-hearted, idealistic, daring, decent, and fair. That's our heritage; that is our song. We sing it still. For all
our problems, our differences, we are together as of old, as we raise our voices to the God who is the Author of this most tender music. And may He

continue to hold us close as we fill the world with our sound--sound in unity, affection, and love--one people under God, dedicated to the dream of
freedom that He has placed in the human heart, called upon now to pass that dream on to a waiting and hopeful world.

God bless you and may God bless America.
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* Ronald Reagan

Farewell Address to the Nation
January 11, 1989

My fellow Americans:

This is the 34th time I'll speak to you from the Oval Office and the last. We've been together 8 years now, and soon itll be
time for me to go. But before | do, | wanted to share some thoughts, some of which I've been saving for a long time.

It's been the honor of my life to be your President. So many of you have written the past few weeks to say thanks, but |
could say as much to you. Nancy and | are grateful for the opportunity you gave us to serve.

One of the things about the Presidency is that you're always somewhat apart. You spend a lot of time going by too fastin a
car someone else is driving, and seeing the people through tinted glass—the parents holding up a child, and the wave
you saw too late and couldn't return. And so many times | wanted to stop and reach out from behind the glass, and
connect. Well, maybe | can do a little of that tonight.

People ask how | feel about leaving. And the factis, "parting is such sweet sorrow." The sweet part is California and the
ranch and freedom. The sorrow—the goodbyes, of course, and leaving this beautiful place.

You know, down the hall and up the stairs from this office is the part of the White House where the President and his
family live. There are a few favorite windows | have up there that | like to stand and look out of early in the morning. The
view is over the grounds here to the Washington Monument, and then the Mali and the Jefferson Memorial. But on
mornings when the humidity is low, you can see past the Jefferson to the river, the Potomac, and the Virginia shore.
Someone said that's the view Lincoln had when he saw the smoke rising from the Battle of Bull Run. | see more prosaic
things: the grass on the banks, the morning traffic as people make their way to work, now and then a sailboat on the river.

I've been thinking a bit at that window. I've been reflecting on what the past 8 years have meant and mean. And the image
that comes to mind like a refrain is a nautical one—a small story about a big ship, and a refugee, and a sailor. It was back
in the early eighties, at the height of the boat people. And the sailor was hard at work on the carrier Midway, which was
patrolling the South China Sea. The sailor, like most American servicemen, was young, smart, and fiercely observant. The
crew spied on the horizon a leaky little boat. And crammed inside were refugees from Indochina hoping to get to America.
The Midway sent a small launch to bring them to the ship and safety. As the refugees made their way through the choppy
seas, one spied the sailor on deck, and stood up, and called out to him. He yelled, "Hello, American sailor. Hello, freedom
man."

A small moment with a big meaning, a moment the sailor, who wrote itin a letter, couldn't get out of his mind. And, when |
saw it, neither could I. Because that's what it was to be an American in the 1980's. We stood, again, for freedom. | know
we always have, butin the past few years the world again—and in a way, we ourselves—rediscovered it.

It's been quite a journey this decade, and we held together through some stormy seas. And at the end, together, we are
reaching our destination.

The factis, from Grenada to the Washington and Moscow summits, from the recession of'81 to '82, to the expansion that
began in late '82 and continues to this day, we've made a difference. The way | see it, there were two great triumphs, two
things that I'm proudest of. One is the economic recovery, in which the people of America created—and filled—19 million
new jobs. The other is the recovery of our morale. America is respected again in the world and looked to for leadership.

Something that happened to me a few years ago reflects some of this. It was back in 1981, and | was attending my first big
economic summit, which was held that year in Canada. The meeting place rotates among the member countries. The
opening meeting was a formal dinner for the heads of government of the seven industrialized nations. Now, | sat there like
the new kid in school and listened, and it was all Francois this and Helmut that. They dropped titles and spoke to one
another on a first-name basis. Well, at one point | sort of leaned in and said, "My name's Ron." Well, in that same year, we
began the actions we felt would ignite an economic comeback—cut taxes and regulation, started to cut spending. And
soon the recovery began.

Two years later, another economic summit with pretty much the same cast. At the big opening meeting we all got together,
and all of a sudden, just for a moment, | saw that everyone was just sitting there looking at me. And then one of them
broke the silence. "Tell us about the American miracle," he said.

Well, back in 1980, when | was running for President, it was all so different. Some pundits said our programs would result
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in catastrophe. Our views on foreign affairs would cause war. Our plans for the economy would cause inflation to soar and
bring about economic collapse. | even remember one highly respected economist saying, back in 1982, that "The engines
of economic growth have shut down here, and they're likely to stay that way for years to come." Well, he and the other
opinion leaders were wrong. The fact is, what they called "radical" was really "right." What they called "dangerous" was
just "desperately needed."

