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NoTime toLose

The history of failure in war can be summed up

in two words: Too Late. Too late in comprehending

the deadly purpose of a potential enemy; too late in

realizing the mortal danger; too late in preparedness;

too late in uniting all possible forces for resistance;

too late in standing with one's friends.

—General Douglas MacArthur

As I write this book, a third of a century has passed since I first

entered Congress; five years have passed since I resigned the

presidency.

When I resigned that office, I left unfinished the work that

meant more to me than any I have ever been engaged in: the

establishment of a new "structure of peace" that might prevent

a major war, and at the same time maintain the security of the

Western world during the balance of this century. Since that

time, the position of the United States relative to that of the So-

viet Union has seriously worsened, and the peril to the West

has greatly increased. That "structure of peace" can still be

completed, but it will be more difficult now, and there is less

time in which to build it.

Since resigning, I have reflected at great length on the

ways in which the world has changed during my third of a cen-

tury in public life, and on the ways in which it has not. I have

also reflected at length on the challenges that my successors in

the presidency have faced and will face. The President of the
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United States wields enormous power. The fate of the West de-

pends on how well and how shrewdly he uses it. He can wield it

to far greater effect if the American people understand what he

confronts, and why the use of American power is necessary; if,

in effect, they become partners with him in preserving the secu-

rity of the West and the peace of the world. He cannot do it

alone, and he cannot do it at all if the obstructionists block his

way.

During most of my presidency America was fighting a bit-

ter war in Vietnam. During all of my presidency we were en-

gaged in a "war" with the Soviet Union. That struggle with the

Soviets will continue to dominate world events for the rest of

this century.

This book is about that struggle, and about the ways in

which American power can be used to win it. We cannot win it

unless we understand the nature and uses of power. Our adver-

saries understand these all too well.

I have dealt directly and sometimes bluntly with the lead-

ers of the Soviet Union, of China, of Europe, and of the devel-

oped and developing nations of all continents. I have used both

force and diplomacy in world affairs, and have seen how they

are used by others. I have encountered the steel will of the

Kremlin leaders, and have had to match their determination

with my own. I have seen that they know what they want and
will resort to any means to get it.

This book is a en de coeur, addressed not only to our politi-

cal leaders but to leaders in all walks of life—to take hold be-

fore it is too late, and to marshal America's strengths so as to

ensure its survival.

The Soviet Union today is the most powerfully armed ex-

pansionist nation the world has ever known, and its arms build-

up continues at a pace nearly twice that of the United States.

There is no mystery about Soviet intentions. The Kremlin lead-

ers do not want war, but they do want the world. And they are

rapidly moving into position to get what they want.

In the 1980s America for the first time in modern history

will confront two cold realities. The first of these is that if war
were to come, we might lose. The second is that we might be
defeated without war. The second prospect is more likely than
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the first, and almost as grim. The danger facing the West dur-

ing the balance of this century is less that of a nuclear holocaust

than it is of drifting into a situation in which we find ourselves

confronted with a choice between surrender and suicide—red

or dead. That danger can still be averted, but the time in which

we can avert it is rapidly running out.

The next two decades represent a time of maximum crisis

for America and for the West, during which the fate of the

world for generations to come may well be determined.

Other nations have much longer experience than we have

in the use of power to maintain the peace. But they no longer

have the power. So, by default, the world looks to the United

States. It looks today with nervous apprehension, as the bul-

warks against Soviet expansion crumble in one nation after an-

other, and as the United States appears so lost in uncertainty or

paralyzed by propriety that it is either unable or unwilling to

act.

Soviet ambitions present the United States with a strategic

challenge of global proportion, which requires a renewed stra-

tegic consciousness and response. It requires a coherent na-

tional strategy based upon informed public support. Piecemeal

temporizing will not do. Angola, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, South

Yemen, Mozambique, Laos, Cambodia, and South Vietnam, all

have been brought under communist domination since 1974;

nearly 100 million people in the last five years. Iran has been

plunged into bloody chaos and turned overnight from a bastion

of Western strength to a cauldron of virulent anti-Westernism,

its oil treasures lying provocatively exposed to lustful Russian

eyes. Cuba acts increasingly as an agent of wide-ranging Soviet

ambitions. These are examples of how the pieces will continue

to fall if we take a piecemeal approach. We have to recover the

geopolitical momentum, marshaling and using our resources in

the tradition of a great power.

The old colonial empires are gone. The new Soviet imperi-

alism requires a new counterforce to keep it in check. The Unit-

ed States cannot provide this alone, but without strong and

effective leadership from the United States, it cannot be pro-

vided at all. We cannot afford to waffle and waver. Either we act

like a great power or we will be reduced to a minor power, and
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thus reduced we will not survive—nor will freedom or Western

values survive.

To be effective, our response to the Soviet challenge must

integrate long-term and short-term measures. It must also inte-

grate the various levels on which it is mounted—military, eco-

nomic, philosophical, political, diplomatic. We must recognize

the relationships between what happens in Asia and what hap-

pens in the Middle East, between strategic resources and pat-

terns of world trade, between economic productivity and

military might, between philosophical commitment and nation-

al will, between national will and the effectiveness of a nation's

military forces in preventing conflict.

We are at war. We are engaged in a titanic struggle in

which the fates of nations are being decided. In war the fact

that a surrounded garrison surrenders without any shots being

fired makes its capture no less a military victory for one side

and a defeat for the other. When the Soviet Union advances by

using proxy troops, its conquests are still Soviet victories and

Western defeats.

Since World War II the Soviet military buildup has been

continuous and the Soviet expansionist pressure has been re-

lentless. Moscow has fished assiduously in the troubled waters

left in the wake of the dismantlement of the old colonial em-

pires. It has blockaded Berlin, fomented revolutions in Latin

America, Asia, and Africa, aided aggression by North Korea

and North Vietnam. It has trained and subsidized guerrillas,

disrupted elections, shot down unarmed planes, sponsored

coups, shot refugees, imprisoned dissidents. It has threatened,

blustered, connived, conspired, subverted, bribed, intimidated,

terrorized, lied, cheated, stolen, tortured, spied, blackmailed,

murdered—all as a matter of deliberate national policy.

The basic rule of Soviet behavior was laid down years ago

by Lenin: Probe with bayonets. If you encounter steel, with-

draw. If you encounter mush, continue. The question is which

will the Soviets encounter: steel or mush?
The answer to that question lies with America's leadership.

Not just its political leadership. What kind of world view the

American President has, how well he understands the uses of
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power and the nuances of diplomacy, whether he has a strate-

gic vision and the will and shrewdness to carry it out—all these

are vital, even indispensable, elements. But more broadly, the

answer lies with those segments of American leadership whose

attitudes determine the limits of the possible for American

policy.

Unfortunately, America is still suffering from the legacy of

the 1960s. A rabid anti-intellectualism swept the nation's cam-

puses then, and fantasy reigned supreme. Attacks on anything

representing the established order were in fashion. The dis-

cords of that decade and of its aftermath critically weakened the

nation's capacity to meet its responsibilities in the world, not

only militarily but also in terms of its ability to lead.

Ironically, even as anti-intellectualism ravaged the campus-

es, the 1960s also saw an overly "intellectualized" new fashion

take hold among many of those who thought professionally

about arms and particularly about arms control: the notion that

above a certain minimum, the less military strength you had,

the better. The hope arose that if the United States limited its

own arms, others—particularly the Soviets—would follow. But

the Soviets did not perform according to theory. In fact, during

the same period when this arms-control doctrine was winning

favor among American theorists, and the theorists were win-

ning influence, the Soviet five-year plans were charting ever

greater increases in military spending, clearly guided by coher-

ent strategic objectives. The Soviets were not bogged down in

theory; they were driving toward supremacy.

There are many today who suggest that American civiliza-

tion is suffering a terminal illness, that we are witnessing the

beginning of the end of the West. Some American opinion

leaders view this with despair. Some, especially in darkest aca-

demia, see it as the logical and overdue result of our being on

the wrong side. Like the classic definition of fox hunting as

"the unspeakable in pursuit of the uneatable," they see Amer-

ica as the aggressive in support of the oppressive. As play-

wright Eugene Ionesco reported after a recent visit to the

United States, American intellectuals tend to be "masochists

who want to be blamed for everything wrong in the world."

When he told American liberal friends that the United States
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was not as bad as other nations, "the liberals looked at me
askance. For in order to be appreciated in America, one must,

above all, never say that Americans are not the worst criminals

of humanity."

What America does suffer from is not itself a terminal ill-

ness, but rather a sort of creeping paralysis that could become
terminal unless treated. Together with our allies in the West-

ern world, we have the capacity to survive, to prosper, to turn

back the challenges to our security that are being mounted with

increasing force. The question is whether we will use that ca-

pacity.

Nations live or die by the way they respond to the particu-

lar challenges they face. Those challenges may be internal or

external; they may be faced by a nation alone or in concert with

other nations; they may come gradually or suddenly. There is

no immutable law of nature that says only the unjust will be af-

flicted, or that the just will prevail. While might certainly does

not make right, neither does right by itself make might. The
time when a nation most craves ease may be the moment when
it can least afford to let down its guard. The moment when it

most wishes it could address its domestic needs may be the mo-
ment when it most urgently has to confront an external threat.

The nation that survives is the one that rises to meet that mo-
ment: that has the wisdom to recognize the threat and the will

to turn it back, and that docs so before it is too late.

The naive notion that we can preserve freedom by exuding

goodwill is not only silly, but dangerous. The more adherents it

wins, the more it tempts the aggressor.

The central thesis of this book is that the West, today, has

crossed the threshold of a period of acute crisis in which its sur-

vival into the twenty-first century is directly at stake. We have

the material capacity, the economic and technological strength,

to prevail—which means to maintain our freedom and to avert

a major war. But the capacity alone is not enough. Sir Robert

Thompson, the British expert on guerrilla warfare, has tren-

chantly defined national power as manpower plus applied re-

sources, times will. We have the resources and the manpower.
Have we the will to use them?

The situation today is ominously reminiscent of the period
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preceding World War II which Walter Lippmann described so

perceptively:

The American people were as unprepared in their minds
as in their military establishment. Could the democracies be

rallied, could they be collected and nerved for the ordeal . . . ?

They had the superior assets. . . . But did they have the in-

sight, the discipline to persevere, and the resolution to go
through with it? Though they had the means, did they also

have the will, and did they know how? . . . They were reacting

to events and they were not governing them. . . . They had re-

fused to take in what they saw, they had refused to believe

what they heard, they had wished and they had waited, hop-

ing against hope.

There are two aspects to national will. There is will as

demonstrated by the nation itself, and there is will as perceived

by the nation's adversaries. In averting the ultimate challenge,

perceived will can be as important as actual will. Although an

American President would launch a nuclear strike only with the

most extreme reluctance, the Kremlin leaders must always as-

sume that he might; and that if the truly vital interests of the

nation or of the West required the use of nuclear weapons, that

he would do so. If they are to be effectively deterred from the

ultimate provocation, they must perceive that such a provoca-

tion carries with it the ultimate risk.

National will involves far more than readiness to use mili-

tary power, whether nuclear or conventional. It includes a

readiness to allocate the resources necessary to maintain that

power. It includes a clear view of where the dangers lie, and of

what kinds of responses are necessary to meet those dangers. It

includes also a basic, crystalline faith that the United States is

on the right side in the struggle, and that what we represent in

the world is worth defending.

For will to be effective, it must necessarily include the

readiness to sacrifice if necessary—to defer those goals that are

merely desirable in order to advance those that are essential; to

pay the costs of defense; to incur risks; to incur the displeasure

of powerful constituencies at home and of raucous voices

abroad.

America's failures of will in recent years have been partly

the product of weariness after nearly forty years of bearing the



THE REAL WAR

burdens of world leadership. They clearly result in part from

the traumas of Vietnam and Watergate. But more fundamental-

ly, they reflect the failures of America's leadership class. Too
many of those who profess to be the guardians of our ideals

have instead become the architects of our retreat.

The answer cannot be to replace one leadership class with

another. That is not going to happen. Individuals may change,

one political party may lose ground to another, different fac-

tions may move into or out of intellectual fashion; but essen-

tially, those groups to which the nation looks for leadership will

remain pretty much the same throughout these critical two dec-

ades. What has to be done is to wake those who exercise lead-

ership to the responsibilities of leadership.

In 1919 a starry-eyed Lincoln Steffens, after visiting the

Soviet Union, exulted, "I have been over into the future, and it

works." In our own time other starry-eyed reporters have glori-

fied the "Brave New Worlds" of Maoist China, Vietnam, and

Cuba. This romanticizing of revolution, this willful blindness to

the human costs of tyranny as long as tyranny speaks the hypo-

critical language of the Left, permeates the ranks of those who
report and those who teach, and it leaves a disastrous imprint

on the minds of millions who read and listen.

Revolution itself is neither inherently good nor inherently

evil. But what the United States confronts today is the advance

of a tyranny marching under the banners of revolution: one

that seeks to replace democracy with despotism in the name of

"the people." But in these "people's democracies" the people

have no meaningful vote; they have no voice; they have no free-

dom; they have no choice. The Soviet Union has built the most

powerful war-making machine ever possessed by an aggressive

power, not for the benefit—or by the choice—of the Russian

people, but to extend the dominion of the Kremlin leadership.

Unfortunately for the West, a large segment of the Ameri-

can intellectual establishment, including many in the business

establishment, falls for the sort of con-man spiel the Kremlin

and its propagandists use. Just as the con man knows how to

play on his victim's greed and self-importance, so does the

Kremlin know precisely how to play on its target's romantic

idealism and on his grandiose dreams of remaking whole soci-

eties in his own image.
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With Africa now a crucible of great-power maneuver, we
cannot afford to have our Africa policies hostage to the bitter

memories still cherished by those who struggled for racial

equality in America. We cannot let Africa become a stage on
which Americans act out their psychic traumas. We must ad-

dress it as the vitally important strategic battleground that So-

viet adventuring has made it.

Nor can we ignore any part of the world as being too far

from our concerns to care about. As the 1980s began, this was
being vividly illustrated by events in Afghanistan—a fact that

provided its own peculiar irony, because for many years Ameri-
can newsmen disparagingly referred to analyses of trends in

distant lands as "Afghanistanism." Afghanistan—remote, land-

locked, a harsh mountain region of primitive tribesmen as rug-

ged as the land they lived on—was treated as a metaphor for all

the dull and distant events that glazed the eyes of the American
reader.

But in real life Afghanistan is much more than that. De-
spite its poverty and the harshness of its land, Texas-sized Af-

ghanistan has long been a cockpit of great-power intrigue for

the same reason that it used to be called "the turnstile of Asia's

fate." With Iran on the west, Pakistan on the south, China to

the east and a thousand-mile border with the Soviet Union on
the north, Afghanistan has traditionally been one of those

points where the great thrusts of empire met.

Throughout its history Afghanistan has been a crossroads

for conquerors; Alexander the Great, Genghis Khan, and Tam-
erlane have all ridden across Afghanistan's dusty hills in their

quest for empire. The King of Afghanistan recalled for me
when I visited him in 1953 that it was there that Alexander the

Great said, "I have no further worlds to conquer." In the nine-

teenth century Great Britain and Imperial Russia played what

Kipling called the "Great Game" in Afghanistan as they dueled

all across Central Asia in a struggle for control of the conti-

nent. The British knew that Afghanistan's rugged Khyber Pass

was the gateway to the Indian subcontinent, and they fought

two brutal wars to deny the Russians control of it. Today Af-

ghanistan is a testing ground for an ominous, brazen new
phase in the Soviet expansionist drive.

A bloody Soviet-backed coup in April 1978 suddenly
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ousted President Mohammed Daoud, who was promptly mur-

dered, and installed in his place a stridently anti-Western,

Marxist regime under the leadership of Prime Minister Noor
Mohammed Taraki. Taraki renamed his ruling party the "Peo-

ple's Democratic Party," and renamed his country the "Demo-
cratic Republic of Afghanistan," adopting as its new flag a

bright red banner with the party symbol and a star in the

corner—almost indistinguishable from the Soviet flag. Soon
nearly every government ministry, as well as the 100,000-man

Afghan Army, had Soviet "advisers," many of them Tadzhiks

from Soviet Central Asia who speak a dialect most Afghans un-

derstand.

This abrupt renewal of centuries of Russian pressure

against its repeatedly extended Asian borders sent shock waves

through Afghanistan's already weakened immediate neighbors,

Pakistan and Iran—vulnerable not only because of geography

but also because of tribal ties. Baluchi tribesmen range through

Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iran; Pushtuns through Afghanistan

and Pakistan's Northwest Frontier Province. Less than ten

months later, in fact, the Shah's regime had fallen, and leftist

guerrillas staged their first takeover of the U.S. Embassy in

Tehran on the same day that the U.S. ambassador to Afghani-

stan was dragged from his car and murdered.

In the United States reaction to that initial Soviet seizure

of power in Afghanistan was largely a yawn. The New York

Times headlined an editorial "Keeping Cool about Kabul." The
"so what" school—those whose reflexive response to Soviet

subversion or Soviet militarism is to say, "So what?"—said "So
what?" about Afghanistan, if they paid even that much atten-

tion.

After the communist regime came to power, however,

fiercely independent Moslem tribesmen launched a jihad, or

holy war, in a struggle to the death for control of their country

and of their lives. Insurgents sold their cattle and their wives'

jewelry to buy ammunition. The rebels fought Soviet-made

tanks by starting landslides. They rushed directly into the ma-

chine-gun fire of the tanks and overwhelmed them, armed with

nothing more than wooden sticks and iron bars.

The government's army suffered from purges, desertions,

and defections to the rebels; by late 1979 it had reportedly
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dwindled from more than 100,000 to 50,000, with a hard core

of no more than 10,000 to 15,000 effective troops. It was
doubtful that the communists could have survived another

spring offensive by the rebels.

In a September 1979 coup, Taraki was ousted and execut-

ed by his number-two man, Hafizullah Amin, who installed

himself as President. But Amin made little headway in putting

down the rebellion. In a carefully prepared and brazenly exe-

cuted move, the Soviets invaded Afghanistan on Christmas

Eve. Hundreds of Russian transport planes airlifted thousands

of Soviet troops into Kabul; tens of thousands of other pre-

positioned Soviet forces quickly moved across the border;

Amin and his family were killed; a reliably pliant Soviet puppet,

Babrak Karmal, whom the Russians had kept hidden away in re-

serve in Eastern Europe, was put in as Amin's replacement. He
beamed his first message as President to the Afghan people

from a radio station in the Soviet Union. Izvestia had the gall to

denounce the deposed communist leader Amin as a tool of the

CIA, while Brezhnev warmly congratulated Kamal on his "elec-

tion." The proud people of Afghanistan were crushed in the

iron fist of the Soviet Union, and Russia came one country clos-

er to achieving its goals—now within tantalizingly short

reach—of a warm-water port on the Arabian Sea and control

over the oil of the Persian Gulf.

In neighboring Pakistan a high-ranking official who had

been privately warning of Russia's expansionist ambitions told

an American friend, "You see, this is what I have been telling

you and now it's come true. You Americans don't seem to un-

derstand the world anymore. Next comes the Finlandization of

Pakistan, and subversion of our country by the Russians. There
is a very real possibility—likelihood even—of Soviet hegemony
in this whole part of the world. Don't your people in Washing-

ton care?"

The Soviet seizure of Afghanistan is a continuation of the

old tsarist imperialism—the relentless outward pressure that

has continued since the Duchy of Muscovy threw off Mongol
rule in 1480. It also is a stark reminder that America no longer

has the luxury of considering any place on earth too remote to

affect its own security.

What made the fall of Afghanistan so significant a loss to



12 THE REAL WAR

the West was not just the fate of its 18 million people, 90 per-

cent of whom are illiterate, and whose $160 per capita annual

income makes Afghanistan one of the poorest countries of the

world. Not even its strategic location would make its loss so sig-

nificant, if that loss had occurred in isolation. But it did not oc-

cur in isolation. It was part of a pattern. And that pattern is

what presents the challenge. It is a pattern of ceaseless building

by the Soviets toward a position of overwhelming military

force, while using subversion and proxy troops, and now even

its own, to take over one country after another, until they are in

a position to conquer or Finlandize the world.

Looking at the changes in the world since World War II,

we can see grounds for pessimism and grounds for optimism.

Communist regimes have taken power not only in Eastern

Europe, but also in China, North Korea, all of Vietnam, Cam-
bodia, Laos, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, South Yemen, Angola,

Mozambique, and Cuba. So far, no country that has come com-

pletely under communist control has escaped from that con-

trol. Twenty-one countries are now in the communist orbit.

Territorially, the communist powers are advancing all over the

world, and the West is retreating.

In terms of nuclear weapons, the United States had an ab-

solute monopoly at the end of World WT

ar II. At the time of the

Cuban missile crisis in 1962, the United States still had an over-

whelming nuclear superiority, in the range of 15 to 1 or even

more. In 1973, when we ordered a worldwide alert in order to

keep Soviet forces out of the Middle East during the Yom Kip-

pur War, the United States and the Soviet Union were approxi-

mately equal in both strategic nuclear capability and theater

nuclear capability. But since 1973 the Soviet Union has been

spending three times as much as the United States on strategic

weapons alone.

Wr

ith their rapid advances in nuclear missile technology

and their vigorous development of new weapons systems

—

while new American weapons systems have been systematically

canceled or postponed—the Soviets are quickly closing the gap

in those areas in which we are ahead and increasing their supe-

riority where they are ahead.

The Soviets have an enormous advantage in conventional



NO TIME TO LOSE 13

ground forces. To some extent this should be expected, since

the U.S.S.R. is primarily a land power, with two fronts to de-

fend—against Europe and against China. But Russia's huge ar-

mies also pose a formidable threat to its neighbors, because

while Russia has two fronts for defense it has three fronts for

attack. Soviet military power threatens Europe in the west, Chi-

na and Japan in the east, and the countries of Central Asia, the

Persian Gulf, the Middle East, and Africa to the south.

Beyond this, the dramatic buildup of Soviet sea power has

been particularly ominous. While the United States still has an

advantage in aircraft carriers, the Soviets now have half again

as many major surface combatant ships as the United States

and three times as many submarines.

Unless the United States drastically increases its military

budget, the Soviet Union by 1985 will have unquestioned nu-

clear superiority, overwhelming superiority on the ground, and

at least equality at sea. In sum, unless we act fast, the period of

the mid-1980s will be one of maximum peril for the United

States and the West. In a nutshell: The Soviet Union will be

number one; the United States will be number two.

Taken by themselves, these trends would be grounds for

acute pessimism. If projected into the 1980s, they would give

the Soviet Union the capacity to impose its will militarily on tar-

gets of its choosing around the globe.

But there is another side. Dwight D. Eisenhower was a

shrewd strategist. I remember that during his presidency, when
talk around the National Security Council table grew gloomy as

its members surveyed the world, Eisenhower used to remind us

that one of the first requirements for a successful military com-

mander is the capability to assess realistically both the

strengths and weaknesses of his own forces. But equally impor-

tant, he added, is the ability to recognize not only the strengths

but also the weaknesses and vulnerabilities of the opposing

forces.

When we do that, we find major vulnerabilities on the So-

viet side, and major strengths on the Western side.

The most dramatic of those vulnerabilities lies in the deep

and perhaps irreconcilable differences between the Soviet

Union and China. China's economy is still weak, and its nuclear
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capability is still relatively primitive. But with a billion of the

world's potentially most able people on its longest frontier, un-

der control of a government that looks toward Moscow with

bitter hostility, the leaders of the Kremlin have reason to be ap-

prehensive. In the long run China may pose an expansionist

threat to the West. But for the present China fears the Soviet

Union and needs the West.

A second vulnerability stems from the nature of the com-
munist system. No people has ever freely chosen to live under

communism. No nation remains under communist rule except

through force. No system of government has been more suc-

cessful at extending its domination over other nations and less

successful at winning the approval of the people of those na-

tions.

The tragic boat people of Vietnam, the dissidents attempt-

ing to leave the Soviet Union, the people who flee when they

are able from Eastern Europe—all are dramatic proof that

when people have a choice, they reject communist rule. Ironi-

cally, it was Lenin who said that refugees are people who vote

with their feet. In that balloting, peoples in all parts of the

world, frequently at risk of their lives, are overwhelmingly pro-

freedom and anti-communist.

A third vulnerability, one that is potentially a decisive

Western advantage, lies in the fact that economically, capital-

ism works and communism does not. As we survey the world's

economies, we find that the United States, Western Europe,

and Japan together have a gross national product four times as

great as that of the entire Soviet bloc.

The communist nations have the advantage that being to-

talitarian, they can allocate their resources as their leaders

choose, to serve the ambitions of the rulers rather than the

needs of the people. Thus even relatively nonproductive econ-

omies can support enormous military establishments. But if

there is to be an arms race, and if the West decides to compete,

the West has the economic power to win it. The Soviets know
this.

At the end of World War II the West, swept by waves of

relief and exhaustion, let down its guard. We disarmed while

Stalin used his armies to seize all the territory he could. Even-
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tually, alarmed, the West mobilized to meet this new Soviet

threat. Moscow then moderated its tone and became more cau-

tious in its expansion. This was a change of the head, not a

change of the heart. When China shifted its emphasis from ex-

ternal adventuring to internal development—and to shoring up
its defense against what by then it perceived as a looming Sovi-

et threat—that, too, was a change of the head.

This change of the head is what made our first steps to-

ward detente possible. We must understand that detente is not

a love feast. It is an understanding between nations that have

opposite purposes, but which share certain common interests,

including the avoidance of nuclear war. Such an understanding

can work—that is, it can restrain aggression and deter war

—

only as long as the potential aggressor is made to recognize

that neither aggression nor war will be profitable.

The capitalist system works on the basis of the profit mo-
tive economically. The Soviet system works on the basis of the

profit motive militarily and territorially. When the Kremlin cal-

culates that it has more to gain than to lose by an act of aggres-

sion, subversion, or intimidation, it will engage in such action.

As the power balance shifts in the Soviets' favor, the Krem-
lin's profit-and-loss calculations will shift with it. Each time the

West appears weak or irresolute, the potential cost of aggres-

sion falls and the Kremlin's market "demand" increases. Each

time the West shows itself ready to resist effectively, the cost

rises and the market dries up.

Woodrow Wilson once eloquently declared World War I a

war to make the world "safe for democracy." However noble

that intent, events soon made a mockery of it. Our aim must be

a world within which democracy will be safe, but more funda-

mentally a world in which aggression is restrained and national

independence secure. Just as the 1940s and 1950s saw the end

of the old colonialism, the 1980s and 1990s must be the years

in which we turn back the new Soviet imperialism. To chart our

course for the future, we must know our enemies, understand

our friends, and know ourselves—where we are, how we got

here, and where we want to go.

To meet the challenge to our own survival and to the sur-

vival of freedom and peace, we must drastically increase our
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military power, shore up our economic power, reinvigorate our

willpower, strengthen the power of our Presidents, and devel-

op a strategy aimed not just at avoiding defeat but at attaining

victory.

The decades ahead will not be easy. They will not be free

of risk. But the risk we run if we fail will be infinitely greater.

And the longer we wait, the harder it will be to catch up. Every

day lost increases the danger.

In 1934, Winston Churchill told the House of Commons,
"To urge the preparation of defense is not to assert the immi-

nence of war. On the contrary, if war was imminent preparation

for defense would be too late . . . but it is very difficult to resist

the conclusion that if we do not begin forthwith to put our-

selves in a position of security, it will soon be beyond our pow-

er to do so." In the 1930s Britain had what in effect was a

"strategic reserve"—the vast industrial power of the United

States, which, with the luxury of time, could be mobilized after

war broke out in order to save the allied nations; and this "re-

serve" ultimately saved Britain from its own unpreparedness.

The United States has no such reserve to fall back on.

It was shortly before the outbreak of World War II that

General Douglas MacArthur observed, "The history of failure

in war can be summed up in two words: Too Late." MacArthur,

then in the Philippines, had seen the war clouds on the horizon;

he had been frustrated in his efforts to win support for a

strengthening of forces in the Philippines. He warned of the

danger, but too many said, "So what?"

When he made that statement the atomic bomb had not

yet burst on Hiroshima, forever changing the potential nature

of war and the consequences of a surprise attack. The United

States had time to recover from a naval Pearl Harbor, and it

had ample warning of impending war. We could have less than

thirty minutes' warning of a nuclear Pearl Harbor, from which

we would have no time to recover. The time to prevent that

from happening is now. There is no time to lose.
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World War III

The first characteristic of the Soviet Union is that

it always adopts the attitude of bullying the soft and

fearing the strong. The second characteristic of the

Soviet Union is that it will go in and grab at every op-

portunity.

—Deng Xiaoping

For more than twenty-five years the countries of

the Western Alliance have been preparing themselves

against the dread possibility of a nuclear war with the

Soviet Union. This war, which the strategists have

called . . . the Third World War—has never come,

and may never come. Meanwhile, the real Third

World War has been fought and is being fought un-

der our noses, and few people have noticed what was

going on.

—Brian Crozier

World War III began before World War II ended. Even as Al-

lied armies battled Nazi forces to the death in Europe, Stalin

had his eye clearly fixed on his postwar objectives. In April

1945, as American and Russian soldiers were embracing at the

Elbe River in Germany, Stalin was spelling out his blueprint for

a divided postwar world. "This war is not as in the past," he

said; "whoever occupies a territory also imposes on it his own
social system. Everyone imposes his own system as far as his

army can reach. It cannot be otherwise."

17
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By then, the blacksmith who would later forge the Iron

Curtain had already shown how cynically he would ensure that

his ''social system" prevailed. One of the most heroic chapters

of World War II was written by the resistance movement in

German-occupied Poland, and in particular by the Polish

Home Army. Its members provided intelligence information,

conducted sabotage, disrupted rail communications behind the

German lines, carried out reprisals for acts of Nazi repression

by executing German officials; they even staged pitched battles

with German troops. They were Polish patriots, determined to

restore and preserve Polish independence.

On August 1, 1944, Polish freedom fighters rose up
against the Nazi occupiers in Warsaw as the Soviet army ap-

proached, just as French partisans had done when American
and British forces neared Paris. But instead of aiding the libera-

tion of the city, the Soviet forces sat outside for week after week
and watched as the Nazis threw five divisions against the

trapped Poles, finally crushing their heroic resistance after six-

ty-three days. The Soviet government even refused to allow the

Western Allies the use of Soviet airfields to fly supplies to the

beleaguered Poles until the uprising had been going on for sev-

en full weeks. At the end of September the Soviet army
marched west, bypassing Warsaw altogether. On October 3,

cut off and abandoned, the resistance forces surrendered to the

Germans. The cream of the Polish resistance movement had

been eliminated; the city of Warsaw had been ravaged; the path

for Soviet domination of Poland had been cleared. In March
1945 the Soviets followed this up by inviting the commander of

the Polish Home Army and several other leaders of the under-

ground resistance to Moscow for political talks. When they re-

vealed themselves to the Soviet agents, however, they were

arrested and imprisoned. All this while the war in Europe was

still going on, while the Soviets and the Western Allies—and
the Polish underground—were still supposedly fighting togeth-

er to defeat the Nazis.

World War III has gone on now for a third of a century,

since those closing days of World War II. At Tehran, Yalta, and

Potsdam, as the postwar pattern of Europe was being set, Stalin

maneuvered his way toward the advantages that he soon
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abruptly seized. The Soviet armies that followed the retreating

Germans into Eastern Europe stayed, and the Iron Curtain

clanged down across the continent. Locked under communist
rule were the people of Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Yu-

goslavia, Romania, Bulgaria, Albania, East Germany, as well as

those of the once-independent states of Latvia, Lithuania, and
Estonia. It was a coldly calculated grab on Stalin's part; as he

later commented, "The reason why there is now no Commu-
nist government in Paris is because in the circumstances of

1945 the Soviet Army was not able to reach French soil."

World War III has proceeded from the Soviet seizure of

Eastern Europe, through the communist conquest of China,

the wars in Korea and Indochina, and the establishment of a

western hemisphere outpost of Soviet power in Cuba, to the

present thrusts by the Soviet Union and its allies into Africa,

the Islamic crescent, and Central America. The expansionism

has been accompanied by a prodigious military buildup that

has brought the Soviet Union to the verge of decisive suprem-

acy over the West.

Korea and Vietnam were battles in that war, as were the

coups that brought Soviet satellite regimes to power in places

as remote as Afghanistan and South Yemen. So, too, have been

the struggles to keep Communist parties from taking control in

Italy and Portugal, and to contain Castro's export of revolution

in Latin America.

World War III is the first truly global war. No corner of the

earth is beyond its reach. The United States and the Soviet

Union have both become global powers, and whatever affects

the balance between us anywhere affects that balance every-

where. The Soviets understand this. We too must understand

it, and must learn to think in global terms.

World War III is also the first truly total war: it is waged on

all levels of life and society. Military power, economic power,

willpower, the strength of a nation's galvanizing ideas and the

clarity of its sense of purpose—each of these is vital to the out-

come. So, too, are other intangibles: whether the competitive

spirit is honored or denigrated; whether the prevailing ethic is

for the individual to do the least he can get away with or the

best of which he is capable; whether the next generation are to
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be builders and creators or television zombies. It is also the

first total war because of the nature of our adversaries: because

theirs is a totalitarian system, advancing under the banner of an

ideology in which even the minds of its people are the property

of the state.

For the past third of a century, when we in the West have

thought about World War III, the term has conjured up dread-

ful visions of a nuclear Armageddon. But while the West casu-

ally refers to the absence of nuclear war as peace, the Soviets

have assiduously been fighting "a war called peace," trying to

win World War III without risking a nuclear exchange. They
know that the object of war is not to obliterate the opponent,

but to make him surrender. As the Prussian military strategist

Clausewitz observed long ago, the aggressor never wants war;

he would prefer to enter your country unopposed.

If we study Soviet actions, they show a clear pattern: not

necessarily a "master plan" or a predictable timetable for world

conquest, but rather a constant strengthening of military forces

and a consistent exploitation of every opportunity to expand

their own power and to weaken that of the West. Just as water

flows downhill, the Soviets press to extend their power wherev-

er it can reach, by whatever means they calculate can be effec-

tive. They are totally amoral opportunists. They will carefully

calculate cost-benefit ratios, but they will not fret over the sanc-

tity of contracts, the value of human life, or "bourgeois" con-

cepts ofjustice.

Apologists often argue that the Soviets are really trying to

ensure their own security against what they perceive as real or

potential threats from abroad, and that once they have suffi-

cient strength to ensure that security, their appetites will be

sated. There may be some truth to the first half of that argu-

ment, but the trouble with the second half is that the Russian

appetite for "security" is insatiable. The more the Soviets ac-

quire, the more they have to protect; and they define "security"

only as domination, whether at home or abroad. They have no
tradition of compromise, of accommodation, of consensus, or

indeed of a rule of law. As long as there is one country or one

person who might stand in opposition, they consider their se-
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curity in jeopardy. To them, security, like power, can only be

total. And so it can only be guaranteed by total elimination of

all potential opposition. In the Soviet view, Russian gains in se-

curity must come from the losses of others; there is no increase

in mutual security. For the Soviets to be secure, in their view,

others must be rendered insecure.

The Soviet leadership has no concept of "peace" as we un-

derstand it, or of coexistence as we would define it. They do
not believe in the concept of equals. An equal is, by their defi-

nition, a rival, to be eliminated before he eliminates you.

The Soviet goal is, reversing Woodrow Wilson, a world

made unsafe for democracy: a world in which the Soviet state is

secure and all others respect Soviet control and pay Soviet trib-

ute. The Soviet ambition has been appropriately described as a

desire for "the capability to control global economic, political,

and strategic affairs directly from Moscow." The Chinese com-

munists accuse the Soviets of seeking "hegemony," and the

word aptly describes Soviet aims.

The meaning of World War III is written starkly and elo-

quently on the faces of the boat people of Vietnam, who desper-

ately risk death on the high seas, and rejection when they finally

reach land, rather than continue to live in the prison that was

once their country. Millions from other countries have risked

all in their efforts to escape communism, or have abandoned
homes, possessions, even families, in sad pilgrimages as their

countries were partitioned. As villagers flee the advancing lava

from a volcano, these new dispossessed flee the advance of a

tyranny that calls itself "liberation."

Before the communist regime took power in mainland Chi-

na, Hong Kong was a city of little more than a million people.

Today it holds nearly 5 million. Most of that increase is ac-

counted for by the flood of refugees from the mainland, which

surged through despite the barbed wire and border guards put

in place to halt it.

In my office is a lacquer painting given to Mrs. Nixon when
she visited a refugee camp in South Vietnam in 1956. It serves

as a constant reminder to me that when Vietnam was parti-

tioned in 1954 nearly a million people fled from North to

South.
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I spent Christmas Day 1956 at a refugee camp in Austria,

near the bridge at Andau. There I talked with some of those

who had escaped from Hungary in the wake of that country's

brief rebellion, as Soviet tanks were crushing resistance in the

streets of Budapest. Their tales of escape were harrowing.

Their courage was a tribute to the human spirit, and a measure

of the cruelty that triumphed.

In divided Germany the Berlin Wall stands as what West
German Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher has called

"a monument to slavery." Before the Wall, undivided Berlin

was an accessible island of freedom in a sea of tyranny. It was

an abomination to the communists because it represented

choice. Before the Wall was built in 1961, over 3 million people

took advantage of that choice, and fled communist rule: five

hundred people a day for fifteen years.

Closed borders, barbed wire, walls, guards with orders to

shoot on sight any attempting to flee—these are the mark of

communist control and the symbols of Soviet advance.

The hundreds of thousands of Jews waiting to get out of

the Soviet Union have engaged the world's sympathy. But they

are not alone. It is not just anti-Semitism that causes the Soviet

government to limit Jewish emigration. If free emigration were

allowed, millions of Ukrainians, Lithuanians, and others would
leave also.

It is a mark of our times that when one or two persons de-

fect from the West to the East, that is big news. But when thou-

sands flee communist rule, that is merely a statistic. Yet the

human tragedy behind such statistics is one of the central

dramas of the twentieth century, and the assault on human
liberties these statistics represent is one of the defining charac-

teristics of World War III.

Resources: The Weak Link

To the Soviets, anyone who stands in the way of their su-

premacy—of their hegemony—is an adversary. The Soviet

Union's ultimate target in World War III is its chief rival, the

United States. Its intermediate targets are Western Europe and
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Japan. Its immediate targets are those vulnerable and unstable

areas of Africa, Asia, the Middle East, and Latin America, in

which, at relatively little risk and cost, it can gain strategic ad-

vantages and place itself increasingly in position to control the

world's resources and lifelines.

Stalin highlighted the vulnerability of the West to resource

interdiction back in 1921. "If Europe and America may be

called the front," he said, "the non-sovereign nations and colo-

nies, with their raw materials, fuel, food, and vast stores of hu-

man material, should be regarded as the rear, the reserve of

imperialism. In order to win a war one must not only triumph

at the front but also revolutionize the enemy's rear, his re-

serves." More recently, Soviet President Leonid I. Brezhnev

confided to Somalian President Siad Barre, then an ally of the

U.S.S.R., that "Our aim is to gain control of the two great trea-

sure houses on which the West depends—the energy treasure

house of the Persian Gulf and the mineral treasure house of

central and southern Africa."

While the United States is partially dependent on imported

oil and strategic minerals, Europe and Japan are absolutely de-

pendent on overseas sources. Half of our oil is imported, but

Europe imports 85 percent and Japan 100 percent. As for min-

erals, Western Europe imports 80 percent and Japan 95 per-

cent. Minor interruptions of imports that would cause

inconvenience and annoyance in the United States might create

panic in our industrial allies. Thus they have even more reason

than we to be concerned about the Soviet drive toward those

"great treasure houses on which the West depends." But we

too have a vital stake—both because we are also dependent on

those treasure houses for strategic materials, and because the

strength and unity of the Western alliance as a whole are essen-

tial to meeting the Soviet challenge. What weakens our allies

weakens us.

The Soviet leaders have their eyes on the economic under-

pinnings of modern society. Their aim is to pull the plug on the

Western industrial machine. The Western industrial nations'

dependence on foreign sources of vital raw materials is one of

our chief vulnerabilities. This, as well as the inherent instability

of many of the producing nations, dictates Soviet strategy in

such areas as the Middle East, Africa, and Latin America.
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To most Americans, the map of Africa is as unfamiliar, as

that of Antarctica. Most would not know Mali from Malawi; nor

would they have any idea where Somalia is, or Eritrea, much
less why events there may be shaping the future of the world.

Nor could they place such neighboring locales as South Yemen
or Oman, or the Straits of Hormuz, Bahrain, or Qatar. Yet

these places, and others like them, are vital to America's inter-

ests and those of the West. They are central to Moscow's drive

for strategic dominance, and American ignorance or disinterest

gives the Soviets one of their greatest advantages.

The ghosts of the colonial past haunt the leaders of many
African nations today. Precolonial African politics were tribal;

after the European conquest they became imperial; today they

are a unique combination of the two.

The boundaries of most present-day African states make
little sense from a nation-state point of view. They do not cor-

respond to natural or tribal lines; they remain drawn where the

armies of the colonial powers halted or where mapmakers in

Paris or London chanced to place them. African countries often

consist of twenty or thirty tribes, a mishmash of many mini-na-

tions, while many tribes have been cut in two by inherited colo-

nial boundaries. The resulting lack of national unity makes

democracy almost an impossibility, economic development a

distant dream, and internal tension a constant fact of life. Many
African heads of state want only to maintain themselves in pow-

er and to keep their nations from disintegrating.

This is where the Soviets come in. They are masters of em-

pire, virtuosos in the art of smashing nations and establishing

totalitarian control over the remains. As Edward Luttwak, a se-

nior fellow at Georgetown University's Center for Strategic and

International Studies, has pointed out, postcolonial African

politics are not the "politics of prosperity" that we are accus-

tomed to, "but rather the politics of power accumulation." And
in this respect the Soviets, experts at gaining and retaining

power, have much more to offer than the United States.

When the leaders of African nations go shopping, the So-

viets offer them a tempting grab bag. The Soviet military-in-

dustrial complex runs overtime, so they always have ample

supplies of weapons to offer, sometimes at bargain prices, and

without the delays occasioned by debates over the "morality"
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of trafficking in arms. The Soviet catalogue lists many other ac-

cessories for the dictator: East German "security" experts, Cu-
ban troops, timely tips from the Soviet intelligence network,

and, as Luttwak neatly puts it, "The broad support of Soviet

propaganda, which will ceaselessly proclaim their virtues, even

if they do have a weakness for executing people at random."

Aggressive marketers, the Soviets have recently taken to ship-

ping their clients whole proxy armies as well. They demand
payment for their goods in the currency of power.

The Soviets have not made the naive mistake of assuming

that African leaders automatically care most about economic

development for their people. From their own experience the

Soviets know that the first priority of many of these leaders is to

maintain themselves in power, and they, not we, offer the most

effective "foreign aid" for this purpose.

They have been remarkably successful salesmen. Despite

Russia's being a newcomer to the African continent, Moscow
and its allies now supply more than 75 percent of the weapons

going to Africa, and their sales quotas are surely being revised

upward.

When they go to take a bite out of the world, the Soviets

are not fussy eaters. It matters little to them whether an African

or other client regime is "socialist," "communist," or, indeed,

capitalist in the way it arranges its internal economic affairs.

What does matter is that the regime exercise effective, prefera-

bly totalitarian, control over its people, and that it conduct its

foreign and military policies in a way that serves the Soviet na-

tional interest. The key is interest: what matters is that the re-

gime be a compliant client, whether or not it happens also to be

doctrinaire communist. "Radish communists," red on the out-

side but white on the inside, taste as good to the Soviets as red

tomatoes. Lately the Soviets have been seen picking their teeth

in the Horn of Africa, sampling first one dish and then another.

In the process, they have shown how rapidly their "friend-

ships" can shift as new opportunities arise.

Until September of 1974 Ethiopia was a firm friend of the

West. Under the rule of Emperor Haile Selassie, it had long

been one of the closest U.S. allies in black Africa. Meanwhile,

for years the Russians had watched eagerly as their allies in
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Cuba and others had fueled an armed secessionist movement
in Eritrea—the strategically located northeastern province of

Ethiopia, just across the Red Sea from Saudi Arabia.

Then, in the wake of a devastating famine in 1974, the mili-

tary overthrew Selassie. A radical group within the military es-

tablished its own dominance within the revolutionary

government. The new rulers cut the country's Western ties and

established Eastern ones. As Moscow's new friendship with

Ethiopia warmed, its friendship toward the Eritrean rebels

cooled; the Eritreans not only lost their Cuban support, but

they soon found themselves fighting against Soviet-sponsored

soldiers from that Caribbean country where they themselves

had recently trained.

The abrupt change in its relationship with Ethiopia had its

cost to the U.S.S.R. For years, neighboring Somalia had been

Russia's chief base of influence in the area. Although it had not

fallen completely into the Soviet orbit, Somalia had a treaty of

friendship with Moscow and had been armed by the Russians,

and it had been a loyal Soviet agent on the Horn of Africa. But

Somalia had its own bitter territorial dispute with Ethiopia. So-

malia claimed Ethiopia's Ogaden province. Moscow had sup-

ported that claim. Now Russia began retreating from that

support, and Somalia's leader, Siad Barre, shopped for friends

elsewhere.

In the summer of 1977, Barre launched an invasion of the

Ogaden. At first, Barre's troops routed the Ethiopians. But

then the Soviets sent nearly 20,000 Cuban troops to Ethiopia,

which were deployed against Somalia as well as against the Eri-

treans; they also airlifted $2 billion worth of arms and 3,000

Soviet military technicians to Ethiopia. These turned the tide.

In early 1978 Barre withdrew Somalia's troops from the Oga-

den desert.

In terms of cold cost-benefit calculations, the Soviets had

come out ahead. Barre retaliated against the Soviet help to

Ethiopia by throwing the Russians out of Somalia; but the Sovi-

ets had created a political junkie out of Ethiopia. To survive,

Ethiopia's regime needed a continuing "fix" of Soviet weapon-

ry, as well as thousands of Cuban and Soviet personnel. The
Soviets had traded a country of three million for one ten times
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its population. They had lost the naval base they had built in

Somalia, at Berbera, but they had gained the Ethiopian port of

Massawa, where a new and more strategically located base will

soon be completed.

What kind of regime were the Soviets bankrolling? The
American Spectator put it graphically:

A knack for imaginative and effective leadership is what

the Soviets prize most in their African allies. In this respect,

Colonel Haile Mengistu Meriam of Ethiopia—who in 1977

walked into a cabinet meeting and shot all of his erstwhile col-

leagues—is a model ruler.

Mengistu has not confined his attentions to Ethiopia. Su-

dan's borders have been violated, and it has had to absorb
more than 300,000 Ethiopians who have fled Mengistu's "red
terror." A new seed of unrest has been planted in African soil

and nurtured by Moscow. The Soviet Union has gained poten-

tial bases, ports, a staging area for Cuban troops, and a strate-

gically situated funnel to the rest of Africa. The only African

country except Liberia that never lived under European colo-

nial rule has fallen to communist imperialism. Of potentially

even greater concern, Saudi Arabia is threatened: the Horn of

Africa forms a claw with its pincers around the Arabian penin-

sula; the Ethiopian highlands look down menacingly on the de-

sert sands of Saudi Arabia, just across the Red Sea.

Soviet activities in Africa underscore one of the great stra-

tegic changes of recent years: the emergence of the U.S.S.R. as

a global power exerting direct pressure not just on contiguous

territories, but wherever the opportunity presents itself.

Using Cuban troops transported in Soviet aircraft, Moscow
has been leapfrogging national boundaries to strike deep in the

heart of Africa. Now that European colonialism has disap-

peared from Africa, Soviet imperialism is moving to replace it.

The new nations of Africa are particularly tempting because

they control raw materials vital to a modern industrial society,

and particularly vulnerable because of their instability and the

priorities held by so many of their leaders.

In 1975, four centuries of Portuguese colonial rule ended
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in Angola and Mozambique. Now, instead of colonial ties to

Portugal, both countries have "friendship treaties" with Russia;

they bristle with modern Soviet weapons and threaten the

whole of what Brezhnev so covetously referred to as the "min-

eral treasure house of central and southern Africa." Together,

they border on every key country in that "treasure house." Just

as the Soviets had their eyes on the oil of Arabia when they

moved into Somalia and then Ethiopia, they had their eyes on
these mineral resources when they moved into Angola and Mo-
zambique.

It was in Angola that the Soviets first used Cuban troops to

impose Russian rule in Africa. For more than a decade, during

the independence struggle, Moscow had been funneling aid to

the Popular Front for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA), a

Marxist guerrilla force. When the Portuguese left, two other

groups were also contending for power in the newly indepen-

dent nation: the FNLA and UNITA. Fighting among them con-

tinued. In the final showdown the United States cut off aid to

the pro-Western groups, while the Soviets airlifted in 15,000

Cuban troops to help MPLA. Not surprisingly, MPLA won. An-

gola became a Soviet outpost.

In late 1979 Jonas Savimbi, the leader of UNITA, was in

the United States seeking support for his continuing guerrilla

war against Angola's new masters. Savimbi earned his creden-

tials by fighting for freedom from Portuguese rule; now he is

fighting for freedom from Russian rule. Lamenting that in the

United States "there is a total absence of resistance to Russian

and Cuban aggression" in Africa, he complained that "a new
form of imperialism is dominating our continent." The Rus-

sians and Cubans, he said, "who were supposed to be our

friends and who did give us help in our struggle against the

Portuguese, are now bringing us a new style of slavery."

Commenting acidly on the lack of American support for

Savimbi, Francis X. Maier, editor of the National Catholic Regis-

ter, noted that Savimbi is "a witness to the fact that, somewhere
along the way, the United States has lost the ability to distin-

guish our natural friends from our natural enemies. It's an-

other curious irony of the late twentieth century—and a hint of

our moral disarray—that the only 'freedom fighters' we will not

wine and dine are those who profess our own values."
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In Mozambique, since 1978 East German military advisers

have trained guerrillas for infiltration into Zimbabwe Rhodesia.

Guerrillas are being trained in Angola for use in Namibia to the

south; already guerrillas from Angola have twice been sent

north into Zaire, where they invaded Zaire's mineral-rich Shaba
province. In their 1978 Shaba raid, the guerrillas slaughtered

European technicians and their families in the key mining town
of Kolwezi. Since then few Europeans have been willing to re-

turn to Shaba, leaving its copper and cobalt production 50 to

80 percent below normal. Copper is essential to Zaire's econo-

my; cobalt, now critically scarce, is essential to jet aviation, and

Zaire has 65 percent of the free world's supply.

Just as Ethiopia to the north, these former Portuguese

colonies to the south are key outposts of Soviet empire. Like a

cancer that gets into the system, Soviet influence spreads out

from these and Russia's other African outposts. In Zambia,

Tanzania, and elsewhere, Cuban troops and Eastern bloc

"technicians" are becoming as familiar as Western colonialists

used to be.

If the U.S.S.R. continues to succeed in its penetration of

Africa, it will have come a long way in its larger strategy of

encircling the world "city"—of cutting off the industrialized

West from the resources without which it cannot survive. Even

the resource-rich United States depends heavily on imports for

several of the basic minerals vital to a modern economy. Chro-

mium offers an example of the hidden dangers of this de-

pendency.

Most people, when they think of chromium, think of the

fancy trim on automobiles. But to strategic planners chromium
means such things as ball bearings, precision instruments, and

missiles. A single jet aircraft requires more than 3,600 pounds

of chrome. As one expert has put it, "If you don't have chromi-

um, you don't have top-quality aircraft engines." Stainless steel

cannot be made without chromium. The National Research

Council recently concluded that the U.S. long-term vulnerabili-

ty in chrome is greater than in petroleum. Chromium is already

in short supply, and we desperately need it to rebuild our

armed forces. Our domestic supplies of chromium ore are

small in quantity and low-grade in quality; 92 percent of our
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chrome must be imported. And our two principal sources have

recently been South Africa (33 percent) and the Soviet Union

(25 percent). Furthermore, of the world's known reserves of

chromium, 96 percent are in the Union of South Africa and

Zimbabwe Rhodesia.

This vital dependency illustrates why the Soviets have par-

ticularly targeted for interference that portion of the continent

that intensely engages the emotions of many in the West:

southern Africa. The Soviet Union seldom acts without a pur-

pose, and its purposes are always strategic, never moral. Thus
its persistent efforts to stir further the already troubled waters

of southern Africa have to be viewed against the backdrop of

the resources in that part of the world, and of the importance

of those resources to the West. By one authoritative estimate,

the Republic of South Africa alone possesses a tenth of the

world's asbestos, three fourths of the world's chromite ore,

more than half of its platinum group metals, half of its gold, a

third of its manganese ore, a fifth of its uranium, and a third of

its diamonds: a mineral treasure of almost incalculable strategic

and economic importance.

Zairean copper and cobalt, Rhodesian chrome, South Afri-

can gold, diamonds, manganese, and platinum metals—these

are among the economic stakes the Soviets are playing for in

southern Africa. They already control the excellent ports in

Angola and Mozambique flanking the Cape of Good Hope. If

South Africa were to fall under their control, they would con-

trol the sea lanes around the Cape through which 70 percent of

the strategic raw materials and 80 percent of the oil needed by

European NATO powers flow. South Africa is also the conti-

nent's leading economic power. It alone provides 40 percent of

the industrial production of all Africa and 25 percent of its agri-

cultural production.

The Soviets want southern Africa. They also try to exploit

its racial troubles, particularly those of the Republic of South

Africa, in order to incite hostility toward the West; and, if they

could, they would like to precipitate a military confrontation

and a race war there, which would have incalculably tragic con-

sequences for black and white alike, as well as for the whole

continent of Africa and the whole of the Western world. It

would leave a lot of shattered pieces for Russia to pick up.
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South Africa's particular racial troubles are different, be-

cause that nation's history is different; but troubles between ra-

cial, ethnic, or tribal groups are not unique to South Africa. In

northernmost Africa the Arabs rule. In the countries of the Sa-

hel, the Arabs struggle with blacks for dominance. In Chad,
struggles between Moslems in the north and Saharan people in

the south have led to civil war for twelve years—an indication

of the problems racial divisions can cause. In Africa south of

the Sahara, blacks predominate, but this has not prevented vio-

lent tribalism, a sin just as bad as racism. Fierce intertribal ri-

valries and wars—the Katanga rebellion in the Congo; the civil

war in Nigeria, which caused the death of probably more than a

million Ibos in Biafra; the bloody war between the Hutu and
the Tutsi in tiny Burundi in 1973, where 100,000 died; and
many other conflicts—have occurred. Nor have black Africans

been free of racism. In East Africa, those of Asian origin had
their property expropriated and then were driven out, solely on
racial grounds. In Equatorial Guinea a dictator supported by

Russia, China, Cuba, and North Korea forced an estimated one
third of that nation's population to flee into exile and many of

those who stayed behind met their death in forced-labor camps
or prison. For many Africans the benefits of "majority rule"

have been so slight that, according to Amnesty International,

eight black African countries are among the fifteen worst hu-

man rights violators in the world. Given the experience of the

rest of Africa, instant majority rule, even if it were possible,

would surely not be the best thing for the Africans of South Af-

rica—black and white alike.

In the larger world struggle southern Africa is a key battle-

ground—as vital in its way as the Middle East. We must not,

out of a misplaced idealism, allow our policies toward southern

Africa to become hostage to the parochial passions of African

leaders who have no appreciation of or concern for the issues

at stake there between East and West. Wr

e also must not, out of

that same misplaced idealism, conspire in the destruction of so-

cieties that are moving forward, both economically and socially,

and that do show signs of demonstrating how to succeed where

others on the continent—including their most vehement de-

tractors—have conspicuously failed.
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Just as our own South changed dramatically after years of

saying "never," South Africa now is changing. Prime Minister

Botha has committed the government to a program of "adapta-

tion to avoid revolution." One moderate member of Parlia-

ment recently commented that "more changes have taken place

here in the last 18 months than in all the previous 320 years of

this country's history."

Whether in the Republic of South Africa or in Zimbabwe
Rhodesia, those who are working for an evolutionary rather

than a revolutionary solution to their countries' troubles

should be given the world's sympathetic help, not be treated as

international pariahs. It happens that the vital strategic inter-

ests of the West are bound up with the stability of those coun-

tries, and of that part of Africa; we should not be apologetic

about defending those interests. Neither should we be apolo-

getic about standing firmly with those who are committed to

expanding freedom, even if gradually, as opposed to those who
are extinguishing freedom, and doing so rapidly.

The real threat of white domination in Africa during the

remainder of this century is not from the old order. The real

danger is from the new order—the new slavery that Jonas Sa-

vimbi warns of, imposed and maintained by the new Soviet im-

perialism. In no Soviet-dominated state does any majority rule,

whatever its color; minority rule is the essence of the Soviet

system. Whatever the color of the local puppet, the strings are

pulled from Moscow—and there are no black faces in the Polit-

buro. The Soviets are not in Africa to "liberate." They are

there to dominate, control, and exploit, and to replace the old

white supremacy with a new white supremacy. White colonial

rule is white colonial rule, whether exercised from London or

from Moscow.

Throughout history many of the worst atrocities have been

perpetrated in the name of the highest ideals. Passion is a poor

guide to policy. The racist obsession of many black African

leaders, while understandable in terms of their priorities, ought

not to dictate ours. The sort of holy war they preach, to eradi-

cate in southern Africa all vestiges of special privilege or even

special protection for the white minorities, would be bloody

even beyond the standards of Idi Amin; and it would destroy
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the economic and political structures on which both black and

white depend for such freedom and prosperity as they have.

A race war against South Africa is not the way to end rac-

ism in South Africa, nor will economic warfare against the most

economically advanced nation on the continent resolve the is-

sue. Here in the United States we fought a civil war in part over

the issue of slavery, and it took another century before even

those racial discriminations sanctioned by law were wiped

away. With our own history, we are hardly free enough of sin to

cast the first stone—or even the second. Without condoning

South Africa's racial policies, we should be more understand-

ing of the need to change them peacefully over a period of

time, and more sensitive to the other issues besides race that

are at stake in the future of that tortured part of the continent.