And in all of thattime | won a nickname, "The Great Communicator." But | never thought it was my style or the words | used
that made a difference: it was the content. | wasn't a great communicator, but | communicated great things, and they didn't
spring full bloom from my brow, they came from the heart of a great nation—from our experience, our wisdom, and our
belief in the principles that have guided us for two centuries. They called it the Reagan revolution. Well, I'll accept that, but
for me it always seemed more like the great rediscovery, a rediscovery of our values and our common sense.

Common sense told us that when you put a big tax on something, the people will produce less of it. So, we cut the
people's tax rates, and the people produced more than ever before. The economy bloomed like a plant that had been cut
back and could now grow quicker and stronger. Our economic program brought about the longest peacetime expansion
in our history: real family income up, the poverty rate down, entrepreneurship booming, and an explosion in research and
new technology. We're exporting more than ever because American industry became more competitive and at the same
time, we summoned the national will to knock down protectionist walls abroad instead of erecting them at home.

Common sense also told us that to preserve the peace, we'd have to become strong again after years of weakness and
confusion. So, we rebuilt our defenses, and this New Year we toasted the new peacefulness around the globe. Not only
have the superpowers actually begun to reduce their stockpiles of nuclear weapons—and hope for even more progress is
bright—but the regional conflicts that rack the globe are also beginning to cease. The Persian Gulfis no longer a war
zone. The Soviets are leaving Afghanistan. The Vietnamese are preparing to pull out of Cambodia, and an American-
mediated accord will soon send 50,000 Cuban troops home from Angola.

The lesson of all this was, of course, that because we're a great nation, our challenges seem complex. It will always be
this way. But as long as we remember our first principles and believe in ourselves, the future will always be ours. And
something else we learned: Once you begin a great movement, there's no telling where it will end. We meant to change a
nation, and instead, we changed a world.

Countries across the globe are turning to free markets and free speech and turning away from the ideologies of the past.
For them, the great rediscovery of the 1980's has been that, lo and behold, the moral way of government s the practical
way of government: Democracy, the profoundly good, is also the profoundly productive.

When you've got to the point when you can celebrate the anniversaries of your 39th birthday you can sit back sometimes,
review your life, and see it flowing before you. For me there was a fork in the river, and it was rightin the middle of my life.
I never meant to go into politics. It wasn't my intention when | was young. But | was raised to believe you had to pay your
way for the blessings bestowed on you. | was happy with my career in the entertainment world, but | ultimately went into
politics because | wanted to protect something precious.

Ours was the first revolution in the history of mankind that truly reversed the course of government, and with three little
words: "We the People." "We the People" tell the government what to do; it doesn't tell us. "We the People" are the driver;
the government is the car. And we decide where it should go, and by what route, and how fast. Almost all the world's
constitutions are documents in which governments tell the people what their privileges are. Our Constitution is a
document in which "We the People" tell the government what it is allowed to do. "We the People" are free. This belief has
been the underlying basis for everything I've tried to do these past 8 years.

Butback in the 1960's, when | began, it seemed to me that we'd begun reversing the order of things—that through more
and more rules and regulations and confiscatory taxes, the government was taking more of our money, more of our
options, and more of our freedom. | went into politics in part to put up my hand and say, "Stop." | was a citizen politician,
and it seemed the right thing for a citizen to do.

I think we have stopped a lot of what needed stopping. And | hope we have once again reminded people that man is not
free unless governmentis limited. There's a clear cause and effect here thatis as neat and predictable as a law of
physics: As government expands, liberty contracts.

Nothing is less free than pure communism-and yet we have, the past few years, forged a satisfying new closeness with
the Soviet Union. I've been asked if this isn't a gamble, and my answer is no because we're basing our actions noton
words but deeds. The detente of the 1970's was based not on actions but promises. They'd promise to treat their own
people and the people of the world better. But the gulag was still the gulag, and the state was still expansionist, and they
still waged proxy wars in Africa, Asia, and Latin America.

Well, this time, so far, it's different. President Gorbachev has brought about some internal democratic reforms and begun
the withdrawal from Afghanistan. He has also freed prisoners whose names I've given him every time we've met.

But life has a way of reminding you of big things through small incidents. Once, during the heady days of the Moscow
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summit, Nancy and | decided to break off from the entourage one afternoon to visit the shops on Arbat Street—that's a little
street just off Moscow's main shopping area. Even though our visit was a surprise, every Russian there immediately
recognized us and called out our names and reached for our hands. We were just about swept away by the warmth. You
could almost feel the possibilities in all that joy. But within seconds, a KGB detail pushed their way toward us and began
pushing and shoving the people in the crowd. It was an interesting moment. It reminded me that while the man on the
street in the Soviet Union yearns for peace, the governmentis Communist. And those who run it are Communists, and that
means we and they view such issues as freedom and human rights very differently.