The "Soft" Underbelly

With our eyes riveted on the successive crises in NATO
Europe, the Middle East, Southeast Asia, and Africa, we have

lost sight of the growing world of power to the south of us in

Latin America. Geopolitically it has long been accepted that we
are an "island nation," but if we maintain our past neglect of

this area we may well awaken to find that the enemy is ashore

on the "island continent" to the south of us. The Soviets al-

ready have outposts of influence on the offshore islands—in

Cuba and some of the smaller Antilles. By the time this book
appears, they may be ashore in Central America.

Latin America usually makes the front pages of our news-

papers only when there is a revolution, an earthquake, or a riot

at a soccer match. But it deserves attention equal to that we
give Europe, Asia, and Africa, and in some ways even more be-

cause of its proximity to us.

Latin America is a prime Soviet target for three major rea-

sons: it has enormous natural resources; by the end of the cen-

tury its population will be substantially greater than that of the

United States and Western Europe combined; and it is close to

the United States—it is our soft underbelly.
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The nations of Latin America won their freedom largely as

a result of our example. They were able to keep that freedom

during their early years because of the protective mantle the

Monroe Doctrine spread over them. By allowing a Soviet client

state in the Americas—Cuba—we seemed to them to have

abandoned that doctrine. They see little resistance from us to

the establishment of Cuban influence in the islands of the Ca-

ribbean and now on the mainland of Central America. They see

us abandoning many of our friends on the grounds that they

are not pure on the matter of human rights. They notice that

the Soviets do not abandon their friends over matters of ideol-

ogy, as long as interests coincide. They have watched as our

friends in South Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, Angola, Mozam-
bique, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, and Iran have been defeated and

overthrown, in some cases with the help of Cuba. They can

hardly help wondering how firmly they can count on us in the

future.

Many use the term "Latin America" as if it were an undif-

ferentiated mass. But Latin America embraces an expanse far

larger than Europe and contains an immense diversity of peo-

ples. Each country has an old and proud tradition of indepen-

dence and individuality. They all have a common religion. By
the end of the century half of the Roman Catholics in the world

will be in Latin America. Some countries, such as Argentina,

Uruguay, and Costa Rica, have populations that are almost ex-

clusively European in origin. Others, including Mexico, Peru,

Colombia, and Ecuador, have a large Indian component. Many
have large numbers of people with German, Italian, and other

European backgrounds besides Spanish. In Brazil people of

African and Portuguese origin have joined to produce a new
civilization. There are wide differences in the degree of devel-

opment and sophistication in these countries; in size, they

range from the giant Brazil to such tiny countries as El Salva-

dor.

Brazil, Mexico, and Argentina are rapidly becoming indus-

trial nations. Brazil has more people than Britain and France

combined, well over 100 million, and in some respects is al-

ready an industrial giant, with the tenth largest GNP in the

world in 1978.

Mexico is taking great strides toward development. Rev-
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enues from its vast newly found oil reserves will enable it to

move rapidly toward a better life for its 70 million people, but

these riches also make it a tempting target for subversion.

Argentina, with a basically homogeneous and highly edu-

cated population, is keenly motivated and is engaged, like Bra-

zil, in building vast new dams to provide electricity and power

for its burgeoning industry. It needs only political stability to

move forward even faster.

In Chile, the ruling junta has embarked on what has been

labeled "a daring gamble ... to turn the country into a labora-

tory for free-market economics." Investment has shot up, taxes

have been cut, and tax reform enacted. Critics focus exclusively

on political repression in Chile, while ignoring the freedoms

that are a product of a free economy. In Cuba there are

neither political nor economic rights. In Chile, the latter may
well be the precursor of the former. Rather than insisting on in-

stant perfection from Chile, we should encourage the progress

it is making.

The Andean countries have shown promising signs of a

growing ability to work together. Venezuelan oil wealth, Co-

lombian diversity, Ecuadorian oil, and Peruvian minerals could

be used to bring new hope to the underprivileged in the area.

Central America and the Caribbean are critical regions be-

cause of their strategic location, and because economically and

militarily they are among the weaker areas of the hemisphere.

Radical governments are now installed in Grenada and St.

Lucia. Cuba has made efforts to ingratiate itself in Jamaica and

Panama, and has intervened in Nicaragua. This could be the

first step along a road that leads through Honduras, El Salva-

dor, and Guatemala to the threshold of the great Mexican oil-

fields in the area of the Tehuantepec Isthmus. The Soviets and

their allies may well try to repeat in Latin America the squeeze

play they engineered in Afghanistan, South Yemen, and Ethio-

pia around the oil-producing lands of the Middle East. As Row-

land Evans and Robert Novak have put it, the "Central

American dominoes are falling." The primary reason for these

reverses is one man on one island: Castro and Cuba.

If Soviet client regimes come to power in Central America,

the western hemisphere will have been cut in two at its "slim

waist." From their position in Central America such regimes
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would threaten the two largest oil producers in Latin America,

Venezuela and Mexico, as well as the Panama Canal. We cannot

afford to let this happen.

The Monroe Doctrine must be revitalized and redefined to

counter indirect aggression, which was not a threat 150 years

ago. The United States should make it clear that we will resist

intervention in Latin America not only by foreign governments

but also by Latin American governments controlled by a for-

eign power. Of the total of 10 million Cubans, more than

40,000 are now acting as proxies for Soviet expansion in Africa.

This is the equivalent of sending an army of nearly 1 million

Americans overseas to fight—almost twice the highest number
we had in Vietnam. Tiny Cuba, under Soviet tutelage, has be-

come a major imperialist power. Castro has made Cuba a disas-

ter area. He must not be allowed, with Soviet support, to foist

his discredited economic and political systems on other coun-

tries in Latin America. Any such effort at subversion should be

firmly and unmistakably checked, and both Soviets and Cubans

should be told in advance that any interference here will bring

far more than a diplomatic protest from us.

At the same time, we must work with the nations of Latin

America in building their economies and helping them to help

their people escape the poverty that still is the lot of so many.

As the dismal failure of the Alliance for Progress to achieve its

grandiose goals demonstrated, a "war on poverty" in Latin

America will not be won by primary reliance on government

aid programs. Government aid is limited by budgets; private in-

vestment is limited only by opportunities. To attract the invest-

ments they need, Latin American countries will have to provide

guarantees against expropriation and ensure that there are suf-

ficient incentives. For their part, American and other private in-

vestors must come in as developers and not exploiters. As the

Latin American countries industrialize, the markets of the West

must be opened to their products. The United States, in view of

our special relationship with these countries, should provide

preferential tariff treatment for Latin American products.

Economic development will make Latin America an even

more tempting target for Soviet expansionism. But by demon-
strating that free economies produce progress, Latin American
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political leaders will enormously strengthen their hand against

revolutionary leftist elements.

In everything that we do, we must remember that how we
do it counts more with our proud and sensitive Latin friends

than with any other people in the world. It is vital that we treat

them as partners, not as patients; and, as the giants in this area

grow, we must acknowledge their new status in the world. We
must learn not only to take our Latin neighbors seriously, but

to treat each nation individually, just as we do the nations of

Europe. We must also remember that these are proud people,

who will not be browbeaten into making our values their own.

Terrorism

If World War III is defined in one way by the tide of refu-

gees, it is defined in another way by the tactic of terrorism. The
first shows the human cost. The second shows the Soviets' in-

human contempt for even the most basic of civilized standards.

In recent years the Soviets have stepped up their terrorism

campaign with devastating effect.

Many of those who romanticize revolution prefer to view

terrorism merely as one of the ills of modern society, or as an

outraged response to intolerable social conditions. But "sense-

less" terrorism is often not as senseless as it may seem. To the

Soviets and their allies, it is a calculated instrument of national

policy.

An international fraternity of terrorists, with the Soviet

Union as the chairman of the rush committee, has enabled the

Russians to engage, as Senator Henry Jackson has put it, in

"warfare by remote control" all over the world. Other mem-
bers of the international club include North Korea, Cuba,

South Yemen, East Germany, Libya, and the Palestine Libera-

tion Organization. Malcontents from all over the world are

trained by them—many at the appropriately named Patrice

Lumumba Friendship University in Moscow—in the arts of

kidnapping, assassination, sabotage, bomb making, and in-

surrection, and then sent off to ply their trade. Their tutors are
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careful to keep them well supplied with weapons and to pro-

vide sanctuary when they need it.

One of the most famous alumni recruited by the KGB for

Patrice Lumumba Friendship University is the Venezuelan-

born terrorist known as "Carlos"; or "The Jackal." The Vene-

zuelan Communist Party footed the bill for Carlos' "educa-

tion," and he has since used it to kidnap for ransom eleven

participants in an OPEC conference of oil ministers in 1975, as

well as to assassinate numerous businessmen, intelligence

agents, and innocent bystanders. Carlos has won celebrity sta-

tus, but there are many more like him who are less famous.

The Soviets, Libya, and the PLO were all heavily involved

in the campaign to overthrow the Shah. The quasi-anarchy that

followed his downfall in Iran provided the perfect culture me-
dium in which fanaticism and terrorism together could flourish,

and could be exploited by those whose calculated policy it is to

exploit fanaticism and terrorism. The "students" who took

over the American Embassy and seized the American hostages

were clearly taught by experts in things other than the Koran,

and the manipulators of that exercise gave international terror-

ism new dimensions of subtlety and effrontery. They also dem-
onstrated what we invite when, like the baby and the bathwater,

we mindlessly throw out authority along with authoritarianism.

The guns are not put away; they simply are taken over by the

mob.
Even as the American hostages were being held, across the

Persian Gulf another terrorist team staged a meticulously pre-

pared attack, breathtaking in its sheer audacity, on the holiest

shrine of all Islam: the Grand Mosque at Mecca. The 500 who
took part were led by a small group, apparently trained in

South Yemen, the Soviet proxy state on the Arabian peninsula.

Their cover story was religious fanaticism; their real intent was

political: to undermine the stability of Saudi Arabia. The ter-

rorists were so concerned with disguising their origins that they

deliberately burned and mutilated the faces of their dead.

Their leaders had been expertly schooled in guerrilla tactics,

which enabled them to smuggle large quantities of food and

modern weaponry into the Grand Mosque, take it over, and

hold it for two weeks before finally being ousted with the help
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of 1,000 members of the National Guard, with hundreds killed

in the fighting.

In Nicaragua the Sandinist offensive was aided by what
British columnist Robert Moss calls "a miniature international

Communist brigade, including 'volunteers' from West Germa-
ny's terrorist underground."

Fidel Castro was involved in terrorist activities in South
America long before he came to power in Cuba, and he has

sponsored them ever since.

Terrorism also plays a key role in communist "wars of lib-

eration." The British expert on revolutionary war, Sir Robert

Thompson, has pointed out that it is crucial to understand the

relationship between the guerrilla cause and their organization.

In most cases, the cause that originally draws people to the

guerrilla organization is not love of communism but hatred of

foreigners. Many people joined Mao Zedong's guerrilla forces

in order to fight the Japanese invaders between 1937 and 1945,

Tito's forces to fight the Nazis during World War II, and Ho
Chi Minh's to fight the French from 1946 to 1954. The commu-
nists were, in all cases, only one of many groups fighting the

foreigners; but they were the most ruthless and effective.

Thompson notes that once the original cause has been at-

tained, the key issue is the remaining efficiency of the guerrilla

organization. Once the French, Japanese, or Nazis are gone,

how can the communists rally the population? Love of commu-
nism or hatred of rival national leaders is not enough; terror-

ism is necessary to maintain organizational discipline and

preserve power for the leaders. A prominent German journal-

ist, Uwe Siemon-Netto, recently provided a vivid illustration of

how communist guerrilla groups use terrorism to effect their

purposes. Siemon-Netto, who accompanied a South Vietnam-

ese battalion to a village the Vietcong had raided in 1965, re-

ported: "Dangling from the trees and poles in the village

square were the village chief, his wife, and their twelve chil-

dren, the males, including a baby, with their genitals cut off and

stuffed into their mouths, the females with their breasts cut

off." The Vietcong had ordered everyone in the village to wit-

ness the execution. "They started with the baby and then slow-

ly worked their way up to the elder children, to the wife, and
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finally to the chief himself. ... It was all done very coolly, as

much an act of war as firing an anti-aircraft gun." He noted that

this was no isolated case: "It became routine .... Because it

became routine to us, we didn't report it over and over again.

We reported the unusual, like My Lai."

This is how the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong won
the hearts and minds of the rural population—by cold-blooded

butchering intended to intimidate those who were left.

Terrorism can strike at the heart of Western civilization as

well. The Soviets secretly subsidized the Baader-Meinhof gang

in West Germany. In Italy, in March of 1978 Aldo Moro, for-

mer Premier and the leading candidate for the presidency, was

kidnapped and his five bodyguards shot in cold blood by the

Red Brigades. Italy was traumatized as he was held captive for

nearly two months before he was gruesomely assassinated, his

body deposited in the back seat of an abandoned car in the cen-

ter of Rome. There were more than 2,100 terrorist attacks in It-

aly in 1977, and the number rose in 1978.

Dr. Ray Cline—a former CIA official now with George-

town University—points out that the current wave of world ter-

rorism began after 1969, when the KGB succeeded in having

the PLO accepted at the Kremlin as a major political instru-

ment in the Middle East. The Soviets then proceeded to boost

PLO terrorism by providing money, training, and weapons and

by coordinating communications. What the Soviets and their

equally conscience-free allies have done is to create an "inter-

national troublemaking system" that trafficks in wholesale mur-

der for political purposes.

Terrorism threatens all governments except those en-

gaged in it. All therefore must join together in developing tac-

tics to deal with it. The number of international terrorist

incidents nearly doubled between the first nine months of 1978

and the same period of 1979; according to one estimate, 60

percent of the terrorist incidents that have taken place in the last

decade have occurred in the last three years. Not surprisingly,

this huge upsurge in terrorism occurred immediately after the

CIA was de-fanged and demoralized in the wake of sensationa-

lized investigations by Congress. Restoring the ability of the in-

telligence community to protect us is essential if we are to deal
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with the problem of terrorism before it gets even further out of
hand. But trying to put out the fire after it is blazing is not
enough. It is necessary to go to the heart of the problem

—

those who support terrorism, the major culprit being the Soviet

Union.

The Recipe for Revolution

While it has been relentless, the Soviet expansionist push
has seldom been reckless. The Soviet leaders are aggressors,

but they are cautious aggressors. They make most of their

moves slowly and subtly, taking care to disguise them so as not

to rouse the "sleeping giant" of the West from its slumber.

They try to strike where least expected, when least expect-

ed, in the least expected way. Their preferred method is to pro-

voke disorder and chaos in a targeted country, and then to

move in and pick up the pieces after the established order has

collapsed.

They are professional revolutionaries, and one of the ten-

ets of their professionalism is to stay out of sight while the old

regime is being brought down, leaving the amateurs—the gen-

uine patriots, the nationalists, the idealists—out front. Televi-

sion shows us the amateurs storming into the streets; it does

not reveal the professionals calling the shots from behind the

scenes, plotting the capture of the new regime even while di-

recting the overthrow of the old.

With seductive slogans designed to deceive, with a small

but efficient cadre of ruthless terrorists, with cynical leaders

willing to promise anything for the future as long as they can

gain power now, the professional revolutionaries move like hot

knives through butter in societies that have come untracked. As

chaos spreads in the wake of upheaval, they alone are marching

silently in lockstep—their eyes fixed on the armories, the secret

police files, the key posts in the new government, the malcon-

tents in the armed services, the labor unions that run crucial in-

dustries, the newspapers, the radio stations, the vacant police
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chief jobs. Positions are won, workers are stirred up, oppo-

nents are arrested, political rivals are assassinated, and when all

is ready the coup de grace is delivered.

This is the communist recipe for revolution. It enabled

Lenin to depose the moderate Premier Alexander Kerensky

only eight short months after Kerensky's forces had ousted the

Tsar in the first Russian Revolution. Lenin himself summed up
its essential cynicism when he declared privately that "we will

support Kerensky as the rope does the hanged man." Since

1917 the Soviets have bottled their patented product and ex-

ported it to the rest of the world.

The Soviets thrive on chaos, confusion, fear; they know
that in desperate circumstances people will reach for desperate

means. Communism offers the slogan of "liberation," the

promise of order; it tells the "outs" that it will put them "in,"

the underdogs that they will be top dog. It speaks in terms of

passionate certainty, and this appeals to people awash in uncer-

tainty.

The Soviets know that war, revolution, and economic de-

pression can destroy the fabric of a society and make the siren

song of communism sound sweeter. When people feel panic,

tyranny can look attractive if it promises order. Chaos, war, and

revolution are thus the natural allies of communism, just as

famine, conquest and slaughter ride alongside the fourth

horseman of the apocalypse, death.

Knowing this, the Russians try, by whatever means they

can, to exacerbate tensions, to stir up discontent, to foment

wars and revolutions. They do not want human needs met.

They do not want problems between nations solved. They want

to exacerbate the problems in order to seize the nation.

Because the Soviets are poised to exploit them, disorder

and chaos are the greatest enemies of freedom today. Those
who are unrealistically impatient for progress do the world a

great disservice when they convulse vulnerable societies with

non-negotiable demands; however pure their own intentions,

the convulsion may open the door to a totalitarian regime.

Looking back, we must ask ourselves: What would have hap-

pened if the Soviet Union had been on the scene during the

American Revolution?

The American colonies fought a war of independence for
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seven years. It took six more years before the Constitution was
adopted, and two more after that before the Bill of Rights was

added. Even then, tensions and inequities persisted that even-

tually led to a brutal civil war. Our country had time to sort out

its problems, protected as it was by two oceans from the out-

side world. People striving for liberty today do not have the

same luxury. The road for them will be much more difficult.

They too need time. They too need protection.

The Danger: Defeat by Default

The Russians play chess. In chess a player gains an advan-

tage by eliminating as many of his opponent's men as possible.

But chess masters know that the game can be won when there

are still many pieces left on the table. All that is necessary is

that the opponent's king be immobilized, hemmed in by threats

on all sides so he cannot move.

The king in the Western chess set is the United States. We
are the principal obstacle between the Soviet Union and its

goal of world domination. The Soviets know they will never be

able to outproduce us economically. They also know they can

only hope to overwhelm us militarily if our guard remains

down long enough to let them get a decisive advantage. But in

our will they sense a weakness that could offset the margin of

safety our other strengths give us. The Soviets know their mul-

tiplication tables. Looking at Sir Robert Thompson's equation,

national power equals manpower plus applied resources, times

will, they understand that if the will factor is zero the whole

equation is zero.

As British military historian B. H. Liddell Hart has noted,

"Lenin had a vision of fundamental truth when he said that 'the

soundest strategy in war is to postpone operations until the

moral disintegration of the enemy renders the delivery of

the mortal blow both possible and easy.' " This is the Soviet

strategy. They seek first to demoralize us so that they can then

destroy us. They want to end WT

orld War III not with a bang,

but with a whimper.

They do this in three ways. First, they try to deceive us, in
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order to disguise their intentions and make us relax our will;

second, they try to make us feel guilty and defensive, even

about our most dramatic successes, so that our will is para-

lyzed; third, they try to break our will by bullying us with

threats and bluffs.

I vividly recall my old friend, NATO Secretary General

Manlio Brosio, who had served for five years as Italy's ambassa-

dor in Moscow, emotionally telling me in 1967, "I know the

Russians. They are great liars, clever cheaters, and magnificent

actors. They cannot be trusted. They consider it their duty to

cheat and lie."

To the Soviet Union, the United Nations is not a place

where differences between nations can be settled amicably; it is

a place where propaganda points can be scored, where the

West can be condemned, where the jailers can parade as the

justices. This elaborate masquerade is performed in order to

deceive others and to make us doubt ourselves. Over the

course of many years even the most absurdly misapplied words,

if repeated often enough, have an effect. Some begin to believe

that "Democratic" Kampuchea is actually something besides

the contemporary equivalent of Hitlerian genocide, or that

"People's Liberation" forces actually liberate people.

A refugee who fled from South Vietnam in 1979 after he

had stayed to greet the communists said he had learned the

hard way that the communists consider the lie "a weapon, a le-

gitimate and honest weapon, to be used by the weak to defeat

the strong." If the Soviets can, by their lies, make us forget who
they are and doubt who we are, this weapon in World War III

will have served its destructive purpose.

One of the Soviets' favorite tactics is bluster. Even when
they were vastly inferior to us in power, Nikita Khrushchev-

would rattle his nuclear sabers, hoping to instill in the West a

fear of Soviet might. Our leaders at the time were not fooled;

they knew that Khrushchev had no intention of committing na-

tional suicide, but public opinion was strongly affected.

During the Cuban missile crisis Khrushchev overplayed his

hand, Kennedy called his bluff, and the Soviet leader backed

down. But since that time the Soviet Union has pressed forward

with a sustained and intensive military buildup while the United

States has let its nuclear superiority wither away. If in the future
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the Soviet leaders feel they have attained clear nuclear superi-

ority, they will try once again to break our will, only this time it

will be a substantive threat rather than a bluff.

The greatest danger we face in World War III is that we
will lose it by default.

In 1975 the North Vietnamese went unopposed by a war-

weary United States in their invasion of the South; in 1978 they

invaded Cambodia. In 1975 and 1976 the Cubans met only a

feeble response from the West when they went into Angola; in

1977 they showed up in Ethiopia. In April of 1978 the pro-So-

viet coup in Afghanistan brought hardly a murmur from West-

ern leaders; in June there was one in South Yemen. Then on
Christmas Eve, 1979, the Red Army rolled into Kabul to sup-

press an anti-communist revolt in Afghanistan. The dominoes
have always taken the "domino theory" seriously—only in the

fashionable salons of the West was it scoffed at.

As social critic Irving Kristol has pointed out:

The nations of this world admire winners, not losers

—

not even 'nice' losers. . . . When a democratic nation . . . and

most especially the leading democratic nation, engages inter-

minably in Hamlet-like soliloquies on the moral dilemmas of

action, the world will seek its political models elsewhere. . . .

We know that power may indeed corrupt. We are now
learning that, in the world of nations as it exists, powerless-

ness can be even more corrupting and demoralizing.

In World War III, as in other human activities, small prob-

lems neglected have a way of growing into large ones. The old

adage that a stitch in time saves nine is as true in diplomacy as

it is in the household. Acquiescence in one aggressive move in-

vites another. A timely response at one level can avert the need

for an escalated response later. Momentum is a powerful force

among nations. Wavering leaders sense a shift in the balance of

power and the direction of history, and they accelerate that

shift by joining it. The key to winning World War III is to shift

that balance, that momentum, in our direction.
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There are, at the present time, two great nations

in the world which seem to tend towards the same
end, although they started from different points: I al-

lude to the Russians and the Americans. Both of them
have grown up unnoticed; and whilst the attention of

mankind was directed elsewhere, they have suddenly

assumed a most prominent place amongst the na-

tions; and the world learned of their existence and

their greatness at almost the same time. . . .

The American struggles against the natural ob-

stacles which oppose him; the adversaries of the Rus-

sian are men; the former combats the wilderness and

savage life; the latter, civilization with all its weapons
and its arts: the conquests of the one are therefore

gained by the ploughshare; those of the other by the

sword. The Anglo-American relies upon personal in-

terest to accomplish his ends, and gives free scope to

the unguided exertions and common-sense of the

citizens; the Russian centers all the authority of soci-

ety in a single arm: the principal instrument of the

former is freedom; of the latter servitude. Their start-

ing-point is different, and their courses are not the

same; yet each of them seems to be marked out by the

will of Heaven to sway the destinies of half the globe.

—Alexis de Tocqueville, 1835

Communism became the force it is today largely by historical

accident—because the first state whose system took its name

46
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was Russia. Soviet Russia is a peculiar, fascinating amalgam of
past and present, and an insight into its past is essential to an
understanding of its present.

Fifty years ago I saw Russia for the first time—through the

eyes of Leo Tolstoy. At the urging of Dr. Albert Upton of Whit-

tier College, I spent the summer between my junior and senior

years reading everything Tolstoy had written. I came away with

a feeling of sympathy, respect, and affection for the Russian

people and with a profound dislike for tsarist imperialism and
despotism.

During World War II I became strongly pro-Russian as the

Soviet Union fought alongside us in the war against Hitler. My
attitude began to change in 1946, in part because I was im-

pressed and disturbed by the warning to the West that Winston
Churchill delivered that year at Fulton, Missouri—his "Iron

Curtain" speech. At first I thought that Churchill might have

gone too far, but these doubts were soon removed by Stalin's

actions. When President Harry S. Truman asked for aid to

Greece and Turkey and initiated the Marshall Plan, I strongly

supported both in Congress.

In 1948 the Alger Hiss case brought me face to face with

the ugly realities of Soviet subversion in the United States.

In my travels as Vice President, I saw tens of thousands of

refugees from communism in all areas of the world. In 1958

Mrs. Nixon and I were almost killed by a communist-led mob in

Caracas, Venezuela.

In July of 1959 I became the first U.S. Vice President to

visit the Soviet Union. In what was in effect a two-month cram
course, I read books on Russia and thousands of pages of anal-

yses of the Soviet Union prepared by the State Department, the

CIA, and the Defense Department. Among those from whom I

received briefings on Nikita Khrushchev and the other Soviet

leaders were British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, Secre-

tary of StateJohn Foster Dulles, two former ambassadors to the

Soviet Union, William Bullitt and Charles E. Bohlen, journalist

Walter Lippmann, New York Times editor Turner Catledge,

and publisher William Randolph Hearst.

But no amount of briefing could have prepared me for

what I encountered when I arrived in Moscow. Khrushchev was

tougher and smarter than most of the briefers had indicated.
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All the Soviet leaders I met were communist to the core, but at

times they were more Russian than communist. They pointed

with pride to what they claimed communism had achieved in

the Soviet Union. But they also showed pride in the glories of

Russia's past as they escorted me through the Kremlin, the

Winter Palace in Leningrad, and other points of historic inter-

est.

Khrushchev was at his vociferous communist best, or

worst, in an impromptu no-holds-barred debate between the

two of us at the American National Exhibition in Moscow. But

at a luncheon in an ornate room in the Kremlin immediately

afterward he was all Russian—directing his guests to throw

their glasses into the fireplace after we had had our vodka and

champagne.

The Russian people impressed me tremendously with their

strength and warmheartedness. In the heart of Siberia, in No-

vosibirsk, away from the tight control of the central govern-

ment of Moscow, thousands of Russians swarmed around us

shouting "Mir y druzhba"—"Peace and friendship." Schoolchil-

dren stopped our car as we traveled through the Ural Moun-
tains and threw flowers into it, shouting "Friendship." My
Russian host told me that friendship was the first word in En-

glish that Russian children were taught in school. The people

wanted friendship; the leaders, however, made no bones about

the fact that they wanted something different. As Khrushchev

put it coldly, "Your grandchildren will live under commu-
nism."

After our visit to Moscow we went to Poland. Over

200,000 cheering Poles gave us a tumultuous welcome, shout-

ing "Kiech zyje Ameryka"—"Long live America." Polish soldiers

clapped and held up the "V" sign. In Moscow Khrushchev had

bitterly assailed the Captive Nations resolution that had just

been passed by Congress. The Polish people were vividly dem-
onstrating why, and the Kremlin leaders must also have had

doubts about the loyalty of those within the Soviet Union itself.

In 1972 I became the first U.S. President to visit the Soviet

Union. Leonid Brezhnev was different from Khrushchev.

Brezhnev's humor was earthy whereas Khrushchev's had been

vulgar. Brezhnev wore tailored shirts with French cuffs instead
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of the plain-sleeved shirts Khrushchev preferred. He sat in the

back seat of a limousine rather than the front seat with the

chauffeur as Khrushchev had done. He was outwardly cordial

while Khrushchev had been blustery and aggressive. But
though the players had changed, the game remained the same.

Brezhnev's goals were the same as Khrushchev's: the increase

of Soviet power, the extension of Soviet control, and the ex-

pansion of communism throughout the world. He did not have
the obvious inferiority complex that Khrushchev had had be-

cause, from a position of overwhelming inferiority thirteen

years before, the Soviet Union had now virtually caught up with

the United States in military power. But catching up was not

enough for Brezhnev. He wanted unquestioned superiority.

Neither Brezhnev nor his predecessors engaged in negotiation

to achieve peace as an end in itself. Rather they sought peace

so that they could use it to extend communist domination with-

out war in all areas of the world.

This time Mrs. Nixon and I stayed in a splendid apartment
once used by the Tsars of Imperial Russia. Now even more
than in 1959 our Soviet hosts emphasized the glories of Imperi-

al Russia's past rather than communism's achievements in the

present. Both in 1972 and again in 1974, when I returned to

Moscow, I was a guest at musical performances in the ornate,

gilded splendor of Moscow's Bolshoi Theater, where I sat with

the Soviet leaders in the Imperial Box. Premier Alexei Kosygin

confided to me that he preferred the Bolshoi to the sterile,

modernistic new auditorium that had been built within the

Kremlin walls. The Soviet leaders clearly were still dedicated

communists but it seemed that they had also become more
Russian.

My views have changed since that time fifty years ago when
I first saw Russia through the eyes of Tolstoy, and Russia itself

has changed since Tolstoy's time. But understanding the Soviet

challenge requires an understanding of how Russia has not

changed as well as how it has. The answer to many puzzles of

Soviet behavior lies not in the stars, but in the Tsars. Their

bodies lie buried in Kremlin vaults, and their spirits live on in

the Kremlin halls.

In many respects the revolution that brought the commu-
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nists to power in Russia was less a change from the tsarist ways

than it was a refinement and reinforcement of those ways. Rus-

sia has never not been an expansionist power. Nor, except for a

few brief months in 1917, has it ever not been either an authori-

tarian or a totalitarian state. There simply is no tradition in the

Soviet Union of freedom internally or of nonaggression exter-

nally. Territorial expansion comes as naturally to Russia as

hunting does to a lion or fishing to a bear.

If we take the trouble to study it, the past is a highly visible

hand pointing the directions of history. It shows the courses

along which nations are propelled by their particular combina-

tions of interests, tradition, ambition, and opportunity. It

shows the directions in which the momentum of past events

continues to move us today.

Seven centuries ago two great events took place that set

the courses of two civilizations. These are the courses Alexis de

Tocqueville described a century and a half ago.

In England, in 1215, rebellious nobles forced King John to

sign the Magna Carta. From this document grew the concept of

constitutional monarchy, and eventually the structure of indi-

vidual liberties and democratic self-government that was trans-

ported to the New World, where it flourished in the birth and

development of the United States.

As this first step toward democracy was being taken in En-

gland, the grandsons of Genghis Khan were sweeping west-

ward across the vast Eurasian plain, which stretches nearly

halfway around the world from the eastern parts of Siberia to

the shores of the English Channel. The Mongol hordes were

stopped short of the heart of Europe, but they laid waste to

Russia. They sacked its major towns and reduced Russian civi-

lization to a barbarous level. For almost 250 years the Mongols
imposed their rule and impressed their harsh brand upon the

Russian soul, exacting a crippling tribute—the "Tartar yoke"

—

that kept the Russians impoverished and in bondage.

These two events, the signing of the Magna Carta and the

subjugation of Russia by the pillaging Mongols, marked the

starting points of two drastically different chains of historical

development. The Bill of Rights traces its lineage to the Magna
Carta. The Soviet police state traces its lineage to the Tartar
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yoke. The contrast is aptly summed up by an ancient Russian

saying: "Despotism tempered by assassination—there is our

Magna Carta."

The Mongols ruled by ruthless terror, a complex bureauc-

racy, and adroit manipulation of local rivalries; they imposed a

crushing tax as tribute. With what one nineteenth-century writ-

er called the "Machiavellism of the usurping slave," the native

rulers of Moscow began to adopt the Mongol techniques, first

by taking on the role of local tax collectors for the Mongols.

Gradually they brought more and more lands under their own
control, even while slavishly kowtowing to the Mongol Khans.

Finally, after almost 250 years of bondage and humiliation, in

1480 Ivan the Great threw off the Tartar yoke and ended the

Mongol rule. But its imprint remained. In the words of that

same nineteenth-century writer:

The bloody mire of Mongol slavery . . . forms the cradle

of Muscovy, and modern Russia is but a metamorphosis of

Muscovy. ... It is in the terrible and abject school of Mongo-
lian slavery that Muscovy was nursed and grew up. It gath-

ered strength only by becoming a virtuoso in the craft of

serfdom. Even when emancipated, Muscovy continued to per-

form its traditional part of the slave as master.

The author of those words was Karl Marx.

Even after the Tartar yoke was thrown off, the Mongol ter-

ror continued. With the defensible frontier often not more than

one hundred miles from Moscow, waves of Tartar cavalry swept

in from the steppes every year, leaving devastation. They came
to seize slaves. The word "Slav" is itself related to the word
"slave."

To fight off the Tartar slavers, Russian men were called up
every spring to take their battle places on the frontier, and were

kept there until fall, when the steppes became impassable. This

was repeated each year for a man's entire lifetime. Russia's

struggle with the Tartars, historian Tibor Szamuely argues,

"comes nearer to the modern concept of total war than any-

thing else in pre-twentieth-century European history."

The brutal exercise of total power, the subjugation of the

individual to the state, the ruthless marshaling of all resources
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for the purposes of the state, the idea of constant, unremitting

war—these all have their roots deep in the Russian past, in the

terrors of Mongol rule and in the bitter necessities of fighting

the Tartar hordes.

Constant expansion also has roots deep in the Russian

past. The Duchy of Muscovy spent two centuries expanding its

power over its neighbors before Ivan the Great was able to

throw off the Tartar yoke in 1480. He more than tripled the

lands under Moscow's rule, extending its reach from the Baltic

Sea to the Ural Mountains.

It was another Ivan, Ivan the Terrible, who a century later

was crowned the first "Tsar of all the Russias." Tsar is the Rus-

sian word for Caesar; his reign marked the beginning of Rus-

sian imperial rule.

In the seventeenth century Russia conquered Siberia. Cos-

sacks and fur traders swept 2,500 miles across the wilderness in

fifty-five years, reaching the Pacific in 1639. From the frozen

north, the Russians pushed south across the steppes of Central

Asia in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries toward China,

Persia, India, and Afghanistan. Millions of Moslems fell under

the sway of the Tsars as the ancient cities of Samarkand, Bu-

khara, Tashkent, and Ashkhabad felt the alien hand of a Euro-

pean conqueror for the first time.

But two continents were not enough; Russia raced to occu-

py a third: North America. In 1741 Captain Vitus Bering, a

Danish navigator in the service of Russia who gave his name to

the Bering Straits, led an expedition which sighted Alaska. Rus-

sian settlements were established in Alaska. Until 1867, when
the United States bought it, Alaska was known as Russian

America. The local authority, the Russian-American Company,
had been chartered in 1799 and empowered to discover and

occupy new territories for Russia. Venturing south, the compa-

ny established a settlement and built a fort sixty miles from

present-day San Francisco, near what is now called the Russian

River. Fortunately the fort was sold to John Sutter only seven

years before the discovery of gold on his land launched the

great California gold rush. The Russian-American Company
also tried to gain a foothold in the Hawaiian Islands, but failed.

Meanwhile, Russia was pressing its expansion in two other

directions. In the nineteenth century it conquered the Cauca-
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sus, the gateway to Persia, Turkey, and the Middle East. It also

pushed westward against Europe, where it encountered its

most sophisticated and formidable foes.

In terms of territory Russia dwarfs the countries of Eu-

rope, but for centuries it has found itself threatened and at

times overwhelmed by these smaller but technologically more
advanced powers. Russia was invaded by Poland in the seven-

teenth century, by Sweden in the eighteenth, by France under

Napoleon in the nineteenth, and twice by Germany in the twen-

tieth. Against each foe the Russians suffered staggering de-

feats, but they held on, regained the initiative, and eventually

triumphed.

Just as the Tartar conquest led Russian rulers to adopt

Oriental political techniques, the threat from the West led

them to "Westernize." This has chiefly meant the industrializa-

tion and modernization of Russia's military.

Italian architects had been imported to build the Kremlin.

German military engineers helped Ivan the Terrible capture

the Tartar city of Kazan by blowing up its walls, thereby clear-

ing the way for the conquest of Siberia. But it was Peter the

Great, the Tsar from 1682 to 1725, who systematized the im-

portation of modern techniques from the West and made Rus-

sia a modern power on a par with the countries of Europe.

Peter wanted "Western technique, not Western civilization,"

according to Russian historian Vasily Kliuchevsky; the tech-

niques of manufacture, particularly of arms manufacture, not

the techniques of self-government. "For a few score years only

we shall need Europe," Peter said. "Then we shall be able to

turn our backs on her."

Peter used his "Westernization," not to enlighten the peo-

ple, but to advance the interests of their rulers. The Tsars who
have been given the title "the Great" in Russia have earned it

not for benevolence but for their military conquests. Peter was

no exception. After he got what he wanted from the West, he

warred with Sweden, Turkey, and Persia for twenty-eight con-

secutive years, from the age of twenty-four to a year before his

death. He was hailed for defeating Sweden in the Great North-

ern War. But his greatest accomplishment was not in the lands

he himself conquered but in those he made it possible for his

successors to conquer. He has been called by some "Russia's
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most important industrializer before Stalin." This was his ge-

nius: he wedded Western industry to Russian expansionism.

After his reign Russia's army was able successfully to assault

the West.

The next "Great," Catherine, who ruled from 1762 to

1796, subjugated the Crimean Tartars and secured for Russia a

permanent place on the Black Sea. It was one of Catherine's

ministers who delivered the classic warning: "That which stops

growing begins to rot." She partitioned Poland three times

with Prussia and Austria, until in 1795 there was nothing left of

it. The Russian move toward Central Europe had begun.

Next, Russia took advantage of the chaos caused by the

Napoleonic wars to seize Finland. Russian armies drove deep

into Central Europe, extending Russia's borders to within 200

miles of Berlin. When the dust had settled, Russia was the pre-

dominant military power on the continent.

In the mid-nineteenth century Russia's relentless expan-

sion drew a baleful notice from a New York Tribune correspon-

dent in Europe, who little imagined that future Russian

expansionism would be pursued in his name: Karl Marx. On
June 14, 1853, Marx wrote a piece for the Tribune in which he

pointed out that in just the past sixty years, the Russian frontier

had advanced toward Berlin, Dresden, and Vienna 700 miles;

toward Constantinople 500 miles; toward Stockholm 630 miles;

and toward Tehran 1,000 miles. The pace was relentless. It did

not stop with the Tsars.

What today is called the "Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-

lics" is the product of seven centuries of conquest, first by the

Dukes of Muscovy as they subjugated what became Russia, then

by the Tsars and their twentieth-century successors as they ex-

panded the Russian empire. Fifteen "Soviet Socialist Repub-

lics" make up the U.S.S.R.; fourteen of those are essentially

separate nations that were conquered by the fifteenth, Russia.

The Russian general who conquered Turkestan and cap-

tured Tashkent, General Skobelev, tersely summed up the Rus-

sian theory of conquest: "In Asia he is master who seizes the

people pitilessly by the throat." That, not a Continental Con-

gress or a Constitutional Convention, is the way what now are

the "socialist republics" were formed into a "union."

America is made up of people of many nationalities who



^

THE VISIBLE HAND 55

came here voluntarily. Whole nations were absorbed into the

Russian empire and are kept there by force. We have Arme-
nians and Lithuanians; they have Armenia and Lithuania.

Except for the opening of Siberia, these were not settle-

ments of empty lands. Nor were they an extension of colonial

rule over primitive peoples. They were the conquest and subju-

gation of ancient nations with highly developed cultures, dis-

tinct identities, and long histories. In the process the most
extensive land empire of its time was created. Imperial meth-

ods were needed to acquire and rule it. These came naturally to

the heirs of the Mongols, sovereigns over a vast, harsh land

where serfdom was the rule, where freedom was unknown, and

"human rights" unheard of.

The tsarist tradition is one of brute, autocratic rule. Only a

very powerful state could organize the conquest of so many na-

tions, and then preserve Russian imperial rule over them after

the conquests.

Bondage for the people was the price of conquests for the

state. Military conquest was the first imperative of the state; the

greater glory of the rulers was the raison d'etre of the ruled. The
people were resources, to be harnessed along with all other re-

sources to the systems of the state. In effect, the people became
the property of the state, to be used for its purposes.

The first "Tsar of All the Russias," Ivan the Terrible, was

also the first Tsar to make the use of terror a state policy; the

origins of both the tsarist secret police and today's KGB can be

traced to him. Ivan used his own private secret police to elimi-

nate rivals for power, especially among the Russian nobility. He
crudely but effectively ensured that they would never limit his

power with a Russian Magna Carta.

At one point Ivan attacked Novgorod, one of his own
cities, and put to death thousands of his own subjects by such

bizarre means as "impaling, flaying alive, boiling, roasting on

spits, frying in gigantic skillets, evisceration, and most merciful-

ly, drowning." For a time, he actually put half of Russia under

the direct rule of his secret police, establishing, quite literally, a

police state under his personal control, a method later favored

by Stalin. Stalin admired Ivan the Terrible and made a point of

having his reputation rehabilitated in Soviet history books.

Peter the Great, remembered as the great modernizer for
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his openings to the West, was one of the most despotic rulers at

home. He described himself as "an absolute monarch who does

not have to answer for any of his actions to anyone in the

world." It was he who instituted the hated internal passport

system, which made it illegal for most people to move about

their own country without permission.

In our own century Joseph Stalin personified Russia's tsar-

ist heritage. The dynasty he represented was a party, not a fam-

ily, but like the "great" Tsars before him, he extended Russian

rule over vast new areas. Countries that had broken free from

the Russian empire in the aftermath of the Russian revolutions

were reconquered by Stalin. In 1940 he retook the Baltic

states—Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia—and seized Bessarabia

and Northern Bukovina from Romania. At the end of World
War II he captured Poland, this time all of it, and part of Ger-

many as well. Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and Romania
all fell under Russian rule for the first time.

Like Ivan the Terrible, Stalin created his own private se-

cret police and employed terror as a basic instrument of state

policy. Like Peter, he appreciated the value of Western technol-

ogy in fashioning a modern fighting machine. Also like Peter,

he cemented his power over the people with an internal pass-

port system.

Stalin will never be known as "the Great" or "the Terri-

ble," but people in the Soviet Union have their own wry way of

noting the continuity between the tsarist past and the commu-
nist present. It was perhaps best expressed by a Russian youth

who said to an American visitor, "You have Jesus Christ Super-

star, we have Lenin Super-Tsar."

Russia Encounters China

As the Russian conflict with the West has its roots deep in

the past, so does its conflict with China. It goes back to the

mid- 1600s when Russian expansionism first encountered the

might of the Chinese empire. The Chinese and the Russians

fought their first battle in 1652. Whether ironically or propheti-
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cally, it was at the mouth of the same Ussuri River that was to

be the site of violent border clashes three centuries later, in

1969, after I became President. It was at the negotiating table

that the Chinese won that first test, in the process giving the

Russians a good lesson in the value of negotiating from a posi-

tion of strength.

After thirty-five years of intermittent warfare the two sides

finally agreed to hold peace talks. The Russians sent a negotiat-

ing party of 2,000 soldiers, diplomats, and servants to the far-

away border. But the Chinese, being much closer, arrived with

15,000. When the talks bogged down, the Chinese delegates

resolved the impasse by threatening to attack their Russian

counterparts. Faced with superior force, the Russians backed

down and withdrew from the disputed lands, leaving the Chi-

nese in peace for the next 150 years.

By the middle of the nineteenth century, however, China

had weakened. The Russians seized two huge chunks of land

from China—about 650,000 square miles, an area as large as all

the states of the East and West coasts of the United States com-
bined. In 1860 the Treaty of Peking gave them undisputed title

to a seaport in their new territory, which they named Vladivos-

tok—meaning Rule of the East. The chief foreign affairs coun-

selor to the Emperor of China warned that "Russia, with her

territory adjoining ours, aiming to nibble at our territory like a

silkworm, may be considered a threat at our bosom." At the

turn of the century the Finance Minister of Russia agreed, de-

claring that "The absorption by Russia of a considerable por-

tion of the Chinese Empire is only a matter of time." By the eve

of the Russian Revolution Sun Yat-sen, the father of modern
China, estimated that the Russian sphere of influence in his

country included 42 percent of its territory.

After the Russian Revolution the Chinese looked with

hope to the new communist regime which repudiated the ex-

pansionism of the Tsars and promised to treat all nations with a

new respect. In 1919 the young Soviet state issued the Karak-

han Declaration, which "renounced the conquests made by the

Tsarist Government, which deprived China of Manchuria and

other areas," promised to annul all unequal treaties that the

Tsars had made, and pledged to "return to the Chinese people

everything that was taken from them by the Tsarist Govern-
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ment. . .
." China was ecstatic, but soon the Soviet commissars

showed that they were no more generous than the Russian

Tsars had been.

In 1921, Russia's encroachments on China resumed in a

way that foreshadowed its invasion and satellization of Afghani-

stan in 1979. The Russians sponsored a few Mongolians who
formed a Mongolian People's Revolutionary Party, proclaimed

a Provisional Revolutionary Government, and "appealed" to

Moscow for "help." The Red Army marched in, and Mongolia,

which had been part of China for centuries, became the first

Soviet satellite. The Karakhan Declaration was repudiated. In

1929 the Soviet Union and China fought an undeclared war in

Manchuria in which 10,000 Chinese were killed. Farther to the

west, the Chinese province of Sinkiang became, in the words of

one observer, "virtually a Soviet colony" during the 1930s.

The brief period of friendship between China and Russia

in the 1950s was the exception rather than the rule; through

the centuries their relations have been characterized by rivalry,

hostility, and Russian territorial expansion.

Renaissance and Reaction

The "visible hand" of history not only shows the directions

in which we are traveling. It also points to what might have

been, if at critical junctures those who had the power to make a

difference had used that power differently.

The most costly failure in history was the failure to prevent

Lenin's seizure of power in Russia in 1917. That failure was as

much a tragedy for the people of Russia as it was for the world.

Long before the last Tsar was overthrown, the forces of liberal

change were powerfully at work and Russia was beginning to

absorb more from the West than military technology. If the

process had not been interrupted and diverted, Russia might,

like Japan, have become a free and prosperous part of the

Western world.

Early in the nineteenth century the ideals of the French

Revolution penetrated Russia as Napoleon's army marched to

Moscow and the Russian army pursued it back to Paris. West-
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ern ideas stirred the Russian soul, bringing a flowering of cul-

ture and an era of enlightenment to this hitherto sullen land. A
liberation of the mind occurred, leading to outstanding accom-

plishments in science, literature, the arts, and industry. Push-

kin, Dostoevsky, Tolstoy, and Chekhov took their place among
the greatest writers in the world. One student of the era wrote

that "long-mute Russia found her voice," and "suddenly full-

throated, it astonished the world."

In politics far-reaching changes began ushering in a new
era. Tsar Alexander II, the Liberator Tsar, abolished serfdom

in 1861. Censorship was eased, trial by jury was introduced,

and representative self-government at the local level was be-

gun. The term of duty in the army was shortened from twenty-

five years—a virtual life sentence—to six. The seeds of a new
society had been planted in Russia. The first spring shoots of a

new order began to crop up, but tragically, they were soon

plowed under.

The first breaths of freedom are the most exhilarating

—

and the most intoxicating. As liberalization began in Russia, so

did revolution. Along with those who wanted to build a new so-

ciety were those whose only thought was to destroy the old

one. In the process the revolutionaries destroyed the budding

new one as well.

In 1881 Tsar Alexander II was assassinated by a group

calling itself Narodnaya Volya—the People's Will. Then, in

1887, several young dissidents plotted the assassination of the

new Tsar. They were discovered and one of them nobly

stepped forward at their trial and attempted to take the blame

for all. He was a twenty-one-year-old named Alexander

Ulyanov. Officials were impressed by his courage and suggest-

ed that he petition the Tsar for mercy. Alexander refused, and

was hanged; his family was shamed and thereafter shunned by

the liberal society of the day. Alexander Ulyanov had a sixteen-

year-old brother who was seared by these events and especially

stunned by his family's sudden ostracism by respectable soci-

ety. That younger brother was named Vladimir—Vladimir

Ulyanov. Years later he took another name: Lenin.

The experience, Bertram Wolfe writes, opened "an un-

bridgeable gulf between [Lenin] and the regime that had taken
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his brother's life. And it inoculated him with a profound con-

tempt for the 'liberal society' which had abandoned the

Ulyanov family in its time of trouble." When Lenin came to

power, all the impressive gains that the liberalizing forces had

made in the final days of tsarism—a parliament, land reform

and extensive individual land ownership, the economic and po-

litical building blocks of a new society—were swept away.

Lenin's Bolsheviks abandoned what was best in Russia and

embraced the worst. Russia's liberalization, its frail new democ-

racy, its brilliant new culture, and its willingness to learn from

the world were all jettisoned. The communist rulers reached

back to the terrorism of Ivan the Terrible, the despotism of Pe-

ter, and the ruthless expansionism of Catherine to create their

new society. They uprooted all the liberal changes that had tak-

en hold in the century between Napoleon's invasion and World
War I, turning the clock back a hundred years or more for the

Russian people.

The Spanish painter Goya once said, "The dream of rea-

son produces monsters." So it was with the dream of Marxism.

The monsters it produced did things the old Tsars would never

have dreamed of doing, and the techniques they adopted have

been copied by every Communist party that has come to power
since.

The New Tsars

The suffering the Russian people have undergone under

communist rule is staggering. Citing an official document pub-

lished in 1920 by the Cheka, the forerunner of today's KGB,
Alexander Solzhenitsyn estimates that the communists execut-

ed more than 1,000 people per month in 1918-1919—before

Stalin came to power. Twenty years later, at the height of the

terror in 1937 and 1938, Stalin executed 40,000 people per

month—over 1,000 a day for two full years. Robert Conquest, a

renowned expert, estimates that executions during the first fifty

years of Soviet rule—under Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev and

Brezhnev—"were at least fifty times as numerous as over the

last half centurv of Tsarist rule."
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These figures tell only part of the story. There were many
more deaths in the forced-labor camps, which held an average

8 million people during the 1930s, and between 12 million and

15 million after World War II. In addition, during the artificial-

ly created famine in the Ukraine in the early 1930s, 3 million to

5 million people are believed to have died, perhaps more.

While millions starved, the communist leaders shipped grain

abroad to pay for their industrial trade with the West.

In one personal account a former Communist Party official

recalls entering a village where people were cooking horse ma-

nure and weeds to survive, where the bark had been stripped

from the trees for food, and where all the cats, dogs, birds, and

field mice had been eaten. In this town he found a state butter

plant in which milk was hoarded so that butter stamped

"U.S.S.R. Butter Export" could be shipped overseas. In the

same town the Soviet official discovered a granary of "State re-

serves" stocked with thousands of pounds of grain from the

previous year's harvest—all in a village where in the mornings

the wagons rolled to pick up the dead.

A man who heard V. M. Molotov, later Stalin's Foreign

Minister, explain the reasons for initiating the "collectiviza-

tion" drive that created the famine recalled:

Comrade Molotov called the activists together and he

talked plainly, sharply. The job must be done, no matter how
many lives it cost, he told us. As long as there were millions of

small land-owners in the country, he said, the revolution was

in danger. There would always be the chance that in case of

war they might side with the enemy in order to defend their

property.

During the 1930s, 70 percent of the senior officers in the

Russian Army were executed. No one was exempt from Stalin's

terror, not even those on the highest levels of the Communist
Party; 98 out of 139 Central Committee members in 1934 were

later killed. After World War II millions of former POWs were

sent directly to forced-labor camps because they had seen the

West. Stalin, the student of Russian history, was taking no un-

necessary chances. He knew his two greatest enemies were the

same enemies the Tsars had fought—Western armies and

Western ideas—and he was as determined to shut out the latter
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as he was to defeat the former. It is conservatively estimated

that he killed 20 million Russians, and the killing did not start

or stop with him.

In addition to the destruction wrought by their communist

leaders, the Russian people have also suffered two great Ger-

man invasions in the twentieth century. In World War I the

Russians lost half their men under arms— 1,650,000 were

killed, 3,850,000 wounded, and 2,410,000 captured. In World

War II half were lost again—this time 5 million were killed and

11.5 million wounded. Total Russian deaths in World War II

are estimated at 20 million.

The combat on the Eastern Front in World War I, and

again in World War II, was cataclysmic. Winston Churchill

wrote of the first war:

In its scale, in its slaughter, in the exertion of the com-

batants, in its military kaleidoscope, [the struggle on the East-

ern Front] far surpasses by magnitude and intensity all similar

human episodes. . . . Here all Central Europe tore itself to

pieces and expired in agony, to rise again, unrecogniza-

ble. . . .

Both in war and in peace merciless slaughter has been an

ever-present part of the Russian experience. Together, the ca-

pacity to endure slaughter and the capacity to endure suffering

can make a nation both ambitious and formidable. The Mar-

quis de Custine visited Russia in the 1830s and remarked, "An
inordinate, a boundless ambition, the kind of ambition that can

take root only in the soul of an oppressed people and be nour-

ished only on the misery of an entire nation is astir in the hearts

of the Russians. . . . To cleanse himself of his impious sacrifice

of all public and personal liberty, the kneeling slave dreams of

world domination." And he went on to prophesy, "The Rus-

sian people will surely become incapable of anything except the

conquest of the world. I always return to this expression, be-

cause it is the only one that can explain the excessive sacrifices

imposed here upon the individual by society."

In his book Ideology and Power in Soviet Politics, Zbigniew

Brzezinski wrote:

The triumphant assertions that the Soviet leaders are

abandoning their Marxism or Communism, voiced in the

West with such monotonous regularity and persistent igno-
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ranee, might possibly be dismissed more quickly if the usual

image of an abstract and arid Marxist dogma were to give way

to a better appreciation of the inextricably close linkage be-

tween the Soviet social environment and the Soviet ideology.

It is precisely because the ideology is both a set of conscious

assumptions and purposes and part of the total historical, so-

cial, and personal background of the Soviet leaders that it is

so pervading and so important.

What threatens the world is not theoretical "communism,"
not philosophical "Marxism," but rather an aggressive, expan-

sionist totalitarian force that has adopted those names for an

ideological fervor it has grafted onto the roots of tsarist expan-

sionism and tsarist despotism. Karl Marx died in 1883, thirty-

four years before "Marxism" became the official religion of the

Russian state. The authors of the The Communist Manifesto never

saw their teachings "interpreted" into a rationale for Soviet

conquest: Marx and Engels had no idea that the red flag would

fly over the Kremlin, or that the armies of the Russian empire

would march into battle under its colors.

The doctrines of Marx are to today's communist regimes

what Christianity was to the secular rulers of the Holy Roman
Empire: convenient as a banner, but irrelevant as a guide. Marx
would not recognize "Marxism" today, but Ivan the Terrible or

Peter the Great would be at home with it. And it was from Len-

in's and Stalin's Kremlin fortress, not from Karl Marx's London
garret, that communism spread across the world. The tightly

controlled Communist parties of other nations answered to the

living Stalin, not to the ghost of Marx: they served the interests

of the twentieth-century Soviet empire, not the teachings of a

nineteenth-century German philosopher.

If the spiritual heritage of today's communism derives less

from Marx than from the Tsars, the reverse of that coin is that

the new Russian empire differs from the old in the intense mis-

sionary zeal, the ideological fervor, of Marxism as reinterpreted

by Lenin and his heirs. These provide a rationale for tyranny,

a banner under which to rally the desperate and the discon-

tented.

The ideological fervor and framework with which Soviet

leaders approach the world provides a historical rationale, a

dialectic, that is a mandate for change. According to it, "stabil-
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ity" or "normalization" of relations is a contradiction. It com-
bines with a totalitarian political regime to make "forward

progress" of socialism mandatory; for socialism to succeed, and

to be compatible with the security of the Soviet Communist
Party and state, it must be advanced and controlled by the

Kremlin. All of this tends toward a preoccupation with change

in the world.

Communism has created a new alliance between Russian

imperialism and "revolutionary" movements worldwide. It dis-

guises despotism in the language of radical idealism, thus en-

trancing idealists. The banner of revolution gives despotism a

new semblance of legitimacy, and despotism gives the "revolu-

tionary" movement arms, money, membership in a global club,

and a full array of modern techniques of conquest and control.

After 1917 the techniques of the tsarist secret police were

taken over by the communist revolutionaries and a vastly more
powerful entity, the KGB, was created. The Russian tradition of

militarism was wedded to communist techniques of subversion

and the marriage produced a new danger to sovereign states

—

unscrupulous Communist parties controlled by Moscow. The
traditional Russian fear of invasion was redoubled as the entire

world automatically became Moscow's ideological enemy. Fi-

nally, the Russian habits of expansion and conquest were given

a new lease on life when Moscow proclaimed that it was Rus-

sia's holy duty under Marxism to liberate the doomed "capital-

ist" world. Tsarist imperialism was fused with communist
revolution and a terrible new force entered on the world's

scene: the "imperialist revolutionaries."

Lenin ruled the Soviet Union for barely six years before his

death in January 1924; Stalin ruled for more than a quarter

century before his death in March 1953. Lenin set the course,

but Stalin established the iron rule. Stalin massacred the small

landholders, collectivized the farms, built the secret police,

conducted the purges of the thirties, and spread the terror of

the Gulag Archipelago.

The post-Stalin leaders have moderated some of the earli-

er brutalities, introduced some individual freedoms—which

would not be recognized as freedoms in the West, but that by

contrast with what prevailed before are a step forward—and
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become a more polished, more sophisticated, at times more
mannerly force in the world. But the power structure remains.

The absolute dictatorship rernains. The totalitarian state re-

mains, because this is the essence of the neo-tsarism on which

the whole authority of the Soviet state is built. The relentless

drive toward expansion remains. The Soviet leaders have a mil-

itary machine beyond the dreams of the Tsars, and they have

spread their power beyond the farthest reach of tsarist ambi-

tion.

Russia Encounters America

At the start of the twentieth century the relentless outward

thrust of Russian expansion was blocked chiefly by five great

containing powers. The gates were guarded by Germany and

Austria-Hungary in Europe, by the Ottoman Empire to the

south, and by Japan in the Far East. Throughout the heartland

of Asia, in Persia, Afghanistan, India, Tibet, and the rest, the

British played what Kipling called the "Great Game" with Rus-

sia, strengthening local powers so that they could stand up to

the Russians, stepping into the breach themselves when neces-

sary. These powers managed to keep the restless Russian giant

confined; they kept it a continental rather than a global power,

extending its rule to the edges of the Eurasian continent only in

its forbidding northern and eastern reaches.