We must keep up our guard, but we must also continue to work together to lessen and eliminate tension and mistrust. My
view is that President Gorbachev is different from previous Soviet leaders. | think he knows some of the things wrong with
his society and is trying to fix them. We wish him well. And we'll continue to work to make sure that the Soviet Union that
eventually emerges from this process is a less threatening one. Whatit all boils down to is this: | want the new closeness
to continue. And it will, as long as we make it clear that we will continue to actin a certain way as long as they continue to
actin a helpful manner. If and when they don't, at first pull your punches. If they persist, pull the plug. It's still trust but verify.
It's still play, but cut the cards. It's still watch closely. And don't be afraid to see what you see.

I've been asked if | have any regrets. Well, I do. The deficitis one. I've been talking a great deal about that lately, but
tonightisn't for arguments, and I'm going to hold my tongue. But an observation: I've had my share of victories in the
Congress, but what few people noticed is that | never won anything you didn't win for me. They never saw my troops, they
never saw Reagan's regiments, the American people. You won every battle with every call you made and letter you wrote
demanding action. Well, action is still needed. If we're to finish the job, Reagan's regiments will have to become the Bush
brigades. Soon he'll be the chief, and he'll need you every bit as much as | did.

Finally, there is a great tradition of warnings in Presidential farewells, and I've got one that's been on my mind for some
time. But oddly enough it starts with one of the things I'm proudest of in the past 8 years: the resurgence of national pride
that | called the new patriotism. This national feeling is good, but it won't count for much, and itwon't last unless it's
grounded in thoughtfulness and knowledge.

An informed patriotism is what we want. And are we doing a good enough job teaching our children what America is and
what she represents in the long history of the world? Those of us who are over 35 or so years of age grew up in a different
America. We were taught, very directly, what it means to be an American. And we absorbed, almost in the air, a love of
country and an appreciation of its institutions. If you didn't get these things from your family you got them from the
neighborhood, from the father down the street who fought in Korea or the family who lost someone at Anzio. Or you could
get a sense of patriotism from school. And if all else failed you could get a sense of patriotism from the popular culture.
The movies celebrated democratic values and implicitly reinforced the idea that America was special. TV was like that,
too, through the mid-sixties.

But now, we're about to enter the nineties, and some things have changed. Younger parents aren't sure that an
unambivalent appreciation of America is the right thing to teach modern children. And as for those who create the popular
culture, well-grounded patriotism is no longer the style. Our spirit is back, but we haven't reinstitutionalized it. We've got to
do a better job of getting across that America is freedom-freedom of speech, freedom of religion, freedom of enterprise.
And freedom is special and rare. It's fragile; it needs production [protection].

So, we've got to teach history based not on what's in fashion but what's important-why the Pilgrims came here, who Jimmy
Doolittle was, and what those 30 seconds over Tokyo meant. You know, 4 years ago on the 40th anniversary of D-day;, |
read a letter from a young woman writing to her late father, who'd fought on Omaha Beach. Her name was Lisa Zanatta
Henn, and she said, "we will always remember, we will never forget what the boys of Normandy did." Well, let's help her
keep her word. If we forget what we did, we won't know who we are. I'm warning of an eradication of the American
memory that could result, ultimately, in an erosion of the American spirit. Let's start with some basics: more attention to
American history and a greater emphasis on civic ritual.

And let me offer lesson number one about America: All great change in America begins at the dinner table. So, tomorrow
nightin the kitchen I hope the talking begins. And children, if your parents haven't been teaching you what it means to be
an American, let'em know and nail 'em on it. That would be a very American thing to do.

And that's about all | have to say tonight, except for one thing. The past few days when I've been at that window upstairs,
I've thought a bit of the "shining city upon a hill." The phrase comes from John Winthrop, who wrote it to describe the
America he imagined. What he imagined was important because he was an early Pilgrim, an early freedom man. He
journeyed here on what today we'd call a litle wooden boat; and like the other Pilgrims, he was looking for a home that
would be free.

I've spoken of the shining city all my political life, but | don't know if | ever quite communicated what | saw when | said it.
Butin my mind it was a tall, proud city built on rocks stronger than oceans, windswept, God-blessed, and teeming with
people of all kinds living in harmony and peace; a city with free ports that hummed with commerce and creativity. And if
there had to be city walls, the walls had doors and the doors were open to anyone with the will and the heart to get here.
That's how | saw it, and see it still.
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And how stands the city on this winter night? More prosperous, more secure, and happier than it was 8 years ago. But
more than that: After 200 years, two centuries, she still stands strong and true on the granite ridge, and her glow has held
steady no matter what storm. And she's still a beacon, still a magnet for all who must have freedom, for all the pilgrims
from all the lost places who are hurtling through the darkness, toward home.

We've done our part. And as | walk off into the city streets, a final word to the men and women of the Reagan revolution,
the men and women across America who for 8 years did the work that brought America back. My friends: We did it. We
weren't just marking time. We made a difference. We made the city stronger, we made the city freer, and we left herin
good hands. All in all, not bad, not bad at all.

And so, goodbye, God bless you, and God bless the United States of America.
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