World Wars I and II destroyed the European-made world

order. They brought the communists to power in Russia and

China. They destroyed the five great containing powers that

had kept Russia penned in. They catapulted the United States

to the center of world politics before it was ready.

For the United States the twentieth century has meant the

end of innocence. For Europe it has meant the end of empire.

For the peoples of Russia, China, and more than a dozen other

countries it has meant the horrors of communist rule. For the

rulers of the Soviet Union it has meant the end of the great

power constraints that had previously kept Russian expansion

in check.
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In World War I Germany was struck down and its empire

reduced. Austria-Hungary was split apart, vanishing from the

map. The Ottoman Empire disintegrated. Britain and France,

although nominally victors, were gravely weakened.

What World War I began, World War II completed. As

Charles de Gaulle told me in 1969, "In the Second World War
all the nations of Europe lost, two were defeated." Germany
was partitioned, Japan was disarmed, and Britain was so weak-

ened that the dissolution of its empire began almost immedi-

ately. In thirty years' time the powers that had contained Russia

in the nineteenth century either had been crippled or had van-

ished from the world scene.

Americans paid little attention. True to our isolationist

past and to the naive idealism that infused our approach to

world affairs, we approached World War II as if it were a sport-

ing match with no other goal but victory. Churchill and Stalin,

by contrast, were aware of the cataclysmic changes taking place

and had their eyes less on the immediate military task than on

the political aftermath. On the Western side, Churchill was

overruled. Stalin was able to make a clean sweep through East-

ern Europe, getting his armies in place to begin the new con-

quests that would follow the defeat of Nazi Germany. We soon

had to pay for our carelessness. The failure of the United States

to block Soviet expansionism during the war led to a situation

in which we had to scramble to do so after the war, when much
territory had already been lost.

In Greece and Turkey, where the power of the Ottoman
Empire and then Great Britain had previously held Russia in

check, a power vacuum emerged in 1947 that the Soviets were

eager to fill. We were obliged to respond with the Truman
Doctrine. In Europe, where Germany, Austria-Hungary, and

the other great European powers had once stood, there was

now chaos. We came up with the Marshall Plan and NATO to

replace the former containing powers there. In the Far East we
replaced the former containing power of Japan when we
stopped the Korean invasion in 1950 in concert with the U.N.

Finally, with the worldwide retreat from empire by Britain

and France and the other European powers, we picked up

many of their former obligations in the Middle East, in South
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and Southeast Asia, in Africa, and in the Persian Gulf. At the

same time, we continued to play our traditional protective role

in Latin America. We had become the world's gyroscope, sin-

gle-handedly maintaining the balance of power all across the

globe, taking over the responsibilities that five great empires

had previously borne both in containing Russia and maintain-

ing world order.

This unprecedented burden would not have been easy

even if the United States had been well prepared to assume its

new responsibilities. As it was, Americans were unfamiliar with

many of the subtleties of dealing with the various peoples of

the world and unaccustomed to power on a global scale. The
end of innocence has been a long, confused, and sometimes

difficult process for us.

For all the vigor of its frontier spirit, and for all the harsh

obstacles it had to overcome in taming a continent, in interna-

tional terms the United States grew up in a protected environ-

ment. As the modern world's first democracy, America was

nurtured on the faith that, in the words of one observer, "the

United States was not merely to be a beacon of a superior

democratic domestic way of life. It was also to be an example of

a morally superior democratic pattern of international behav-

ior. The United States would voluntarily reject power politics

as unfit for the conduct of its foreign policy."

Shielded by 3,000 miles of ocean from the wars and in-

trigues of Europe, America was well able to avoid those "entan-

gling alliances" against which Washington warned. While

European nations vied with one another to establish dominion

over vast reaches of Asia and Africa, the United States—with a

few exceptions, as when it took the Philippines as spoils of war

from Spain—bent its efforts toward linking its Atlantic and Pa-

cific coasts and developing the land between.

The result was a continental power with a continental,

even an insular, outlook. In sharp contrast Britain, from its

small "sceptered isle" off the coast of Europe, had in its heyday

ruled more than one-fifth of the world's land mass and one-

fourth of its population. For the British and their rivals in the

colonial race, empire was a source of power. It was also a con-

sequence of power, a reason for power, and an arena for its ex-



68 THE REAL WAR

ercise—and they developed a natural familiarity with the uses

of power.

Generations of British statesmen learned to think natural-

ly, automatically, in global terms. What happened halfway

around the globe was news in Britain because it mattered in

Britain. To the British mind, empire was not "exploitation," it

was destiny. Britain stood at the head of a Europe that was, as

historian Hajo Holborn put it, "the center of the expanding

world economy as well as the heart and brain of Western civi-

lization, which was thought to be destined to transform all the

other civilizations after its own image." Victoria reigned, Bri-

tannia ruled, and if soldiers died on dusty fields in distant

places, the British saw that as the price not only of progress,

but also of peace. Those who administered the empire sought

to curb ancient rivalries and check tribal wars, often with con-

siderable success. And Britain itself shifted its weight now one

way, now another, to maintain a stable balance of power in Eu-

rope and thus to maintain the peace.

Americans, by contrast, regarded involvement in the af-

fairs—and the wars—of Europe as an aberration, a burden to

be borne only for as long as necessary and then to be cast aside

in a return to the normality of its western hemisphere isolation.

Veteran diplomat Charles E. Bohlen wrote that

when I joined the foreign service on March 1, 1929—the

United States had had about as safe, secure, and easy a posi-

tion as any great nation on the face of the earth. We had

neighbors to the north and south of us who constituted no

conceivable threat. We were protected by two wide oceans,

which in those days meant that no foreign nation could reach

us. To the south we had Latin America, where we had rela-

tions that were on the whole friendly and even protective in

continental terms. But more importantly, vast areas of the

world were held by the two democracies who had been allied

with the United States in World War I, namely, England and

France. ... At the end of the 1920s we were totally protected,

and we acted accordingly.

At that time the nation's total military budget was less than $1

billion, and that of the State Department was only $14 million.

In the 1930s American isolationism was so strong that in

1938 the House of Representatives came within twenty-one
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votes of passing the Ludlow Amendment, which would have re-

quired a national referendum before war could be declared. A
Roper poll in September 1939 showed only 2.5 percent in fa-

vor of any form of intervention in the war in Europe. In Octo-

ber 1940, campaigning for reelection to a third term as

President, Franklin Roosevelt drew cheers with his declaration

that "I have said this before but I shall say it again and again

and again, your boys are not going to be sent into any foreign

war."

During World War II America's naivete about the nature

of the postwar world was epitomized by Secretary of State Cor-

dell Hull's declaration to Congress that with the creation of the

United Nations, "there will no longer be need for spheres of in-

fluence, for alliances, for balance of power, or any other of the

separate alliances through which in the unhappy past the na-

tions strove to safeguard their security or promote their inter-

est."

World War II radically changed the world situation with-

out radically altering the attitudes of most Americans. After the

war only America was left to lead, but Americans had little taste

for leadership. It was difficult. It was a burden. It required sac-

rifices.

World leadership also requires something that is in many
ways alien to the American cast of mind. It requires placing lim-

its on idealism, compromising with reality, at times matching

duplicity with duplicity, and even brutality with brutality. After

a century and a half of holding the world at arm's length, of de-

clining to be contaminated by contact with its intrigues and its

tyrannies, it requires marching onto the field and playing the

game of power diplomacy as a contact sport—no matter who is

in the lineup on the other team. And it requires doing so even

when the rules imposed on the game are rules that we would

not have chosen.

Moralizing is always easier from behind the lines than it is

at the battlefront, and many have a way of ascribing their good

fortune to their own high virtue. Growing up with two oceans

to protect it, America could look with disdain on the conflicts

of Europe, while cherishing the illusion that its own security

derived somehow from its democratic system. In fact, the Unit-
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ed States in its younger days was one of the chief beneficiaries

of the British Navy. As long as Britain ruled the seas, the "is-

land continent" was secure.

The lessons of world leadership come hard. In earlier days

we could look with curious fascination at the alien ways of dis-

tant Russia. Now we have to cope with the massed power of the

Soviet Union. In earlier days we could take pride in our demo-

cratic tradition, secure in our splendid isolation. Now we have

to defend that tradition, not only for our own sake but also for

that of all others who share this tradition. In his prescience de

Tocqueville defined the challenge. But we have to provide the

answer. Of the two nations, each "marked out by the will of

Heaven to sway the destinies of half the globe," which will pre-

vail?



4
The Oil Jugular

No arm of the sea has been, or is of greater inter-

est alike to the geologist and archeologist, the histori-

an and geographer, the merchant, and the student of

strategy, than the inland water known as the Persian

Gulf.

—Sir Arnold Wilson

The area south of Batum and Baku in the general

direction of the Persian Gulf [is] . . . the center of the

aspirations of the Soviet Union.

—Soviet Foreign Minister

Vyacheslav M. Molotov

Events in the Persian Gulf show dramatically how places that

until recently seemed remote and exotic can suddenly present

us with crises of surpassing urgency; how we can awake to find

that a region once celebrated largely in romantic fantasy now
holds the fate of the world in its hands—or, more precisely, in

its sands.

The story of the Persian Gulf stretches back thousands of

years, to the early stirrings of Western civilization. The com-

plex, often strained and sometimes bitter relationships among
its various cultures and religions span the centuries to shape

the present. But its strategic significance today centers on two

factors: its location and its oil.

Both military and economic power now depend on oil.

This basic fact makes the Persian Gulf the eye of the global

71



72 THE REAL WAR

storm in these final decades of the twentieth century. If the So-

viet Union gains the power to turn off the oil spigots of the

Middle East, it will gain the power to bring most of the indus-

trialized West to its knees. To achieve this, it is not necessary

that the Soviets actually take over the nations of the Persian

Gulf, as they took over Afghanistan. Their purpose can also be

served by external pressures or internal upheavals that deny

those countries' resources to the West.

The Soviets have long been aware of this. Dissident Soviet

physicist Andrei Sakharov recalls a talk given at the Kremlin in

1955 by a high Soviet official, who explained that the long-

range goal of Soviet policy in the Middle East was "to exploit

Arab nationalism in order to create difficulties for the Europe-

an countries in obtaining crude oil, and thereby to gain influ-

ence over them." This was eighteen years before the 1973 oil

embargo.

Sometime in the twenty-first century nuclear, solar, geo-

thermal, and other energy sources may be sufficiently devel-

oped to meet most of the world's energy needs. But for nov. we
live in an age of oil. In the decades just ahead this gives ex-

traordinary strategic significance to the region of the Persian

Gulf. This means that one of the world's most troubled, unsta-

ble, and imperiled areas is also one of its most vital.

In the industrial age energy is the lifeblood of the econom-
ic system, and economic power is the foundation of military

power. Great Britain was the first great industrial power, and in

the nineteenth century it became the world's leading political

and military power. Britain got a head start on the world be-

cause it was virtually an island made of coal, and because coal

powered the industrial revolution.

As the age of coal gave way to the age of oil, Britain, the

world's first coal superpower, gave way to the United States,

the world's first oil superpower. The first oil well in the world

was drilled in Titusville, Pennsylvania, in 1859. John D. Rocke-

feller's Standard Oil Trust was the OPEC of its day, the United

States the world's largest oil exporter.

Oil fueled the automobile. Since it also made possible the

airplanes, ships, tanks, and trucks of twentieth-century warfare,

access to supplies of oil became a military necessity. In World
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War I the French statesman Georges Clemenceau declared that

"Oil is as necessary as blood." Marshal Foch warned, "We
must have oil or we shall lose the war." Lord Curzon later

claimed that "The Allies floated to. victory on a wave of oil." In

the first few weeks of the war Marshal Joffre won the Battle of

the Marne by rushing French reinforcements to the front in

gasoline-powered taxi cabs commandeered from the streets of

Paris.

In World War II, when General George S. Patton was

streaking across France, Texas pipeline specialists followed in

the wake of his tanks, laying pipe at a fifty-mile-a-day clip. One
of the Allied powers' principal strategic advantages in World
War II was that they controlled 86 percent of the world's oil.

Oil After World War II

The Guns of World War II were barely silenced when Sta-

lin made his first push toward the Persian Gulf. After their war-

time occupation of the northern part of Iran, the Soviets

brazenly refused to remove their troops, set up an "Autono-

mous" Republic of Azerbaijan and a Kurdish People's Republic

under their control, and demanded creation of a "joint compa-
ny" to exploit the oil reserves of northern Iran, with 51 percent

of the shares to be held by the U.S.S.R.

Harry Truman, President at the time, later wrote:

The Soviet Union persisted in its occupation until I per-

sonally saw to it that Stalin was informed that I had given or-

ders to our military chiefs to prepare for the movement of our

ground, sea and air forces. Stalin then did what I knew he

would do. He moved his troops out.

The next Soviet threat to the Persian Gulf, "the center of

the aspirations of the Soviet Union," came in the eastern Medi-

terranean, in Greece and Turkey, where Britain was cutting

back on its foreign commitments.

President Truman again responded, going before a joint

session of Congress to seek American aid for the two countries.



74 THE REAL WAR

The Truman Doctrine was born; American power would seek

to restrain Soviet power in the eastern Mediterranean. By mid-

1948 the Sixth Task Force, forerunner of the U.S. Sixth Fleet

—

the Navy's Mediterranean fleet—had been formed, and U.S.

planes were soon using bases in Libya, Turkey, and Saudi Ara-

bia. An American military presence had been established in the

Middle East.

In those desperate and decisive postwar years oil became,

in the words of one observer, "the link between the Truman
Doctrine for the Middle East and the Marshall Plan for Eu-

rope." For a Europe struggling to rebuild its industries, oil was

crucial, and it was oil from the Middle East. In 1948 Secretary

of Defense James V. Forrestal sent a memo to President Tru-

man declaring, "Without Middle East oil the European Recov-

ery Program has a very slim chance of success."

Europe's shift in basic energy source from its own coal to

imported oil dramatically changed the geopolitical structure of

the world. The Middle East had long been the crossroads

where Asia, Africa, and Europe met. Now its oil is the lifeblood

of modern industry, the Persian Gulf region is the heart that

pumps it, and the sea routes around the Gulf are the jugular

through which that lifeblood passes.

Japan relies on what columnist James Reston has called a

"bridge of oil tankers—one every 100 miles from the Gulf ev-

ery day of the year." The Gulf supplies 70 percent of Japan's

oil needs as well as over half of Europe's.

The United States has become increasingly dependent on
oil as a source of energy, and increasingly dependent on im-

ports as a source of oil. Oil now supplies nearly 50 percent of

our energy, and while we depended on imports for a third of

our oil in 1973, we now import half of it. Further, Canada was

one of our leading suppliers in 1973; five years later the Orga-

nization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) provided

more than 80 percent of our imports. The United States, once

the world's principal supplier of oil, has become the largest

purchaser from OPEC, taking a fifth of its oil.

More than ever, the question of who controls what in the

Persian Gulf and the Middle East is the key to who controls

what in the world.
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The British saw this coming a long time ago. In the early

1950s they tried to convince the United States that the prob-

lems of the Gulf were "highly strategic and political, not just

economic." The British were more vulnerable than the Ameri-

cans, so they needed to see these problems more clearly; but

they were also more experienced, especially in the Gulf, and

were therefore able to see them more clearly.

Although most of the world did not become aware of the

small Gulf sheikhdoms until after the Arab oil embargo of

1973, British rulers had been paying attention to the minutest

details of their affairs for 150 years.

The British first moved into the Gulf in the early 1800s in

order to prevent pirates from disrupting their trade. From then

until the early 1970s British military power kept order, provid-

ed protection, and settled disputes in the various sheikhdoms

dotting the Gulfs coastline.

Throughout the Gulf and around the Arabian peninsula,

Britain reigned supreme. In Aden, Oman, Qatar, Bahrain, Ku-

wait, and the United Arab Emirates, a group of sheikhdoms

that used to be known as the Pirate Coast, the British were the

link between the sheikhs and the rest of the world. They han-

dled their task with tact, thoroughness, and toughness. In

1934, in a campaign to safeguard their port of Aden, the British

used flattery, bribery, and well-calculated shows of force to

conclude no less than 1,400 "peace treaties" with the various

rulers in the hinterlands of what is now South Yemen. It was

under the umbrella of British protection that the great multina-

tional companies began to explore the region in their search

for oil.

Britain controlled not only the Gulf but also access to it

from all areas of the Indian Ocean—from Singapore, Malaya,

Burma, India, Ceylon, Aden, Suez, Kenya, South Africa, Aus-

tralia, and from Diego Garcia and other islands in the Indian

Ocean—all British possessions at one time or another. Both the

Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean that led to it were "British

lakes."

Britain maintained its presence in the Gulf until 1971. But

its phased withdrawals from responsibility "East of Suez" after

World War II created a series of power vacuums that were

filled by anti-British nationalists, egged on by the Soviets.
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Iran: Foretaste of Trouble

Another foretaste of later troubles in Iran came in 1951,

when Mohammed Mossadegh pushed through the Iranian leg-

islature a measure nationalizing the Anglo-Iranian Oil Compa-
ny, and then himself became Prime Minister. Under the highly

emotional, anti-Western Mossadegh, Iran tumbled into chaos.

Oil production virtually ceased. Economic development plans

were crippled. Land reform, previously begun by the Shah,

lagged. Discontent spread, the communist Tudeh party

thrived, and it looked as though Iran might fall into the Soviet

orbit.

In 1953 Mossadegh attempted to overthrow the Shah. The
CIA and other allied intelligence agencies gave covert help to

General Fazollah Zahedi in his successful effort to put down
Mossadegh. Mossadegh was ousted and the Shah was restored

securely to his throne; from then on, the Shah took personal

control of Iran's affairs. Much later—during my administra-

tion—General Zahedi's son, Ardeshir, became Iran's ambassa-

dor to the United States.

With Iran once again in the pro-Western camp, it was pos-

sible to unite the "northern tier" countries, Turkey, Iraq, Iran,

and Pakistan, in a military alliance with Great Britain called the

Baghdad Pact, and later the Central Treaty Organization

(CENTO). This effectively blocked Russia's direct thrusts to-

ward the Gulf.

The Suez Crisis

The next warning shot came from Egypt. President Gamal
Abdel Nasser, a charismatic, left-leaning nationalist, touched

off a worldwide furor in 1956 by nationalizing the Suez Canal.

Far more was at stake in the Suez takeover than the eco-

nomic interests of the canal's shareholders. The canal had been

operated in trust for all nations. Europeans depended on it

both for their life-sustaining trade and for the transport of 70

percent of their oil. They had little faith that its operations

would be secure in the volatile Nasser's hands. Israel soon
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struck across the Egyptian border, and France and Britain then

moved immediately with air, sea, and land forces to seize the

canal. From the American standpoint, their timing could not

have been worse. The British and French forces landed just as

the United States was condemning the Soviet Union for its bru-

tal suppression of the Hungarian revolution, and on the eve of

a presidential election in which Eisenhower's slogan was

"peace and prosperity." With the anticolonial movement gath-

ering force, and with the Soviets threatening to intervene, rath-

er thanjoining its allies the United States brought heavy pressure

on them and caused them to withdraw.

Far more than the canal was lost. This humiliating defeat

in Suez had a devastating effect on the willingness of Britain

and France to play a major role not only in the Mideast but in

other areas of the world as well. The U.S. action, rather than

winning Nasser's friendship, gained his contempt and in-

creased his hostility toward Israel, other Arab countries, and
the United States itself. Years later Eisenhower was to reflect

that the U.S. restraint of Britain, France, and Israel when they

were trying to protect their interests in Suez was a tragic mis-

take.

Stirred up by the Suez crisis, radical workers set fire to

many of Kuwait's wells and pipelines. Tough, fast action by the

Kuwaiti security forces prevented further serious damage: 100

time bombs, set to blow up the sheikhdom's pipelines, were

discovered. Some of the radicals involved were Palestinians.

The Iranian crisis, Suez, and the flare-up in Kuwait had shown
the world that in the Middle East oil and politics can mix explo-

sively.

New discoveries of oil in the late 1950s made the supply

again seem secure. Oil became so plentiful that in 1960 Exxon
cut the price it was willing to pay the oil-producing countries by

14 cents a barrel, an amount that seems minuscule now but was

significant then. The oil-producing countries were distraught.

Five of them banded together in an organization that got little

attention at the time, but has gotten a great deal since: the Or-

ganization of Petroleum Exporting Countries.

In its first years OPEC managed to make only a minor im-

pact on prices. At the time of the 1967 Arab-Israeli Six-Day



80 THE REAL WAR

War OPEC's Arab members declared their first oil embargo

against the West. It quickly collapsed, however, when non-Arab

producers, led by Iran and Venezuela, filled the gap and those

who had attempted the embargo found they were hurting

themselves more than anyone else.

But changes were occurring, and the balance soon shifted.

In 1967 the combined oil production of Iran, Iraq, Kuwait,

and Saudi Arabia—now the top four producers in OPEC—ex-

ceeded that of the United States for the first time. In 1970 U.S.

oil production peaked at 1 1.3 million barrels per day and there-

after began to drop. Europe and Japan were rapidly increasing

their oil imports, and U.S. consumption was growing. The buy-

er's market was turning into a seller's market, and the sellers

were getting more wily.

A twenty-seven-year-old firebrand named Muammar el-

Qaddafi seized power in Libya in 1969 and began to put pres-

sure on the small oil companies there. He got one producer to

break ranks and post a 30-cents-a-barrel price hike. The genie

was out of the bottle. The other Libyan producers soon fell in

line, and then the other OPEC members matched Qaddafi's

price boost and upped the ante in turn. A "leapfrogging" of

prices between Libya and the Gulf states had begun.

From World War II until 1970 the price of oil had held

fairly constant, rising in 25 years from about $1.45 to $1.80 a

barrel. By 1971 the major producers were paying $3.30 for

high quality Libyan oil. The OPEC nations were learning to use

their muscle, and they enjoyed the exercise.

The 1973 Arab Oil Embargo

In the fall of 1973 the West had a stunning, dramatic, and

extremely painful lesson in the new realities of the age of oil.

Against the backdrop of renewed Arab-Israeli fighting, Arab

oil producers in the Middle East declared a selective boycott

against consuming countries, including the United States. And
OPEC, feeling its strength, decreed a quadrupling in the price

of oil. Oil that sold for $3.00 a barrel in September was raised

to $5.12 in October, and to $11.65 in December; the same oil
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had sold for $1.80 three years earlier. Overnight, the economic

structure of the world was turned upside down.

It was made transparently clear that the economies of

Western Europe and Japan could be devastated almost as com-

pletely by an oil cutoff as they could be by a nuclear attack. It

became embarrassingly obvious that the consuming countries

had become so dependent on OPEC—and the OPEC govern-

ments had assumed so commanding a position in oil deci-

sions—that in the short run, at least, the West was virtually

helpless in the face of whatever demands those governments

might choose to make. The control over Mideast oil had shifted

from the multinational companies to the host countries and

statesmanship and restraint on the part of Arab leaders sud-

denly became the key to Western survival.

Neither the oil companies nor the Western governments

could dictate terms to the OPEC countries any longer. The
best the Western nations could do was try to persuade the pro-

ducing nations that their own long-term interests were tied up
with those of the West; that if their actions wrecked the West-

ern economies, or destroyed the dollar, or so weakened the

West that it could no longer protect their interests as well as its

own, then those actions would be ultimately self-defeating.

Some of the leaders of the OPEC nations saw the logic of

this argument and were able to restrain their colleagues from

taking what might otherwise have been even more drastic mea-

sures. But the West had discovered its Achilles' heel. Oil, being

so cheap to produce and so versatile to use, had so widely re-

placed other energy sources that the industrial economies had

become dependent on it; and now the sources of oil were no
longer secure.

In the immediate crisis of the 1973 embargo, as factories

went dark in Europe, as lines lengthened at gas stations in

America, and as prices soared worldwide, most people saw the

problem as primarily an economic one. Although the economic

impact was serious, however, this was by no means the whole of

it. The political and strategic problems the British had referred

to twenty years earlier now made themselves evident with a

vengeance.

The nations of the Persian Gulf were becoming more pow-
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erful—and enormously rich—but they were also becoming
more vulnerable. Britain's withdrawal from "East of Suez" had

been announced in 1968 and completed in 1971. When Britain

had stated that it could no longer serve as the support for

Greece and Turkey, Truman had filled the vacuum thus left in

the eastern Mediterranean with U.S. power in order to keep the

Soviets out. Now this latest retrenchment threatened to leave

another vacuum, which the Soviets would again be only too

ready to fill if given the opportunity. In fact, within two months
of Britain's January 1968 announcement of its intention to

withdraw, the Soviet Union began introducing naval power into

the area: a Soviet naval flotilla has been on permanent duty in

the Indian Ocean since March 1968.

Unfortunately, this came at a time when outcries against

the war in Vietnam raised serious questions about whether the

American public would support another major American com-
mitment in a distant trouble spot such as the Persian Gulf.

Rather than replace the British presence with a direct

American presence, therefore, the United States chose to rely

on local powers, primarily Iran and Saudi Arabia, to provide se-

curity for the Gulf, while we assisted by making arms and other

supplies available. This "two-pillar policy" worked reasonably

well until one of the pillars—Iran—collapsed in 1979.

In addition to the threat presented by their naval presence,

in recent years the Soviets have been converging in a bold pin-

cer movement on the Gulf. They are making two wide flanking

movements, trying to sweep in close for the kill, in an attempt

to cut the West's oil jugular.

The first pincer came across Africa, up through the Horn,

right into the Arabian peninsula. It started in Angola, where

the Soviets ferried in more than 15,000 Cubans in order to in-

stall the regime of their choice. It continued in Ethiopia, where

nearly 20,000 Cubans landed, this time just across the narrow

Red Sea from Saudi Arabia. In 1978 the pincer movement
swept onto the Arabian peninsula itself as a pro-Soviet group in

South Yemen, formerly the British colony of Aden, purged its

opponents and soon afterward launched a war on North

Yemen, the source of much of Saudi Arabia's labor force and

one of its most sensitive national security concerns. In late

1979 terrorist groups, some of them armed and trained in
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South Yemen, struck at Saudi Arabia itself when they seized the

holiest shrine in Islam, the Grand Mosque at Mecca, in what
was apparently an effort to undermine the Saudi regime.

Unopposed in their whirlwind move across Africa and onto

the shores of the Arabian peninsula, the Soviets set into motion
a second pincer movement from the north. In 1978 a pro-Mos-
cow group seized control of Afghanistan and eagerly accepted

Soviet offers of aid. And then, between the pincers, the Shah of

Iran was driven from his throne. In the final days of 1979, with

the Shah gone, with Pakistan in turmoil and shunned by the

United States, the Soviets brazenly moved the Red Army itself

into Afghanistan, bringing Russian planes and armor within

easy striking range of the narrow entrance to the Persian Gulf.

Henry Kissinger commented late in 1978 that "one cannot

look at what has happened in Afghanistan, Aden, Ethiopia, and
Angola and draw a line between these various countries with-

out coming to certain geopolitical conclusions." A line drawn
through these countries passes directly through Saudi Arabia,

Iran, the United Arab Emirates, and the Straits of Hormuz, the

strategic choke point through which 40 percent of the free

world's oil passes—20 million barrels each day, 800,000 barrels

every hour. Like a lion stalking its kill, the Soviets are moving
closer to their prey. In 1979 Lloyd's of London announced that

shipowners sending tankers through the straits would need
special war-zone insurance.

The downfall of the Shah was a stunningly ominous event

for the remaining monarchs of the Gulf as well as for the coun-
tries of the industrial West. After the British withdrew in 1971

Iran had taken their place as the military power that guaranteed
stability in the Gulf. On the eve of the British withdrawal Irani-

an forces occupied the strategically located islands of Abu
Musa and Tumbs overlooking the Straits of Hormuz. In 1973
the Shah sent Iranian troops to Oman's Dhofar Province,

where Marxist guerrillas supplied by neighboring South Yemen
were threatening the Sultan of Oman's regime. The Shah or-

dered work begun on a naval base at Chah Bahar in Iranian Ba-

luchistan to guard the entrance to the Straits of Hormuz.
In addition to refusing to participate in the Arab oil embar-

gos of 1967 and of 1973, the Shah had continued to recognize

Israel, provided oil for our Mediterranean Fleet, and kept Iraq
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from playing any significant role in the Yom Kippur War by

moving troops to the Iran-Iraq border and by giving covert

support to rebellious Kurdish forces, thus tying down the Iraqi

Army. During that war his was the only country in the area to

prohibit Soviet overflights; he also rushed oil to an American

carrier force in the Indian Ocean to keep it in operation. When
our allies were asked to send arms to South Vietnam before the

Paris accords forbade it, the Shah stripped himself of F-5's to

accommodate us.

The Shah provided the muscle that protected the rich but

vulnerable Saudis. He settled territorial disputes with Bahrain

and Iraq. He encouraged arrangements for regional security

with other Gulf states. When the first communist coup in Af-

ghanistan interrupted his efforts, he was wooing that country

away from its reliance on the Soviets for military and economic

aid.

Now that the Shah's rule is over, all these efforts have end-

ed. And the eventual political direction of that conflict-ridden

country—even its continued existence as a unified nation—is

uncertain. As former CIA official Cord Meyer put it in early

1979:

. . . the disintegration of the Iranian army is seen as an

accomplished fact that has already caused a seismic shift in

the power balance throughout the entire region. For many
years, Iran's army served to keep in check Iraqi ambitions

against Israel and Kuwait, protected the sultan of Oman
against the Dhofar guerrillas armed by South Yemen and re-

assured Sadat in Egypt and the Saudi princes. A tempting

vacuum now yawns where once the Shah's army stood.

When the British left in 1971 only Iran had the trained

manpower, the resources, and the will to take over Britain's sta-

bilizing role. With the fall of the Shah, the disintegration of the

Iranian Army, massive cutbacks in Iran's military budget, and

Iran's descent into chaos, all the forces that the Shah held in

check are free to press forward unrestrained. The new Iranian

regime has made enemies of its neighbors by pitting Shiite

Moslems against Sunni Moslems and reopening territorial dis-

putes the Shah had settled.

The Shah's successors have abandoned work on the Chah



THE OILJUGULAR 85

Bahar naval base and canceled most of his billions of dollars of

projected arms purchases. Dhofari guerrillas based in South

Yemen have vowed to rekindle their attempt to bring down the

Sultan of Oman. The Russians have invaded Afghanistan,

which they might not have dared do if the Shah were still on his

throne, allied with the United States and in control of the once

formidable Iranian Army. Pakistan now feels the hot breath of

the Russian bear on its own border, and has to expect that the

Soviets will soon try to subvert it by encouraging and directing

Baluchi and Pushtun rebellions, which could lead to the disin-

tegration of what is left of that country. The whole area is in

turmoil and the question on everybody's mind is: Who will re-

place Iran? Saudi Arabia, with nearly a fourth of the world's

known recoverable oil, has a special interest in this question.

Radical Iraq is now the most powerful military force in the

Gulf. Its military strength is overwhelming in strictly regional

terms. It has 4 armored divisions and 2 mechanized divisions,

with over 3,000 Soviet and French tanks and armored fighting

vehicles, plus 4 infantry divisions. Even without any further So-

viet support, the Iraqis could move with impunity anywhere

they decided to: in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, or Iran.

Iraqi military forces have already been deployed against

Kuwait—in 1961 and again in 1973. In the 1961 incident the

British and the other Arabs forced the Iraqis to pull their

massed troops back from the Kuwait border. In the 1973 inci-

dent, however, the Iraqis did not back down, but took some
Kuwaiti territory. Iraq has since settled its border differences

with Kuwait, but the possibility of future problems remains.

The vast majority of the crude oil reserves in the Persian

Gulf are within a few hundred miles of the Iraqi border—in the

nearby areas of Iran, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and the United

Arab Emirates. The payoff for a successful Iraqi move into any

one or all of these areas would be an enormous transfer of as-

sets.

Iraq is now making a determined bid for political domi-

nance in the Gulf. Although its leftist authoritarian regime has

been anti-American, it does not want to see the Russians estab-

lish hegemony in the Gulf, and therefore may become willing

to moderate its past stance. We therefore have reason to seek

improved relations with Iraq. For their part, the Soviets remain

interested in gaining control of Iraq, although the Iraqis have
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been vigilant in cutting back the growth of the Iraqi Commu-
nist Party. In 1977 and 1978 communist attempts to form party

cells in the army were smashed and the organizers executed.

Though these attempts failed, the history of faction-ridden Iraq

in the last twenty years has included many coups and attempted

coups by a variety of groups; the Soviets can be expected to

continue trying to increase their influence by any and all

means, meanwhile benefiting from Iraq's efforts to pull the rest

of the Arab world in a more radical, more anti-Western direc-

tion.

The Big Enchilada

With their enormous oil riches, their vast, sparsely popu-

lated lands, and their small army, the Saudis have been aptly

described by columnist John P. Roche as "coup-bait." Their

situation was well summed up by one U.S. official, who com-

mented, "Suppose you were a rich woman living alone in a tiny

town surrounded by hoodlums. Everyone knows you have mil-

lions in diamonds under your bed and no police to protect you.

Occasionally the sheriff comes by, siren blaring, hops out, gives

you a big kiss and roars off. Would you feel safe?"

Geographically, there are four approaches to Saudi Arabia:

(1) from the "front-line states" in the Arab-Israeli conflict

—

Egypt, Jordan, Syria, and Israel; (2) from the direction of the

Persian Gulf—Iran, Iraq, or one of the small sheikhdoms on

the Gulf; (3) from the Horn of Africa, just across the Red Sea;

and (4) from Oman, or from North or South Yemen, at the end

of the Arabian peninsula.

Events on all four approaches give the Saudis reason to be

nervous.

The Saudis are concerned that any settlement of the Arab-

Israeli conflict that does not resolve the Palestinian problem

will increase the militancy of the Palestinians. In 1976 the Pal-

estinian Liberation Organization disrupted Lebanon, plunging

it into civil war. During my administration they tried twice with-

in three months to assassinate King Hussein ofJordan, they set

off a civil war in that country, and they almost succeeded in

bringing about the fall of its government. Terrorism is the
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PLO's stock in trade, and Saudi Arabia is extremely vulnerable

to terrorist activities; two thirds of the workers in its oil fields

are Palestinians. In addition, anything that strengthens the

hand of the Arab radicals—as an unsatisfactory settlement

would—weakens the position of the moderate Saudi leader-

ship.

From the direction of the Gulf, the Saudis have multiple

concerns. They fear the nearby military power of Iraq. The
toppling of the Iranian monarchy makes other crowns in the re-

gion, including Saudi Arabia's, sit less securely. Internal prob-

lems in the small Gulf sheikhdoms make these, too, potentially

unstable. In Kuwait, for example, less than half the population of

1 million are Kuwaitis; more than 250,000 are Palestinians, and

another 250,000 are other foreign nationals. In the United Arab

Emirates, and also in Qatar, only about one-fourth of the popula-

tion is indigenous. Strains among the seven tiny sheikhdoms that

formed the United Arab Emirates in 1971 could well give rise to

exploitable conflicts in the future.

Looking across the Red Sea to the Horn of Africa, the Sau-

dis have seen the Soviet-supported regime in Ethiopia waging a

two-front war: to recapture the rebel province of Eritrea—with

its Red Sea ports—and, against Somalia, over the Ogaden. The
Saudis were partially responsible for weaning Egypt and the

Sudan away from their earlier ties to the U.S.S.R., and they

have also provided aid to Somalia for the same purpose. They
have been deeply disappointed by U.S. unwillingness to pro-

vide arms to the Somalis and the Eritreans. Ethiopia has 30 mil-

lion people—-four times as many as Saudi Arabia. Eritrean

ports dominate the southern end of the Red Sea, where three

quarters of Saudi Arabia's coastline lies.

From the end of the peninsula where Oman and the two

Yemens lie, trouble has been more the rule than the exception.

South Yemen remains the most pliable Soviet tool in the Arab

world. This barren nation is host to Soviet and Cuban advisers

and East German police-state experts, who assist the few thou-

sand members of the Communist Party in controlling the na-

tion's 2 million people, while also helping South Yemen make
war against its neighbors, North Yemen and Oman.

North Yemen has no oil and little industry, but with 6 mil-

lion people, its population is almost as great as that of Saudi

Arabia. While still pro-Western, North Yemen has recently pur-



88 THE REAL WAR

chased Soviet arms and shown signs of hedging its bets. If

through subversion, conquest, or unification with South Yem-
en, North Yemen comes under Communist control, the Sau-

dis will be gravely menaced. A million North Yemenis work in

Saudi Arabia.

South Yemen—in effect, the Cuba of the Arabian peninsu-

la—also has active designs on its eastern neighbor, Oman.
Oman once ruled a far-flung empire of its own. When the Unit-

ed States first established trading relations with Oman in the

1820s, its navy was larger than ours, and at one point its empire

included the island of Zanzibar, over 2,000 miles away. It still

controls what, in geopolitical terms, is one of the most valuable

pieces of real estate in the world: the tip of the Ras Musandam
peninsula that forms the southern bank of the Straits of Hor-

muz, that greatly coveted entrance to the Persian Gulf.

For years the Soviets and South Yemenis backed an insur-

gency in Oman's Dhofar Province. The Omanis were unable to

put this down until the Shah of Iran sent troops to assist them.

Key roads were secured, the border with South Yemen was

sealed, and by late 1976 the rebellion was ended and Oman
was secure—for the moment. When the Shah fell from power
in early 1979, however, the crowds had hardly quieted in the

streets of Tehran before a spokesman for the Dhofari guerrillas

operating out of South Yemen announced that guerrilla efforts

would begin again.

Especially ominous, the Soviets have recently equipped the

Cuban Army with the latest in armored weaponry, and the So-

viet brigade discovered in Cuba in 1979 may well be training

Cubans in armored warfare, which requires coordination at the

brigade level. At the same time, intelligence reports have indi-

cated that the Soviets are stockpiling in South Yemen precisely

the sort of advanced battle tanks, combat carriers, and other

arms and equipment that would be needed for an armored
strike across the desert. As strategist Edward Luttwak has sug-

gested:

The pieces are on the chessboard; the operation could

unfold at any time. With a revived Dhofar movement provid-

ing the political camouflage of an internal revolt, and the

chronically aggressive South Yemen government mounting a

military attack in the guise of an intra-Arab fight, the Cubans
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could inject the coup de grace of an armored threat which the

small Omani army could not possibly resist. ... All the oil of

Arabia would come under the direct threat of a radical Cu-

ban-supported (and thus Soviet-sponsored) regime, whose

mere emergence might well suffice to inspire radical seizures

of power in the small Trucial sheikhdoms that have much oil.

It would also bring the Soviets to the Straits of Hormuz.

The Soviet Threat

Wealth and weakness plague the countries of the Persian

Gulf. Their riches and their vulnerability combine to make
them doubly tempting targets for the Soviet Union.

Watching the Soviet Union crush Afghanistan as the 1970s

ended, Egypt's President Anwar Sadat commented: "The battle

around the oil stores has already begun." Moscow has struck to

within 300 miles of the Straits of Hormuz, the strategic choke

point on the Wr

est's oil jugular. From bases in southwestern Af-

ghanistan, MiG fighters can reach the Straits, something that

was previously beyond them.

From Turkey to Pakistan, the countries of the "northern

tier" that once held the Russians in check are either in turmoil

or gravely weakened. Sir Robert Thompson has noted that

Russia has three fronts: a European or WT

estern front, an east-

ern front facing China and Japan, and a southern front facing

the countries between Turkey and Afghanistan. The third front

has now7 been breached, and Russia is moving southward to-

ward that region in which, as Molotov said, the "center of the

aspirations of the Soviet Union" lies.

Since the end of World War II oil from the Middle East has

been crucial to Western Europe and Japan. Since 1970, when
domestic production peaked, it has become increasingly impor-

tant to the United States. The Soviet Union now exports 3 mil-

lion barrels of oil a day; half of its 1978 foreign currency

earnings came from oil exports. Forecasts of Soviet oil produc-

tion suggest that it may peak soon, and decline during the

1980s; the Soviets themselves may well become net oil import-

ers during this period. This is bound to affect their cost-benefit
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calculations in considering a grab for the riches of the Persian

Gulf.

Before their seizure of Afghanistan, the Soviet base closest

to the Straits of Hormuz was at Mary, earlier known as Merv, in

Soviet Turkmenistan. When the Russians first moved into the

Merv oasis in 1884 a great debate occurred in Great Britain

over Russian intentions and the threat to the British Empire.

Those who were complacent about the tsarist conquests were

like our own "so what" school in recent years; they archly ac-

cused the hard-liners of "Mervousness." The Russian ambassa-

dor in London argued that it was difficult "for a civilized power
to stop short in the extension of its territory where uncivilized

tribes were its immediate neighbors."

The Russians were halted along the Amu Darya River in

the late nineteenth century, and that river formed the border

with Afghanistan until Russian troops crashed across it in late

1979. There are no natural barriers separating Afghanistan

from the Arabian Sea and the Straits of Hormuz. There is onlv

barren land and. ominously, a zone of instability.

That zone of instability is called Baluchistan. Five million

Baluchi tribesmen live in southern Afghanistan, western Paki-

stan, and southeastern Iran. In recent years the Baluchis of

Pakistan have repeatedlv rebelled against the central govern-

ment. In late 1979 open conflict with the Tehran government
erupted in Iranian Baluchistan. Because most Baluchi are Sunni

Moslems, Khomeini's theocratic Shiite dictatorship gives them a

new grievance. Even before the Soviets openlv invaded Af-

ghanistan, there were reports that they were using camps in

that country to train, indoctrinate, and supply separatist Balu-

chi rebels from Pakistan. Baluchistan has 750 miles of strategic

shoreline along the Arabian Sea, reaching almost to the Straits

of Hormuz. A People's Republic of Baluchistan would give the

Soviets a red finger pushing through to the Indian Ocean. This

could be a decisive step in the Soviets' northern pincer move-

ment toward the Straits.

The entire industrial economy of the West now depends

on oil, and the entire military machine of the West runs on oil.

Control over the West's oil lifeline is control over the West's

life. Never has the region of the Persian Gulf been so vital to
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the future of the world. Never have the nations of the Persian

Gulf been so vulnerable to an aggressive power that seeks to

impose its will on the world.

One after another, nations of the Persian Gulf and the Is-

lamic crescent have fallen to revolutionary forces that, in one
way or another, are anti-Western if not actively pro-Soviet. The
extreme volatility of Middle Eastern politics has made the re-

gion both more tempting to adventurers and more vulnerable

to takeover attempts. If the Soviets succeed in taking effective

control of the Persian Gulf. Europe and Japan will be at their

mercv. And mercv is not one of their most notable virtues.

Needs for the Future

For centuries great forces have collided in the Middle East

and the Persian Gulf, great interests have contended, and local

quarrels have raged. This will continue to be true in the 1980s.

The competition of interests over access to oil from the region

at reasonable prices threatens to dwarf all previous conflicts.

Our oil supplies from the Mideast are vulnerable to three

major threats—the potentiallv explosive Arab-Israeli conflict.

Soviet adventurism, and local revolutionarv forces such as

those that overthrew the Shah.

For vears Americans thought of Middle Eastern conflicts

almost exclusivelv in terms of the Arab-Israeli contest. But the

area has been riven by strife for centuries; for centuries it has

been the crossroads of the world, but also a world unto itself.

Now its conflicts have intensified as old ways and new collide,

sometimes explosively, and as the external restraints that con-

tained local rivalries are removed. The fact is that the West's

most important import comes from the world's most volatile

region.

There is unrest or the danger of unrest in every countrv in

the Middle East. No border is secure, nor is anv state free from

worries about internal security. Conflicts rage between Shiite

and Sunni, between Iranian and Arab; there are clashes among
nationalities, sects, tribes, and classes, as well as the gathering

revolt of traditional Islam against modernity, and all of these
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often erupt into violence. At the end of 1979 former Israeli am-

bassador to the United States Chaim Herzog summed up part

of the record of instability:

In the past 18 months alone, four Arab presidents were

removed, one assassinated in Yemen, one executed by assas-

sins in South Yemen, one removed by a coup in Mauritania

and one recently by a coup in Iraq. Thirteen of the current

heads of Arab states, over 50 percent of them, have succeed-

ed immediate predecessors who were violently removed from

office, in most cases from this life. In the past 15 years there

have been 12 fierce bitter wars in which Arabs were pitted

against Arabs in bloody internecine strife.

The Soviets are skilled at exploiting trouble, but there

would be trouble in the Middle East even without them. The
Arab-Israeli conflict is a source of bitter conflict, but there

would be conflict without the Arab-Israeli dispute.

Even the "Islamic revolution" defies simple categorization.

Among the world's 800 million Moslems there are more non-

Arabs than Arabs; Moslems form a majority or a sizable minor-

ity in seventy countries. The world's most populous Moslem
country is Indonesia. There are more Moslems in India, Nige-

ria, the Soviet Union, and even China than in most countries of

the Middle East.

Modernization—which often means Westernization—has

been a wrenching experience for these traditional societies,

and the United States has become a convenient whipping boy

for those torn between the strict teachings of the past and the

lures or demands of the modern world. Conserving the best of

traditional Islam while satisfying the needs of the twentieth and

twenty-first centuries will challenge the wisest reformers. But it

must be done.

With regard to the Arab-Israeli conflict, one premise from

which United States policy must proceed is our strong moral

commitment to the preservation of the state of Israel. Israel has

demonstrated in four wars over the past thirty years that it can

more than hold its own against its neighbors. Now that the

threat from Egypt has been neutralized, this is even more true.

But if the Soviet Union were to stage a full-scale intervention,
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as it threatened to do in 1973, Israel would go down the tube.

Even if Israel has or acquires nuclear weapons, its modest nu-

clear capability would not be a deterrent against the nuclear

might of the Soviet Union. The key to Israel's survival, there-

fore, is our determination to hold the ring against the Soviets.

Our airlift to Israel and the alert of our forces which I or-

dered in 1973 with the knowledge that these actions might lead

to an Arab oil embargo were a demonstration of how far the

United States will go to keep our commitment to Israel's sur-

vival and to prevent Soviet intervention in the area.

But that decision was a close call then and it will be even

closer in the future as the Soviets gain clear nuclear superioritv.

The Palestinian time bomb must be defused before we face an-

other Yom Kippur crisis.

It would be presumptuous and foolhardv to suggest that

there is some magic formula, some quick fix, for solving the Is-

raeli-Palestinian conflict. There are, however, some basic prin-

ciples that must form the foundation of anv viable policv. First,

whatever group does in fact or claims to represent the Palestin-

ians must recognize Israel's right to exist in peace and must re-

ject the use of terrorism or armed action against Israel or

Israeli citizens. Second, Israel must complv with the provisions

of U.N. Resolution 242 with regard to the return of occupied

territories. However, Israel is entitled to secure borders and
cannot and should not be expected to agree to setting up a hos-

tile armed state in its gut on the West Bank. Third, occupied

territories that are returned should be demilitarized. Finally,

Jordan can play a constructive role in resolving the Palestinian

issue.

Having in mind these basic conditions, we must recognize

that the Palestinian issue is a rallying crv for radical forces

throughout the area and is constantlv exploited by the Soviet

Union. It is in the interests of Israel and everv moderate gov-

ernment in the Mideast to make a maximum effort to resolve it.

Unless progress is made swiftly, Egvpt's President Anwar Sa-

dat, the most effective voice for moderation in the Mideast, will

find his position untenable. In the 1956 Suez crisis we learned

how destabilizing a radical Egvptian leader can be. Next to the

need to keep the Soviets out of the Mideast, the most impor-

tant thing is for Israel and the moderate Arab governments to
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do everything possible to defuse the Palestinian issue so that

Sadat and other moderate Arab leaders will not be driven from

power.

In the long term the problem in this area is the Soviet

Union. The Soviets may well need access to Middle East oil

themselves during the 1980s. Certainly they want the power to

affect the flow of that oil to Europe and Japan. With their nu-

clear-armed Backfire bombers and SS-20 missiles, their Indian

Ocean and Mediterranean naval squadrons, their rapid-deploy-

ment airlift forces in the Caucasus, their use of ports in South

Yemen and the Horn of Africa, and their new air bases in Af-

ghanistan, the Soviets will be able to project their military pow-

er into the area in ways that the United States cannot, and with

a speed the United States cannot match. It would take us at

least a decade to catch up in this regard. This imbalance casts a

long shadow over the politics of the area.

The strategic position of the entire Western alliance hinges

on reliable access to crude oil from the Persian Gulf. This, in

turn, requires that we successfully block the Soviet drive toward

dominant influence in the area.

Since oil is not a convenience for the West, but a necessity,

the United States and our allies in Europe and Japan must

make it a priority to provide economic and military assistance

to governments in the area that are threatened by internal or

external aggression. We must be ready and willing to take

whatever steps, including a strong military presence and even

military action, are required to protect our interests. We must

also be able to back up our words. The enunciation of a grandi-

ose "doctrine" that the United States will resist a threat to the

region by responding militarily is an empty cannon unless we
have the forces in place to give credibility to that pledge. If we
make it clear that we are prepared to go this far, and if we show

that we can, we will not be forced to do so.

It is essential that the United States have base facilities so

located as to enable us to project our power convincingly into

the area, and to respond swiftly to sudden threats. We also

need to assure access to bases in Western Europe that could be

used to facilitate airlift and sealift operations between the Unit-

ed States and the Persian Gulf. And then, when we do project
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power, we must do so resolutely. Announcing the emergency

dispatch of an aircraft carrier to the Gulf only to turn it back to

avoid provocation, sending F-15 fighter planes to Saudi Arabia

as a show of force but making a point of sending them un-

armed—gestures such as these are worse than futile. By invit-

ing contempt, they encourage aggression.

Above all, the leaders of Saudi Arabia, Oman, Kuwait, and

other key states must be unequivocally reassured that should

they be threatened by revolutionary forces, either internally or

externally, the United States will stand strongly with them so

that they will not suffer the same fate as the Shah.

It will be necessary not only to be prepared, but to be seen

to be prepared. We must not only have the will to use force if

required, we must demonstrate that will. We must also have the

forces that can be used. We may run risks in defending our in-

terests in the Persian Gulf. We would run far greater risks if we
failed to defend those interests.
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TheVietnam
Syndrome

The H-Bomb is more handicap than help to the

policy of "containment." To the extent that it re-

duces the likelihood of all-out war, it increases the pos-

sibilities of "limited war" pursued by indirect and

widespread local aggression.

—B. H. Liddell Hart

When it is all over, it [the war in Vietnam] will

undoubtedly prove to be one of the decisive wars of

this century and, in its influence, more far-reaching

than any other war of its type . . . and its real effects

are still to come.

—Sir Robert Thompson

I regard the war in Indochina as the greatest mil-

itary, political, economic, and moral blunder in our

national history.

—Senator George McGovern

The final chapters have yet to be written on the war in Vietnam.

It was a traumatizing experience for Americans, a brutalizing

experience for the Vietnamese, an exploitable opportunity for

the Soviets. It was also one of the crucial battles of World War
III.

Scores of books have been written on the Vietnam War.

Now Hollywood is drawing on it for dramatic material, and in

96
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the process weaving its own interpretations. Each differing

view reflects in some measure the author's own particular expe-

rience, or lack of experience, with the war.

As Commander-in-Chief during the final five years of the

war, my perspective is unique. I believe I understand why we
failed in Vietnam. I knew then the stakes we were fighting for. I

know now the price we have paid because of our failure, and

most importantly, I think I know how we can learn from those

mistakes and avoid making them again.

"Revolutionary war"—guerrilla war—has been one of the

Soviets' favorite instruments in World War III.

During the period when the European colonial empires

were being dismantled, it was relatively simple to co-opt the

calls for "liberation"; and new and unstable nations still pro-

vide fertile ground for the seeds of revolutionary war. Further,

this type of war can be pursued without the consequences, ei-

ther military or diplomatic, of committing Soviet troops to the

battle.

Liddell Hart noted in 1954 that the H-bomb would in-

crease the likelihood of" 'limited war' pursued by indirect and
widespread local aggression." Sir Robert Thompson con-

curred, and has written that "the invention of atomic weapons
and the rise of nationalism" have had an enormous influence

on the development of Soviet foreign policy since World War
II. He observes: "The great advantage of revolutionary war as

an instrument of policy in the nuclear age was to be that it

avoided direct confrontation. . . . For the communist powers,

therefore, revolutionary war was a low-risk war," a vital consid-

eration in the nuclear era. The other great advantage of revolu-

tionary war was that it took advantage of Third World
nationalism, a force that swept the world soon after World War
II and continues strong today. Communism's "anti-imperialist"

message was a clever front for totalitarian parties, and many
genuine nationalists were hoodwinked by this seemingly legiti-

mate patriotic response to European colonialism. The first test-

ing ground for this new Soviet weapon was East Asia.

After World War II a vacuum of power was left in East

Asia. Among the noncommunist nations only the United States

had the capability of filling it. The defeat and demilitarization
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ofJapan, the consolidation of power by Mao Zedong in China,

and the availability of Soviet and Chinese arms to any guerrilla

force, whether communist or nationalist, that would launch in-

ternal or external aggression against noncommunist govern-

ments combined to create an extremely dangerous situation

throughout the area. Only American aid and even armed inter-

vention could prevent a communist conquest of all of East Asia.

The first test came in Northeast Asia, in Korea. U.N. forces

held the line there against North Korean communists armed
with Soviet weapons and aided in the later stages of the war by

Chinese communist troops. Those U.N. forces were predomi-

nantly American.

In Southeast Asia the Japanese conquests in World War
II—in which Asians had routed the previously invincible Euro-

peans—sparked a new spirit of independence after World War
II. When the Europeans tried to reclaim their colonies, they

found they were no longer held in awe; their former subjects

would no longer tolerate colonial rule. As a result, they either

got out voluntarily or were driven out. Indonesia gained inde-

pendence from the Netherlands in 1949. The British, weak-

ened by the enormous exertions of World War II, began the

long process of withdrawing from "East of Suez." To their

great credit, they played an outstanding role in helping the Ma-

laysians develop an effective program for liquidating that coun-

try's communist guerrilla forces. Unfortunately, in Vietnam

neither the French nor the Americans who followed them

learned adequately from the British experience.

The Philippines and Thailand managed to handle their

own guerrilla insurrections without the assistance of American

personnel, but with generous provision of American military

and economic aid.

Indochina—Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos—was totally

within the French sphere of influence. Because the French

would not make adequate guarantees of independence, many
Vietnamese who would not otherwise have done so joined the

openly communist forces of Ho Chi Minh, a charismatic leader

with impressive nationalist credentials gained by fighting

against the French.

The French suffered 150,000 casualties from 1946 until

1954 in their attempt to hold on to Indochina. In March 1954
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10,000 French soldiers were trapped in a fortress at Dien Bien

Phu. Though they were only 5 percent of the French forces in

Vietnam, their fate sealed the fate of France in Vietnam. They
fought bravely for fifty-five days but eventually surrendered. It

has been estimated that a limited commitment of conventional

American air power might have turned the tide of battle. Presi-

dent Eisenhower considered it but insisted that the United

States not act alone. Winston Churchill refused to commit Brit-

ish forces, commenting that if the British would not fight to

stay in India, he saw no reason why they should fight to help

the French stay in Indochina. Even if the strike had taken place,

it is probable that the French would have lost in Indochina

eventually because of their stubborn refusal to provide ade-

quate guarantees of eventual independence.

Vietnam was destined to be independent after World War
II. The real question was who would control it. The best course

for France to have followed would have been to promise Viet-

nam independence, and then to help the noncommunist Viet-

namese prevail over the communist Vietnamese. Even without

the actual promise of independence, it still would have been far

better for the Vietnamese, as well as for the West, if France had
won its war against the Ho Chi Minh forces. Then, when inde-

pendence came—as it inevitably would have come—Vietnam
could have emerged as a free, noncommunist nation. Having
taken on itself the responsibility for winning the war, however,

France then lost it—not in Vietnam but in Paris. After Dien
Bien Phu the French no longer had the will to carry on, and the

French government welcomed the opportunity to withdraw
from Indochina.

Vietnam was partitioned in 1954, with a communist gov-

ernment in the North under Ho Chi Minh and a noncommunist
government in the South with its capital in Saigon. Between the

two was a demilitarized buffer zone—the DMZ. Soon Ho's gov-

ernment in Hanoi was infiltrating large numbers of agents into

the South, where they worked with guerrilla forces to set up
networks of subversion and terrorism designed to undermine
the Saigon government.

The interim premier of South Vietnam, Ngo Dinh Diem,

became its first president in 1955. He proved to be a strong
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and effective leader, particularly in containing the communist

guerrilla forces that were directly supported by the North in

violation of the 1954 Partition Agreement. The Eisenhower ad-

ministration provided generous economic assistance and some
military aid and technical advisers, but Eisenhower rejected

proposals to commit American combat forces.

Large-scale infiltration from the North began in 1959, and

by 1961 the communists had made substantial gains. Sir Robert

Thompson arrived in Vietnam that year to head the British Ad-

visory Mission. Thompson had been Secretary of Defense of

the Malayan Federation when the communist insurgency had

been defeated there. He and the CIA people on the scene un-

derstood the importance of local political realities in guerrilla

war. In putting down the rebellion in Malaya over the course of

twelve years, from 1948 to 1960, the British had learned that

local, low-level aggression was best countered by local, low-lev-

el defense. Britain had used only 30,000 troops in Malaya, but

had also employed 60,000 police and 250,000 in a home guard.

With the excellent advice he was getting, Diem was able to

reverse the momentum of the war and put the communists on

the defensive. Just as the war in Malaya had been won, the war

in Vietnam was being won in the early 1960s. But then three

critical events occurred that eventually turned the promise of

victory into the fact of defeat.

The first took place far from Vietnam, in Cuba, in 1961:

the Bay of Pigs invasion. That disastrous failure prompted

President John F. Kennedy to order a postmortem, and Gener-

al Maxwell Taylor was chosen to conduct it. He concluded that

the CIA was not equipped to handle large-scale paramilitary

operations and decided that the American effort in Vietnam fit

into this category. He therefore recommended that control of it

be handed over to the Pentagon, a decision that proved to have

enormous consequences. The political sophistication and on-

the-spot "feel" for local conditions that the CIA possessed

went out the window, as people who saw the world through

technological lenses took over the main operational responsi-

bility for the war.

Another key turning point came the next year, in 1962, in

Laos. At a press conference two months after his inauguration
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Kennedy had correctly declared that a communist attempt to

take over Laos "quite obviously affects the security of the Unit-

ed States." He also said, "We will not be provoked, trapped, or

drawn into this or any other situation; but I know that every

American will want his country to honor its obligations." At the

Geneva Conference in July 1962 fifteen countries signed an

agreement in which those with military forces in Laos pledged

to withdraw them and all agreed to stop any paramilitary assis-

tance. All the countries complied except one: North Vietnam.

North Vietnam never took any serious steps to remove its

7,000-man contingent from Laos—only 40 men were recorded

as leaving—and the United States was therefore eventually

forced to resume covert aid to Laos to prevent the North Viet-

namese from taking over the country.

North Vietnam's obstinacy in keeping its forces in Laos

—

which had increased to 70,000 by 1972—created an extremely

difficult situation for the South Vietnamese. The communists
used the sparsely inhabited highlands of eastern Laos, and also

of Cambodia, as a route for supplying their forces in South
Vietnam. These areas also gave them a privileged sanctuary

from which to strike, enabling them to concentrate overwhelm-
ingly superior forces against a single local target and then slip

back across the border before reinforcements could be brought
in. The "Ho Chi Minh Trail" through Laos enabled the com-
munists to do an end run around the demilitarized zone be-

tween North and South and to strike where the defenders were
least prepared.

If South Vietnam had only had to contend with invasion

and infiltration from the North across the forty-mile-long DMZ,
it could have done so without the assistance of American
forces. In the Korean War the enemy had had to attack directly

across the border; North Korea could hardly use the ocean on
either side of South Korea as a "privileged sanctuary" from
which to launch attacks. But Hanoi was able to use sanctuaries

in Laos and Cambodia as staging grounds for its assault on
South Vietnam. In addition to making hit-and-run tactics possi-

ble, these lengthened the border the South had to defend from

40 to 640 miles, not counting indentations. Along these 640
miles there were few natural boundaries. The North Vietnam-

ese were free to pick and choose their points of attack, always
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waiting until they had an overwhelming local advantage, in ac-

cordance with the strategy of guerrilla warfare. Our failure to

prevent North Vietnam from establishing the Ho Chi Minh
Trail along Laos' eastern border in 1962 had an enormous ef-

fect on the subsequent events in the war.

The third key event that set the course of the war was the

assassination of Diem. Diem was a strong leader whose nation-

alist credentials were as solid as Ho Chi Minh's. He faced the

difficult task of forging a nation while waging a war. In the

manner of postcolonial leaders he ran a regime that drew its in-

spiration partly from European parliamentary models, partly

from traditional Asian models, and partly from necessity. It

worked for Vietnam, but it offended American purists, those

who inspect the world with white gloves and disdain association

with any but the spotless. Unfortunately for Diem, the Ameri-

can press corps in Vietnam wore white gloves, and although

the North was not open to their inspection, the South was.

Diem himself had premonitions of the fatal difference this

might make when he told Sir Robert Thompson in 1962, "Only

the American press can lose this war."

South Vietnam under Diem was substantially free, but, by

American standards, not completely free. Responsible report-

ing seeks to keep events in proportion. The mark of irresponsi-

ble reporting is that it blows them out of proportion. It

achieves drama by exaggeration, and its purpose is not truth

but drama. The shortcomings of Diem's regime, like other as-

pects of the war, were blown grossly out of proportion.

"The camera," it has been pointed out, "has a more limit-

ed view even than the cameraman and argues always from the

particular to the general." On June 11, 1963, the camera pro-

vided a very narrow view for the television audience in the

United States. On that day, in a ritual carefully arranged for the

camera, a Buddhist monk in South Vietnam doused himself

with gasoline and set himself on fire. That picture, selectively

chosen, seared a single word into the minds of many Ameri-

cans: repression. The camera's focus on this one monk's act of

self-immolation did not reveal the larger reality of South Viet-

nam; it obscured it. Even more thoroughly obscured from the
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television audience's view were the conditions inside North

Vietnam, where unfriendly newsmen were not allowed.

Recently, in the Soviet Union, a Crimean Tartar set him-

self on fire to protest the thirty-five-year exile of his people

from their ancestral homeland. A picture of this did not make
the network news; it did not even make the front pages; I saw a

story about it, with no pictures, buried on page twentv-one of

the Los Angeles Times.

Communist regimes bury their mistakes; we advertise ours.

During the war in Vietnam a lot of well-intentioned Americans

got taken in by our well-advertised mistakes.

Some Buddhist temples in Vietnam were, in effect, head-

quarters of political opposition, and some Buddhist sects were

more political than religious. The fact that Diem was a devout

Catholic made him an ideal candidate to be painted as a repres-

sor of Buddhists. They also played verv skillful political theater;

the "burning Buddhist" incident was an especially grisly form.

But the press played up the Buddhists as oppressed holy peo-

ple, and the world placed the blame on their target. Diem. The
press has a way of focusing on one aspect of a complex situa-

tion as "the" story; in Vietnam in 1963 "the" story was "re-

pression."

President Kennedv grew increasingly unhappy at being al-

lied with what was being portrayed as a brutal, oppressive gov-

ernment. Apparentlv without seriously considering the long-

term consequences, the United States began putting some dis-

tance between itself and Diem.

On November 1, 1963, Diem was overthrown in a coup

and assassinated. Charges that the U.S. government was direct-

lv involved may be untrue and unfair. However, the most chari-

table interpretation of the Kennedy administration's part in

this affair is that it greased the skids for Diem's downfall and

did nothing to prevent his murder. It was a sordid episode in

American foreign policy. Diem's fall was followed by political

instability and chaos in South Vietnam, and the event had re-

percussions all over Asia as well. President Ayub Khan of Paki-

stan told me a few months later, "Diem's murder meant three

things to manv Asian leaders: that it is dangerous to be a friend
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of the United States; that it pays to be neutral; and that some-

times it helps to be an enemy."

The months of pressure and intrigue preceding the coup

had paralyzed the Diem administration and allowed the com-
munists to gain the initiative in the war. Once Diem was dis-

posed of, the gates of the Presidential Palace became a

revolving door. Whatever his faults, Diem had represented "le-

gitimacy." With the symbol of legitimacy gone, power in South

Vietnam was up for grabs. Coup followed coup for the next two

years until Nguyen Van Thieu and Nguyen Cao Ky took over in

1965. The guerrilla forces had taken advantage of this chaotic

situation and gained a great deal of strength in the interim.

President Kennedy had sent 16,000 American troops to

Vietnam to serve as combat "advisers" to the regular South

Vietnam units, but after Diem's assassination the situation con-

tinued to deteriorate. In 1964 Hanoi sent in troops in order to

be in a position to take over power when the government of

South Vietnam fell. By 1965 South Vietnam was on the verge

of collapse. In order to prevent the conquest by the North

President Johnson in February started bombing of the North,

and in March the first independent American combat units

landed in Danang. As our involvement deepened, reaching a

level of 550,000 troops by the time Johnson left office, fatal

flaws in the American approach became manifest.

In World War II we won basically by outproducing the

other side. We built more and better weapons, and we were

able to bombard the enemy with so many of them that he was

forced to give up. Overwhelming firepower, unparalleled logis-

tical capabilities, and the massive military operations that our

talent for organization made possible were the keys to our suc-

cess. But in World War II we were fighting a conventional war

against a conventional enemy. We also were fighting a total

war, and therefore, like the enemy, we had no qualms about the

carnage we caused. Even before Hiroshima an estimated

35,000 people were killed in the Allied firebombing of Dres-

den; more than 80,000 perished in the two-day incendiary

bombing of Tokyo a month later.

Vietnam, like Korea, was a limited war. The United States

plunged in too impulsively in the 1960s, and then behaved too
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indecisively. We tried to wage a conventional war against an

enemy who was fighting an unconventional war. We tried to

mold the South Vietnamese Army into a large-scale conven-

tional force while the principal threat was still from guerrilla

forces, which called for the sort of smaller-unit, local-force re-

sponse that had proved so successful in Malaya. American mili-

tarv policv-makers tended to downplay the subtler political and

psychological aspects of guerrilla war, trying instead to win by

throwing massive quantities of men and arms at the objective.

And then, the impact even of this was diluted by increasing

American pressure gradually rather than suddenly, thus giving

the enemy time to adapt. Eisenhower, who refrained from pub-

licly criticizing the conduct of the war, privately fumed about

this gradualism. He once commented to me: "If the enemy
holds a hill with a battalion, give me two battalions and I'll take

it, but at great cost in casualties. Give me a division and I'll take

it without a fight."

In Vietnam during that period we were not subtle enough
in waging the guerrilla war; we were too subtle in waging the

conventional war. We were too patronizing, even contemptu-

ous, toward our ally, and too solicitous of our enemy. Vietnam-

ese morale was sapped by "Americanization" of the war;

American morale was sapped by perpetuation of the war.

Democracies are not well equipped to fight prolonged

wars. A democracy fights well after its morale is galvanized by

an enemy attack and it gears up its war production. A totalitar-

ian power can coerce its population into fighting indefinitely.

But a democracy fights well only as long as public opinion sup-

ports the war, and public opinion will not continue to support a

war that drags on without tangible signs of progress. This is

doublv true when the war is being fought half a world awav.

Twenty-five hundred years ago the ancient Chinese strategist

Sun Tzu wrote, "There has never been a protracted war from

which a country has benefited. . . . What is essential in war," he

went on, "is victory, not prolonged operations." Victory was

what the American people were not getting.

We Americans are a do-it-yourself people. During that pe-

riod we failed to understand that we could not win the war for

the South Vietnamese: that, in the final analvsis, the South
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Vietnamese would have to win it for themselves. The United

States bulled its way into Vietnam and tried to run the war our

way instead of recognizing that our mission should have been

to help the South Vietnamese build up their forces so that they

could win the war.

When I was talking with an Asian leader before I became
President, he graphically pointed out the weakness in what was

then the American policy toward South Vietnam: "When you

are trying to assist another nation in defending its freedom,

U.S. policy should be to help them fight the war but not to fight

it for them." This was exactly where we had been going wrong
in Vietnam. As South Vietnam's Vice President Ky later said,

"You captured our war."

When I took office in 1969 it was obvious the American

strategy in Vietnam needed drastic revision. My administration

was committed to formulating a strategy that would end Ameri-

can involvement in the war and enable South Vietnam to win.

Our goals were to:

— Reverse the "Americanization" of the war that had occurred

from 1965 to 1968 and concentrate instead on Vietnamiza-

tion.

— Give more priority to pacification so that the South Vietnam-

ese could be better able to extend their control over the

countryside.

— Reduce the invasion threat by destroying enemy sanctuaries

and supply lines in Cambodia and Laos.

— Withdraw the half million American troops from Vietnam in

a way that would not bring about a collapse in the South.

— Negotiate a cease-fire and a peace treaty.

— Demonstrate our willingness and determination to stand by

our ally if the peace agreement was violated by Hanoi, and

assure South Vietnam that it would continue to receive our

military aid as Hanoi did from its allies, the Soviet Union

and, to a lesser extent, China.

En route to Vietnam for my first visit as President, I held a

press conference in Guam on July 25, 1969, at which I enunci-

ated what has become known as the Nixon Doctrine. At the

heart of the Nixon Doctrine is the premise that countries

threatened by communist aggression must take the primary re-
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sponsibility for their own defense. This does not mean that

U.S. forces have no military role; what it does mean is that

threatened countries have to be willing to bear the primary

burden of supplying the manpower. We were already putting

the Nixon Doctrine into effect in Vietnam by concentrating on

Vietnamization. This meant, as Secretary of Defense Melvin

Laird put it, helping South Vietnam develop "a stronger ad-

ministration, a stronger economy, stronger military forces and

stronger police for internal security."

The most important aspect of Vietnamization was the de-

velopment of South Vietnam's army into a strong, independent

fighting force capable of holding its own against the commu-
nists—both the guerrilla forces and the main-force units from

the north that were then waging conventional war.

In October 1969 I sent Sir Robert Thompson to Vietnam

as my special adviser, with instructions to give me a candid,

first-hand, independent evaluation of the situation. He report-

ed that he was able to walk safely through many villages that

had been under Vietcong control for years. He was so im-

pressed with the progress that had been made that he thought

we were in "a winning position" to conclude a just peace if we
were willing to follow through with the efforts we were making.

After giving sharply increased emphasis to Vietnamization

and pacification, the first order of military business was to hit at

the enemy sanctuaries and supply lines in Laos and Cambodia.

Cambodia

After the 1962 Laos agreement, which in effect allowed

North Vietnam continued use of sanctuaries in Laos, Cambo-
dia's Prince Sihanouk maneuvered to appease the North Viet-

namese, who appeared to him to represent the side with the

best chance of winning. In 1965 he broke relations with the

United States and acquiesced in the establishment of North

Vietnamese base areas in eastern Cambodia, from which over

100,000 North Vietnamese and Vietcong troops launched at-

tacks on South Vietnamese and American troops for four years

before I took office.

By January 1968 Sihanouk had grown deeply concerned
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about the number of Vietnamese in Cambodia, and he told

presidential emissary Chester Bowles, "We don't want any

Vietnamese in Cambodia. . . . We will be very glad if you solve

our problem. ... I want you to force the Vietcong to leave

Cambodia."

In March 1969, in response to a major new offensive that

the North Vietnamese had launched against our forces in South

Vietnam, I ordered the bombing of enemy-occupied base areas

in Cambodia. The bombing was not publicly announced be-

cause of our concern that if it were, Sihanouk would be forced

to object to it. However, even after it was disclosed by leaks to

the New York Times in April, Sihanouk did not object. On the

contrary, in May 1969, two months after the bombing had start-

ed, he said, "Cambodia only protests against the destruction of

the property and lives of Cambodians. ... If there is a buffalo

or any Cambodian killed, I will be informed immediately . . .

(and) I will protest."

In June 1969 Sihanouk said at a press conference that one
of Cambodia's northeast provinces was "practically North Viet-

namese territory," and the next month he invited me to visit

Cambodia to mark the improvement of relations between our

two countries. But Sihanouk's tilt toward the United States did

not satisfy Cambodian public opinion. The Cambodians
strongly objected to North Vietnam's violation of their sover-

eignty. In a series of rapidly moving events in March 1970

demonstrations against North Vietnamese occupation of Cam-
bodian territory led to the sacking of the North Vietnamese

and Vietcong embassies in Phnom Penh. Within a matter of

days the North Vietnamese were given forty-eight hours' notice

to vacate the country. Tiring of Sihanouk's careful balancing

act, the Cambodian Parliament voted unanimously to depose

him.

This was a brave move but a dangerous one. The North

Vietnamese did not pack their bags and move out of Cambodia;

instead they moved in—toward Phnom Penh. In 1978 the

communist regime in Cambodia put out an official report that

estimated that there were about 250,000 Vietnamese and com-

munist forces in northeastern Cambodia when I ordered the

move into that country, a number far greater than our own sub-

stantial estimates.
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In early April the Vietnamese communist forces began
their offensive, steadily expanding their base areas until by the

end of that month they threatened to convert all of eastern

Cambodia into one huge base area from which they could strike

at both Phnom Penh and South Vietnam at will. To have acqui-

esced in this development would have been to sign a death war-

rant not only for the Cambodians but for the South Vietnamese

as well. A communist-dominated Cambodia would have placed

South Vietnam in an untenable military situation and would
also have endangered the lives of thousands of U.S. service-

men.

Throughout April we showed restraint while the Vietnam-

ese communist forces ran rampant through Cambodia. Our to-

tal military aid delivered to Cambodia consisted of 3,000 rifles

provided covertly. The communists did not show similar re-

straint; they made it clear that their sole objective was domina-

tion of Cambodia.

Finally, on April 30 I announced our decision to counter

the communist offensive by attacking North Vietnamese-occu-

pied base areas in Cambodia bordering on South Vietnam. Our
principal purpose was to undercut the North Vietnamese inva-

sion of that country so that Vietnamization and plans for the

withdrawal of American troops could continue in South Viet-

nam. A secondary purpose was to relieve the military pressure

exerted on Cambodia by the North Vietnamese forces that

were rapidly overrunning it. The North Vietnamese had been
occupying parts of eastern Cambodia for over five years and re-

turned there after we left; in contrast we limited our stay to two

months and advanced only to a depth of twenty-one miles. It is

obvious to any unbiased observer who the aggressor was. To
contend, as many still do, that the United States and the South

Vietnamese "invaded" Cambodia—in the sense of committing

an aggressive act—is as absurd as it would be to charge that Ei-

senhower was committing aggression against France when he

ordered the Normandy landings. As New York Times columnist

William Safire observed in 1979:

The United States did not invade Cambodia in 1970; on

the contrary, we know now that the Vietnamese invaded Cam-
bodia and we struck their positions with some success. The
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U.S. did not brutalize Cambodia with our bombing; on the

contrary, we now know that we bombed an aggressor—which,

now that we are gone, today overruns that country.

In a letter to the New York Times recently a man whose
only son was killed in Vietnam wrote:

Had the fathers of these young men known that this na-

tion would countenance a sanctuary a scant 50 miles from

Saigon, we would have counseled them against induction.

That we did not is a burden we will always bear. A great per-

centage of our ground dead from 1965 to 1970 came from an

enemy who with impunity was staged, trained and equipped

in the Parrot's Beak of Cambodia.

The perfidy ... is anything but the U.S. bombing of the

sanctuary itself. The perfidy lies in the fact that for more than

four years the United States of America, without serious re-

corded concern, allowed her fighting men to be attacked,

maimed and killed from a position which was itself privileged

from either ground or air retaliation.

The joint operations by the U.S. Army and ARVN wiped

out huge stores of North Vietnamese equipment— 15 million

rounds of ammunition (a full year's supply), 14 million pounds
of rice (four months' supply), 23,000 weapons (enough for sev-

enty-four full-strength North Vietnamese battalions), and much
more.

Thanks to this and the following year's Lam Son operation

in Laos by the South Vietnamese forces, Hanoi was unable to

stockpile enough supplies for a full-scale attack on South Viet-

nam until two years later—in 1972. Valuable time had been

won with which to complete the task of Vietnamization. And
even when the 1972 offensive came, it was weakest and easiest

to contain from the direction of the sanctuaries in Cambodia, a

testimony to the effectiveness of our measures.

Militarily, the operation in Cambodia was a huge success.

At the time, however, we were mercilessly attacked at home for

our efforts to help South Vietnam and Cambodia survive. Many
people perceived the joint operations as an American expan-

sion of the war, ignoring the North Vietnamese invasion that

had preceded it and forced us to respond. Now that Cambodia
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has been overrun by two separate communist armies, with its

population driven out of the cities on death marches and then

svstematically starved as a matter of policy, voices echoing

those of ten years ago say that it is our fault, that the United

States is to blame. Perhaps it is guilt that causes these people to

ignore the obvious and blame the genocide the Cambodian and
Vietnamese communists have indulged in on the limited mili-

tary moves the American government made a decade ago.

In fact, if the U.S. had not attacked the North Vietnamese

sanctuaries, the communists would have overrun Cambodia in

1970 rather than five years later, when the Congress refused to

provide military aid to the anticommunist Lon Nol govern-

ment. As Henry Kissinger has pointed out:

The genocidal horrors perpetrated by the Khmer Rouge
in Cambodia in 1975 (even before the boat people drama-

tized the brutality of Communist Vietnam) have obviously

been profoundly disquieting to antiwar critics who for so long

advocated that we abandon Indochina to its fate. But those

whose pressures rigidlv restricted American assistance to

Cambodia, who cut off all American military action to help re-

sist the Khmer Rouge, and who finally succeeded in throttling

all aid to a still resisting country in 1975, cannot escape their

responsibility bv rewriting historv.

American military actions taken in defense against totali-

tarian aggressors did not cause those aggressors to become to-

talitarian. If war had anything to do with the brutalization of

the Khmer Rouge, it was war instigated and relentlessly pur-

sued bv the North Vietnamese.

The 1972 Invasion

The American and South Vietnamese operations in Cam-
bodia and Laos in 1970 and 1971 successfully prevented major

North Vietnamese and Vietcong offensives in South Vietnam

during those years and made it possible for the United States to

continue to withdraw its forces on schedule.

By the spring of 1972 Hanoi recognized that it could not
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conquer South Vietnam through guerrilla war tactics, even with

the help of conventional units, and that it could not win the

support of the South Vietnamese people. There was no credi-

ble way for Hanoi to claim any longer that the war in the South

was a civil war between the Saigon government and the Viet-

cong, so North Vietnam dropped the facade of "civil war" and

launched a full-scale conventional invasion of the South. Four-

teen divisions and twenty-six independent regiments invaded

the South. This left only one division and four independent

regiments in Laos and no regular ground forces at all in North

Vietnam.

As Sir Robert Thompson put it, "It was a sign of the times

that this Korean-type communist invasion, which twenty years

before would have prompted united Western action and ten

years before a Kennedy crusade, immediately put in doubt

American resolve and probably won the Wisconsin primary for

Senator George McGovern."

U.S. mining of Haiphong Harbor and the use of our air-

power against targets in North Vietnam helped save the day,

but the fighting on the ground was done exclusively by South

Vietnamese forces. North Vietnam lost an estimated 130,000

killed and disabled. The invasion was a failure.

When I ordered the mining of Haiphong Harbor and the

intensified bombing of North Vietnam on May 8, 1972, there

was a great deal of speculation that this would lead to Soviet

cancellation of the summit meeting scheduled for June. It did

not. Brezhnev and his colleagues came to the support of their

ally with words; they objected to our actions strenuously in

public. But they went forward with the summit because they

wanted and needed better relations with us, particularly in view

of our Chinese initiative. Also, our actions in Vietnam had

demonstrated not only that we had the power but also that we
had the will to use it when our interests were threatened, and

that fact made us worth talking to. We were able to go to the

summit in a position of strength. If we had failed to take these

actions, and as a result had gone to Moscow while Soviet-made

tanks were rumbling through the streets of Hue and Saigon, we
would have been in an intolerable position of weakness. The
Soviet leaders would have assumed that if we could be pushed
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around in Vietnam, we could also be pushed around in Mos-

cow.

The Chinese also publicly condemned our May 8 action.

From an ideological standpoint thev had no other choice. From
the standpoint of their survival, however, thev desperatelv

needed a relationship with an America that was not only

strong, but also determined and reliable.

In sum. our actions in 1972 strengthened rather than

weakened our new relationship with the Soviets and the Chi-

nese. Thev both could see that we had power, the will to use it.

and the skill to use it effectively. This meant that we were worth

talking to. We could be a reliable friend or a dangerous enemv.

This did not mean that thev could publicly abandon their com-

munist allies in Hanoi. However, their support for Hanoi no-

ticeably cooled, which increased the incentive for Hanoi's

leaders to make a peace agreement.

As a result of their decisive defeat in the 1972 offensive

and their growing concern about the reliability of their Soviet

and Chinese allies, the North Vietnamese finally began to ne-

gotiate seriously. But thev were as stubborn at the conference

table as thev were on the battlefield. Thev wanted victory more
than thev wanted peace. Despite the overwhelming defeat of

the peace-at-any-price candidate in the U.S. November elec-

tions, thev continued to balk at our minimum terms.

On December 14 I made the decision to renew and in-

crease the bombing of military targets in North Vietnam. The
bombing began on December 18. It was a necessary step, and it

proved to be the right decision. Although it was a very difficult

choice, the realities of war. and not the wishful thinking of the

ill-informed, demanded this action. The bombing broke the

deadlock in negotiations. The North Vietnamese returned to

the negotiating table, and on January 23. 1973, the long-await-

ed peace agreement was finally achieved.

After their decisive defeat on the ground bv South Viet-

namese forces in the spring offensive and the destruction of

their war-making capabilities by the December bombing, the

North Vietnamese knew that militarily thev were up against al-

most impossible odds. As the South Vietnamese economy con-

tinued to prosper far more than that of the North, Hanoi's
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communist ideology had less and less appeal. Thieu's Land to

the Tiller program, for example, had reduced tenancy from 60

to 7 percent by 1973, a truly revolutionary development that

undercut the communists' argument that the government allied

itself with the rich and oppressed the people. Also, the North

Vietnamese knew that both the Soviets and the Chinese had a

stake in their new relationship with us and might not be willing

to endanger that relationship by providing military supplies in

excess of those allowed by the Paris peace agreement ofJanu-

ary 1973.

From Victory to Defeat

We had won the war militarily and politically in Vietnam.

But defeat was snatched from the jaws of victory because we
lost the war politically in the United States. The peace that was

finally won in January 1973 could have been enforced and

South Vietnam could be a free nation today. But in a spasm of

shortsightedness and spite, the United States threw away what

it had gained at such enormous cost.

After the disillusionment of the mid-1960s many Ameri-

cans refused to believe that we could win in Vietnam. After

years of fighting the war the wrong way and losing, many be-

lieved we could not fight it the right way and win. Egged on by

the media and often by conscience-stricken "dissenters" who
had been responsible for policy errors in the first place, Ameri-

can public opinion was poisoned. In the mid-sixties the "best

and the brightest" told us that we could win in Vietnam over-

night; that we could win the war on an assembly-line basis, as if

entire nations operated like a Ford plant. Now the "best and

the brightest" told us that there was no way we could win the

war and that we should get out as soon as we could, abandon-

ing South Vietnam to its fate. What they really meant was that

since they could not win in Vietnam, they automatically assumed

that nobody could. Arrogant even in defeat, with their guilt-rid-

den carping they poisoned an already disillusioned American

public and frustrated all the military and political efforts we
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made in Vietnam to win the war. Now, shocked by the blood-

bath in Cambodia and the tragic plight of the boat people flee-

ing from "liberated" South Vietnam, they frantically thrash

about trying to find someone to blame. All they have to do is to

look in the mirror.

In retrospect it is remarkable that the public continued to

support our efforts in Vietnam to the extent that it did for as

long as it did. As Newsweek columnist Kenneth Crawford ob-

served, this was the first war in our history during which our

media were more friendly to our enemies than to our allies.

American and South Vietnamese victories, such as the smash-

ing of the Tet offensive in 1968, were portrayed as defeats. The
United States, whose only intent was to help South Vietnam de-

fend itself, was condemned as an aggressor. The Soviet-sup-

ported North Vietnamese were hailed as liberators.

The My Lai atrocities against 200 Vietnamese were justifi-

ably deplored, and Captain William Calley was prosecuted and
convicted for his role in them, but brutal murders of tens of

thousands of civilians by the North Vietnamese were virtually

ignored. During February of 1968 a Vietcong-North Vietnam-

ese force occupied Hue and 5,800 civilians were executed or

kidnapped. Following the city's recapture, at least 2,800 were
found in mass graves—many of them apparently buried alive.

Hanoi's totally false and cynical charge that the United

States had a policy of bombing dikes in the North and causing

thousands to drown were given enormous coverage, and as a

result of that coverage the charge was widely accepted as true.

The truth—that there was no such policy and that no one was
drowned—received scarcely any attention.

The South Vietnamese were loudly condemned for their

treatment of prisoners. When actress Jane Fonda and former
Attorney General Ramsev Clark traveled to Hanoi, they re-

ceived massive, largely positive American media coverage of

their statements praising the treatment of the American prison-

ers of war, who in fact were being subjected to the most barbar-

ic and brutal torture by their North Vietnamese captors.

The dishonest, double-standard coverage of the Vietnam
War was not one of the American media's finer hours. It pow-
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erfully distorted public perceptions, and these were reflected in

Congress.

On January 2, 1973, the House Democratic Caucus voted

154-75 to cut off all funds for Indochina military operations as

soon as arrangements were made for the safe withdrawal of

U.S. troops and the return of our prisoners of war. Two days

later a similar resolution was passed by the Senate Democratic

Caucus, 36-12. This, it should be noted, was before Watergate

began to weaken my own position as President, and only three

months before withdrawal of American forces was completed,

and the last of the 550,000 American troops that were in Viet-

nam when I took office in 1969 were brought back.

Thompson has observed:

The point was that President Nixon, having gained a

dominant bargaining position when the bombing halted on

29 December, 1972, could not press his advantage because

antagonism to the bombing itself, and the very fact of his

strong bargaining position, brought him under increased

pressure in Congress and in the United States to accept a

ceasefire on any superficially acceptable terms which would

immediately end direct American involvement. . . .

President Nixon was therefore compelled to accept terms

because they coincided, at least on paper, with the terms pre-

viously laid down as representing "peace with honor." Even

so, if these terms had been meticulously kept or had been en-

forceable, there would have been an end to the war and

"peace with honor."

If the peace agreement was to have any chance to be effec-

tive, it was essential that Hanoi be deterred from breaking it. In

a private letter to Thieu I had stated that "if Hanoi fails to

abide by the terms of this agreement, it is my intention to take

swift and severe retaliatory action." At a news conference on

March 15, with regard to North Vietnamese infiltration into

South Vietnam and violation of the agreement, I stated, "I

would only suggest that based on my actions over the past four

years, the North Vietnamese should not lightly disregard such

expressions of concern, when they are made with regard to a

violation."

In April, May, and June of 1973, with my authority weak-
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ened by the Watergate crisis, retaliatory action was threatened

but not taken. Then Congress passed a bill setting August 15 as

the date for termination of U.S. bombing in Cambodia and re-

quiring congressional approval for the funding of U.S. military

action in any part of Indochina. The effect of this bill was to

deny the President the means to enforce the Vietnam peace

agreement by retaliating against Hanoi for violations.

Once Congress had removed the possibility of military ac-

tion against breaches of the peace agreement, I knew I had only

words with which to threaten. The communists knew it too. By
means of the bombing cutoff and the War Powers resolution

passed in November 1973, Congress denied to me and to my
successor, President Ford, the means with which to enforce the

Paris agreement at a time when the North Vietnamese were

openly and flagrantly violating it. It is truly remarkable that, for

two years after the signing of the peace agreement in January

1973, the South Vietnamese held their own against the well-

supplied North, without American personnel support either in

the air or on the ground and with dwindling supplies.

Throughout 1974 the Russians poured huge amounts of

ammunition, weaponry, and military supplies into North Viet-

nam, and the North in turn poured them into the South. In

March 1974 Hanoi was estimated to have 185,000 men, 500 to

700 tanks, and 24 regiments of antiaircraft troops in the South.

With the threat of American air power gone, the North Viet-

namese built new roads and pipelines to move their armies and

supplies about. At the same time that the Soviet Union was

arming Hanoi for the final assault, the United States Congress

was sharply curtailing the flow of aid to South Vietnam. U.S.

aid to South Vietnam was halved in 1974 and cut by another

third in 1975. The United States ambassador to South Viet-

nam, Graham Martin, warned the Senate Foreign Relations

Committee that such cuts in military aid would "seriously

tempt the North to gamble on an all-out military offensive."

His warning was tragically prophetic.

The original plan of the North Vietnamese was to launch

their final offensive in 1976. But then they stepped up their

timetable. At the start of 1975 Phuoc Long province fell to the
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communists, the first province South Vietnam had lost com-
pletely since 1954. There was relatively little reaction in the

United States. Hanoi decided to make larger attacks in 1975 in

preparation for the final offensive in 1976. On March 11 Ban
Me Thout fell, and on the same day the U.S. House of Repre-

sentatives refused to fund a $300 million supplemental military

aid package that President Ford had proposed. Together with

the earlier cutback of aid, this had a devastating effect on the

morale of the South Vietnamese, as well as denying them the

means with which to defend themselves; they were desperately

short of military supplies and dependent for them on the Unit-

ed States. It also gave a tremendous psychological boost to the

North. The North threw all of its remaining troops into the bat-

tle. Thieu tried to regroup his undersupplied forces in more
defensible perimeters, and the hastily executed maneuver
turned into a rout. By the end of April it was all over. Saigon

became Ho Chi Minh City.

Hanoi had suffered an overwhelming defeat when it

launched a conventional attack on the South in 1972. Then the

North Vietnamese had been stopped on the ground by the

South Vietnamese, while bombing by our air force and mining

by our navy crippled their efforts to resupply their forces in the

South. B-52 strikes could have had a devastating effect on the

large troop concentrations that Hanoi used in its final offen-

sive, but in 1975 Hanoi did not have to reckon with our air and

naval forces, and thanks to ample Soviet military aid they had

overwhelming advantages in tanks and artillery over South

Vietnam's ground forces. After North Vietnam's victory, Gen-
eral Dung, Hanoi's field commander in charge of the final of-

fensive, remarked that "The reduction of U.S. aid made it

impossible for the puppet troops to carry out their combat
plans and build up their forces. . . . Thieu was then forced to

fight a poor man's war. Enemy firepower had decreased by

nearly 60 percent because of bomb and ammunition shortages.

Its mobility was also reduced by half due to lack of aircraft, ve-

hicles and fuel."

Our defeat in Vietnam can be blamed in part on the Sovi-

ets because they provided arms to Hanoi in violation of the

peace agreement, giving the North an enormous advantage
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over the South in the final offensive in the spring of 1975. It

can be blamed in part on the tactical and strategic mistakes

made by President Thieu and his generals. It is grossly unfair

to put the blame on South Vietnam's fighting men, the great

majority of whom fought bravely and well against overwhelm-

ing odds. A major part of the blame must fall on the shoulders

of those members of the Congress who were responsible for

denying to the President, first me and then President Ford, the

power to enforce the peace agreements, and for refusing to

provide the military aid that the South Vietnamese needed in

order to meet the North Vietnamese offensive on equal terms.

But Congress was in part the prisoner of events. The lead-

ers of the United States in the crucial years of the early and
mid-1960s failed to come up with a strategy that would pro-

duce victory. Instead, first they undermined a strong regime,

and then simply poured more and more U.S. troops and mate-

riel into South Vietnam in an ineffective effort to shore up the

weaker regimes that followed. They misled the public by insist-

ing we were winning the war and thereby prepared the way for

defeatism and demagoguery later on. The American people

could not be expected to continue indefinitely to support a war
in which they were told victory was around the corner, but

which required greater and greater effort without any obvious

signs of improvement.

By following the strategy I initiated in 1969, we and the

South Vietnamese were able to win the war militarily by the

time of the Paris accords of January 27, 1973. The 550,000

American troops that were in Vietnam when I came into office

in 1969 had been withdrawn and South Vietnam was able to

defend itself—if we supplied the arms the Paris accords al-

lowed.

But the public had been so misinformed and misled by un-

wise government actions and the shallow, inflammatory treat-

ment of events by the media that morale within the United States

collapsed just when the North was overwhelmingly defeated on
the battlefield. We won a victory after a long hard struggle, but

then we threw it away. The communists had grasped what stra-

tegic analyst Brian Crozier said is the central point of revolu-

tionary war: "that it is won or lost on the home front." The
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war-making capacity of North Vietnam had been virtually de-

stroyed by the bombings in December of 1972, and we had the

means to make and enforce a just peace^ a peace with honor.

But we were denied these means when Congress prohibited

military operations in or over Indochina and cut back drastical-

ly on the aid South Vietnam needed to defend itself. In the final

analysis, a major part of the blame must be borne by those who

encouraged or participated in the fateful decisions that got us

into the war in the 1960's, and who then by their later actions

sabotaged our efforts to get us out in an acceptable way in the

1970's.

By inaction at the crucial moment, the United States un-

dermined an ally and abandoned him to his fate. The effect on

the millions of Cambodians, Laotians, and South Vietnamese

who relied on us and have now paid the price of communist

reprisals is bad enough. But the cost in terms of raising doubts

among our allies as to America's reliability, and in terms of the

encouragement it gives to our potential enemies to engage in ag-

gression against our friends in other parts of the world, will be

devastating for U.S. policy for decades to come.

The signals it sent around the world were pithily summed
up by an Indonesian cabinet minister who has a Ph.D. from an

American university. International analyst Pierre Rinfret re-

ports that the minister told him just after the fall of Vietnam,

"You Americans have lost your guts. You had the hell kicked

out of you in Vietnam. You won't solve your energy problem.

We'll make you pay and pay for oil, and you'll pay. You've lost

your guts. Vietnam was your Waterloo." And for the Soviets, it

meant that in Afghanistan, Ethiopia, and Angola detente be-

came a one-way street.

In essence, the final climactic battle at the end of a struggle

that had been going on for twenty-five years was decided in fa-

vor of the communists because when the chips were down, the

Soviet Union stood by its allies and the United States failed to

do so. As I stated in 1972, "All the power in the world lodged

in the United States means nothing . . . unless there is some as-

surance, some confidence, some trust that the United States

will be credible, will be dependable."

One of the hidden costs of our abandonment of South
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Vietnam may well be the proliferation of nuclear weapons to

the small nations faced with overwhelming hostile forces who
used to trust the U.S. guarantee and no longer do. Those who
protested against Vietnam to avoid a nuclear war may have

helped to bring one closer.

In Indochina the consequences of the American defeat

have been tragic and profound. The United States got out of

the war, but the killing did not stop. In Cambodia, it accelerated

massively when the Pol Pot regime launched the most brutal

bloodbath in recent history.

Estimates of deaths have been staggering; so too has been

the brutalization of the populace. Refugees reported that for

"serious mistakes, such as stealing a banana . . .
, you would be

executed immediately." Other reports indicated that the

Khmer Rouge had set aside a period of two days, once or twice

a year, as the "mating period." It was only during this time that

men and women were allowed to talk to each other, "except for

talk about developing the country." As for those who violated

this statute, a refugee reports, "I knew of about twenty young
men and women caught flirting, who were executed." Com-
plaining about food also became a capital crime in the brave

new world the Khmer Rouge was building, one in which they

boasted, "Our Communism will be better than in Russia or

China, where there are still classes. . .
." So did joking; one ref-

ugee told of a person who was executed because he was "too

jovial," At one point it was announced that holding hands was

henceforth a capital crime.

In 1979 a new wave of disaster overcame Cambodia as Pol

Pot's scorched-earth tactics and North Vietnam's starvation

policy caught the Cambodian people in a vise of horror. The
world watched aghast as the communist factions tore the rem-

nants of the country to shreds. Some estimate that half of Cam-
bodia's population may have perished already.

In South Vietnam the communists were more subtle in

their methods, but they moved just as relentlessly to uproot the

old order and replace it with their own. The thousands of boat

people have served to remind us starkly of the terrors of life un-

der that new order, especially since one fourth or more of the ref-

ugees, it is estimated, drowned before reaching shore.

In June 1979 U.N. Ambassador Andrew Young, speaking
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in Bonn, West Germany, stated that "There is no sense in try-

ing to cast blame or condemn anyone" for the atrocities prac-

ticed by the new communist governments of Southeast Asia.

He went on to suggest that these atrocities "automatically"

could be traced to America's involvement in Vietnam. This is

malevolent nonsense. Worse, it is self-serving nonsense. Many
of those who wish to close their eyes to today's horrors in

Southeast Asia also wish to close everyone else's eyes to their

own sabotage of the American effort there, and the ghastly ef-

fects that sabotage has brought about. But like the blood on
Lady Macbeth's hand, it is a permanent stain.

The U.S. failure to keep its commitments to South Viet-

nam led to national tragedies as the countries of Indochina

were engulfed in a modern-day holocaust. But the effects on
the leadership class of the United States may make the loss of

the war in Vietnam an even greater international tragedy. Some
think the "lessons" of Vietnam are: it is dangerous for the Unit-

ed States to have power because we may use it wrongly; we
should avoid more Vietnams in the future by not getting in-

volved when small nations, even those that are friends and al-

lies, are threatened by communist aggression; the United

States is on the "wrong side" of history in opposing communist
revolutionary forces in Asia and Africa and Latin America; it is

impossible to win wars against communist-supported guerril-

las; we should look after ourselves and leave the responsibility

for leadership of the free world to others.

These are the wrong lessons, and if our leadership class

follows them, our country and the West will go down the road

to destruction. These lessons confuse the abuse of power with

its intelligent application.

Since our failure in Vietnam, Americans have been unduly

gun-shy about using force, an inhibition the Soviets and their

proxies have not shared. We have stood aside and let the Sovi-

ets go unopposed into Angola, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, and the

Persian Gulf. They have not become stuck in a quagmire; un-

fortunately for us, they are expert practitioners in the arts of

war and have used their power skillfully. Unless the United

States shakes the false lessons ofVietnam and puts the "Vietnam
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syndrome" behind it, we will forfeit the security of our allies and

eventually our own. This is the real lesson of Vietnam—not that

we should abandon power, but that unless we learn to use it ef-

fectively to defend our interests, the tables of history will be

turned against us and all we believe in.

More nuclear power in our arsenal would not have saved

Vietnam. More U.S. conventional forces would not have saved

Vietnam. Vietnam was lost, not because of a lack of power, but

because of a failure of skill and determination at using power.

These failures caused a breach in public trust and led to a col-

lapse of our national will. Finally, the presidency was weakened

by the restrictions Congress placed on the President's war-

making powers and by the debilitating effects of the Watergate

crisis. The South Vietnamese demonstrated in 1972 that they

could effectively stop an invasion on the ground if they were

adequately armed and provided with air support. Revolution-

ary wars cannot be fought and won by outside armies. But if

those within a nation threatened by guerrillas are adequately

armed, trained, and supplied, they can meet and defeat a guer-

rilla attack, provided they are fighting for their own indepen-

dence and freedom. Under the Nixon Doctrine we should

certainly do as much for those who are fighting to defend their

independence as the Soviet Union does for those who are at-

tempting to destroy it.

Vietnam did not prove that guerrilla wars are unwinnable

or that "revolutionary" forces are invincible. Quite the con-

trary: our side won the guerrilla war, and it was winning the

conventional war—until the United States pulled the rug out

from under its ally by drastically cutting back supplies while the

Soviets poured huge quantities of arms and ammunition into

the arsenals of their ally. When that happened, Vietnam finally

fell to the same kind of large-scale conventional assault we suc-

cessfully repelled in Korea.

As William Colby has pointed out, "In an ironic asymme-

try, the Communists initiated the war against Diem in the late

1950s as a people's war and the Americans and the Vietnamese
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initially responded to it as a conventional military one; in the

end the Thieu government was fighting a successful people's

war, but lost to a military assault. The Presidential Palace in

Saigon was not entered by a barefoot guerrilla but by a North

Vietnamese tank with an enormous cannon."

Revolutionary war will remain in the Soviets' repertoire,

but now—partly as a result of Vietnam—they have been em-

boldened to a greater use of more direct means as well.

The Soviets started out in Vietnam by giving materiel to

the communist guerrillas; they later graduated to supplying

massive arms for North Vietnam's conventional invasion of the

South. Then in 1975, having succeeded in Southeast Asia, they

stepped aggression up a notch by shipping Cuban proxy troops

across the Atlantic to achieve the conquest of Angola. On
Christmas Eve in 1979 they escalated to a new level, sending

the Red Army itself into Afghanistan, the "hinge of Asia's

fate," to crush a rebellion against a communist government im-

posed by coup less than two years earlier. The next logical So-

viet step is use of the Red Army against a friend or ally of the

West.

Hanoi seems as determined as ever to fulfill its long-pro-

claimed ambition to conquer not only South Vietnam but all of

Indochina. In Cambodia the Vietnamese are pressing what may
be the final offensive against the Cambodians opposing them.

In Laos they have dropped poison gas on hill tribesmen who
oppose their rule. Thailand is feeling the heat of Vietnamese

ambitions; its armed forces of 216,000 are outnumbered 5:1 by

the North Vietnamese war machine. Vietnam's armed forces

now approach the size of India's—the second most populous

country in the world. This medium-sized country now has the

fifth largest armed forces in the world, half the size of the

American forces. If they complete the conquest of Indochina

and then decide to move on to the rest of Southeast Asia, it will

take an enormous effort to stop them.

Had the United States stayed the course and taken the ac-

tion necessary to ensure adherence to the peace agreement of

January 23, 1973, the Soviet leaders would have been less

tempted to engage in their aggressive probes in other parts of

the world. Our friends and allies would have less doubt about
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the reliability of American will as well as the effectiveness of

American power. And most important, the American people

could look back on ten years of sacrifice of men and money in

Vietnam with pride rather than with apology and frustration,

which lead so many to say, even where America's vital interests

may be involved, "Do nothing—no more Vietnams."



6
The Awakening
Giant

China? There lies a sleeping giant. Let him sleep!

For when he wakes he will move the world.

—Napoleon

Seek truth from facts.

—Deng Xiaoping

China now is awakening, and it may soon move the world.

Exotic, mysterious, fascinating—China from time imme-

morial has tantalized the imagination of Western man. Howev-

er, even the prescient Tocqueville, who predicted 150 years

ago that the United States and Russia would emerge as two

great contending world powers, could not have foreseen that

the nation that potentially could decide the world balance of

power in the last decades of the twentieth century, and that

could become the most powerful nation on earth during the

twenty-first century, would be China.

China is a nation of almost limitless possibilities that is

only beginning to realize those possibilities. The seventeenth,

eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth centuries all exist side by

side in China. Peasants still stoop over the rice fields as they

have for centuries, planting the shoots individually by hand.

They walk barefoot along dusty paths with long wooden poles

over their shoulders, baskets of produce slung from the poles.

Many live in mud huts. In the central cities cars and trucks

126
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share crowded streets with rustic horse-drawn carriages, tractor

carts, and bicycle carts, as well as with masses of pedestrians

and swarms of bicycles. For all its huge population, China still

has only limited military strength, primitive agriculture, and a

largely preindustrial economy. But it has enormous natural re-

sources, and some of the ablest people in the world—a fourth

of all the people alive today. It could emerge during the twen-

ty-first century as the strongest power on earth, and also one of

the more advanced economically—if it successfully completes

its transition to the modern world, and if it continues to move
away from doctrinaire communist economic theories.

Which of its possible courses China takes might eventually

determine whether the West survives.

Getting to know China is more than the work of a lifetime.

The most a person can hope for is some understanding of

some parts of the Chinese experience, and the more deeply

one probes into that experience, the clearer it becomes that the

mysteries are infinite. Teilhard de Chardin once advised,

"Write about China before you have been there too long; later

you would break your pen."

But if we can never know everything about China, we can

learn something about it—particularly what we might reason-

ably expect in the way of Chinese behavior. China's present

leaders are statesmen with a keen sense of the world who think

in global terms. They also are communists. They also are Chi-

nese. Since Mao's death they have seemed to grow less commu-
nist and more Chinese, less the prisoners of ideology and more
pragmatic, less revolutionary and more traditional.

I have visited China three times, in 1972, 1976, and 1979.

The first time, in 1972, Mao Zedong and Zhou Enlai were in

power. The second time, in 1976, Zhou was dead; Mao and

Hua Guofeng were in power. The third time, in 1979, Mao also

was dead, and power was shared between Hua and Deng
Xiaoping.

In China, as the leaders have changed, so also have the

policies—whether temporarily or permanently remains to be

seen. It could even be said that for China watchers today the

key word is change: China is changing, and the changes in Chi-

na, if they continue, may profoundly change the world.
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As with Russia, we can only hope to understand present-

day China if we know something about its past. Even the

changes now taking place have roots in the past, and in some
respects are a return to tradition. More than most countries,

China is a product of its past, and its history is unique. Other

nations come and go, other empires rise and fall, but China en-

dures; China is forever.

China's civilization stretches back four thousand years

—

the oldest continuous civilization in the world. While Greek

and Roman civilizations rose and fell, China's continued. While

Europe was plunged into the Dark Ages, Chinese learning, sci-

ence and philosophy flourished uninterrupted. China is the

only large region of the world that has never been under West-

ern rule. Even Japan, which never lost its independence, was

run by General MacArthur in the years after World War II. Chi-

na has repeatedly been invaded, but each time it has absorbed

the invaders and eventually converted them. Over the centuries

this has produced a sort of stoicism; in 1976 Hua Guofeng
commented to me, "Let the Russians come in. They may get in

a long way, but they will never get out."

China's past is distinguished by more than longevity, resil-

iency, and culture. Historically, the Chinese saw China as "the

Middle Kingdom"—as the center of the world, the celestial em-

pire, "all under Heaven." Other nations existed, but they were

barbarian, of no consequence. The Chinese became aware of

other civilizations, but these were too remote to be viewed as

either threats or alternatives. To the Chinese, theirs was not a

civilization, but the civilization. In 1793 the emperor Qian Long
rebuffed a British trade mission by writing to King George III:

"The Celestial Empire, ruling all within the four seas . . . does

not value rare and precious things. . . . We have never valued

ingenious articles, nor do we have the slightest need of your

country's manufactures." As late as the nineteenth century,

Chinese maps still showed a vast China at the center of the

world, with a scattering of tiny islands—with names such as

France, England, America—in the sea around it.

The Chinese empire lasted more than two thousand years,

from its founding in 221 B.C. until its overthrow early in the

twentieth century. At times, it was the largest empire in the

world. Yet it never extended beyond China, except into border
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regions. There were no overseas outposts of empire. Greeks,

Romans, and other architects of empire in the West set out in

search of worlds to conquer; the emperors of China already

ruled the "world," and their chief aim was to keep the barbar-

ians out. In our own time, the Russians built the Berlin Wall to

keep their subjects in; for more than two thousand years the

Chinese maintained the Great Wall to keep invaders out. Be-

yond the Great Wall there is not enough rainfall to support ag-

riculture; below it there is. To the north, nomadic tribes have

always roamed, developing skills of horsemanship, raiding, and

warfare. To the south, sedentary cities and civilizations with all

their riches evolved. For all but the last 150 years of China's

history the threat to Chinese civilization has always come from

the north, from the nomadic barbarians who periodically swept

in to conquer and plunder. As the Chinese look today at the

new "barbarians" again threatening from the north, the specter

invokes national memories so deeply rooted as to be almost in-

stinctive.

For China, the nineteenth and twentieth centuries have

been a time of shattering collision with the outside world, and

of shattering change within China itself.

From China's standpoint, its early contacts with the

West—and many of its later contacts as well—were both hu-

miliating and disastrous, and served only to solidify hostility to-

ward the "foreign devils," while intensifying a sense of cultural

superiority. Some Westerners came to colonize; others came to

convert; most came to exploit. The most demoralizing impact,

however, was not economic or political, but was rather the af-

front to the dignity of the Chinese people. On my first visit to

Hong Kong in 1953 I asked a very successful pro-British Chi-

nese businessman how the people of Hong Kong would vote if

they had a choice between independence and remaining a Brit-

ish colony. He replied that in spite of the fact that the Chinese

living in Hong Kong were better off economically than those

living under independent governments elsewhere in non-com-

munist Asia, 95 percent would probably vote for indepen-

dence. I asked why. He said that the British were certainly the

most respected and most progressive of European colonizers,

but that there was a common saying among Chinese through-



130 THE REAL WAR

out Asia that when the British set up a colony, they built three

institutions in this order: first, a church; then a racetrack; then a

club to which Orientals could not belong. In 1972, while es-

corting me to the airport, the hard-line Communist Party chair-

man of Shanghai pointed proudly to an immaculate children's

playground. He said quietly that it had formerly been a golf

course, and that the sign at the entrance read, "No dogs or Chi-

nese allowed." Nothing more was said, or needed to be. On my
last trip, in 1979, my host in China's third largest city repeated-

ly pointed out hospitals, schools, and other buildings that had

once been part of a British, German, French, Dutch, or other

European "concession," that Chinese had been allowed to en-

ter only when invited by Europeans. To the Chinese, with their

enormous pride, these slights were unforgivable.

Readers of American fiction associate China with "opium

dens," and many probably imagine that the drugs that later

ravaged so many young Americans were insidiously introduced

from there. Hearing that Britain and China fought two "Opium
Wars" in the mid-nineteenth century, an American today might

suppose that these were righteous British efforts to stamp out

the opium trade. In fact, opium was pressed on China, over vig-

orous Chinese objections, by British merchants; the Chinese

tried to prohibit both its importation and its use. Britain went

to war against China in part to compel the Chinese to accept

the continued sale of opium. The Opium Wars were also pre-

texts to force China open to foreign trade and exploitation, and

to wrest special commercial and other privileges from China.

Britain took Hong Kong in the first Opium War, secured the

designation of five "treaty ports," and won rights of extraterri-

toriality for its citizens in China; in the second Opium War,

Britain and France together forced more of China open to for-

eign trade, and won more special privileges for Western na-

tionals. These humiliations were followed by more territorial

grabs and establishment of foreign "spheres of influence" in

China, with Russia and Japan joining the Western nations in

the scramble.

The Chinese themselves were bitterly divided over how to

respond to the Western inroads, whether to reach back to Chi-

nese isolation or reach out to Western technology in the hope
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of gaining sufficient strength to repel the foreigners. But even

those who argued for adoption of Western technology saw

Western ways as a corrupting, unwelcome influence. The fact

that the Westerners came with greater firepower, and therefore

were able to impose their will on China, hardly lessened the

Chinese tendency to view them as barbarians and devils. A
Cantonese denunciation of the British in 1841 read: "We note

that you English barbarians have formed the habits and devel-

oped the nature of wolves, plundering and seizing things by

force. . . . Except for your ships being solid, your gunfire fierce,

and your rockets powerful, what other abilities have you?"

Hatred of the foreigner exploded dramatically at the turn

of the century in the Boxer Rebellion. The "Boxers" were a

group who called themselves the "Fists of Righteous Harmo-
ny," and who bitterly resented Western interference with tradi-

tional Chinese ways. They saw the foreigners as desecrators of

holy places, and many believed that tall buildings had been put

up by the "foreign devils" so that low-flying good spirits would

be killed as they crashed into them; they were sure that the

rusty water that fell from railroad tracks and telegraph lines

when it rained was the blood of good spirits who died on them.

Religious fervor combined with xenophobia. Roving bands of

Boxers not only burned and pillaged, but also killed Chinese

converts to Christianity. In 1900 they swept into Peking, mur-

dered the German and Japanese ministers, and besieged the

foreign legations. The Western powers moved in with over-

whelming force, smashed the rebellion, and exacted even more
concessions—as well as reparations—from the Chinese as pun-

ishment.

China was ripe for revolution in 1911 because it needed a

revolution. It had been plagued too long by governments that

could neither control the marauding brutalities of local war-

lords nor resist the encroachment and exploitation by foreign-

ers. After years of struggle, the revolutionary forces led by Dr.

Sun Yat-sen—a physician who received his early education in

Hawaii—finally triumphed, and the empire that had lasted

more than two thousand years was overthrown. But the victory

of the revolution only ushered in a new time of turmoil.

Throughout the twentieth century China has been in up-
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heaval. The revolutionaries of 1911 themselves had divergent

aims. The new government was torn by rivalries, and was un-

able to establish its authority throughout China. After Sun Yat-

sen's death in 1925 the faction led by Chiang Kai-shek and the

one that eventually was led by Mao Zedong battled each other

until Mao won final control of the mainland in 1949. Mean-
while, China fought a grueling war with Japan and suffered

brutally under the Japanese invasion. Since 1949 China also

has fought the United States in Korea, it has fought India, it has

engaged in border warfare with the Soviet Union, and more re-

cently it has fought its former client state of Vietnam. But more
fundamentally, during much of the century China fought Chi-

na. The long civil war was followed by one upheaval after an-

other, as Mao purged first one faction and then another,

launching his Great Leap Forward and his Cultural Revolution,

"purifying" the party by eliminating first one group and then

another—with millions dying in the process of that purification.

The rape of China by the Western powers in the nine-

teenth century left an indelible imprint, but so too did the

struggles of the twentieth century.

Like family quarrels, civil wars are often the most bitterly

fought of all. Yet again like family quarrels, they also produce a

certain ambivalence. Chinese on both sides of the long struggle

were still Chinese, with the same pride in China, the same feel-

ings of Chinese nationalism, the same shared heritage. Chiang

and Mao both served under Sun Yat-sen; Madame Chiang is

the sister of Madame Sun, who remained on the mainland and

continues to be a revered figure in China. In the 1920s, Chiang

was commander and Zhou the political director of the Chinese

military academy at Whampoa. In my talks with the Chinese

leaders, I found that they had curiously mixed feelings toward

Chiang. As communists they hated him, but as Chinese they re-

spected and, grudgingly, even admired him. At my first meet-

ing with Mao in 1972, he made a sweeping gesture with his

hand and said, "Our common old friend Generalissimo Chiang

Kai-shek doesn't approve of this," adding: "He calls us com-

munist bandits." I asked Mao what he called Chiang Kai-shek.

Mao laughed; Zhou replied, "Generally speaking, we call them
'Chiang Kai-shek's clique.' In the newspapers sometimes we
call him a bandit; he calls us bandits in turn. Anyway, we abuse
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each other." Mao added, "Actually, the history of our friend-

ship with him is much longer than the history of your friend-

ship with him."

The leaders of China's communist revolution were tough-

ened by hardship, and driven by a zeal that often verged on

fanaticism. This should not be surprising. Setting value judg-

ments aside, the sheer magnitude of the task they set for them-

selves required both toughness and zeal. Mao sometimes

identified himself with the first Emperor of Qin, Qin Shihuang-

di, who unified the warring states of China into a single empire

in 221 B.C. Even by the standards of China's history, which, as

the scholar O. Edmund Clubb has put it, "yields to none in

bloodshed," the brutality of the Qin is legendary. Once, when

an army of 400,000 surrendered to them, the entire 400,000

were massacred; to discipline the intellectuals of his day, Qin

Shihuang-di ordered 460 scholars executed and buried in a mass

grave. Mao himself, when China's population was smaller than

it is now, once dismissed the threat of nuclear war by comment-

ing that even if 300 million Chinese were killed, there would

still be 300 million left.

When I first met Mao in 1972, he was enfeebled by age and

ill health. But his mind was sharp, and there was no question

that he was in command on the Chinese side. He spoke in

broad terms of philosophy, of history, of the sweep of events;

and yet also in peculiarly humble terms he spoke of his own
limits. Once when I commented to him that his writings had

"moved a nation and have changed the world," he replied self-

deprecatingly, "I haven't been able to change it. I've only been

able to change a few places in the vicinity of Peking." Before

my visit Andre Malraux, who had known Mao for many years,

commented to me that in Mao's view "the great leaders—Chur-

chill, Gandhi, de Gaulle—were created by the kind of traumatic

historical events that will not occur in the world anymore. In

that sense he feels that he has no successors. I once asked him

if he did not think of himself as the heir of the last great Chi-

nese emperors of the sixteenth century. Mao said, 'But of

course I am their heir.' Mr. President, you operate within a ra-

tional framework, but Mao does not. There is something of the

sorcerer in him. He is a man inhabited by a vision, possessed by

it."
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The vision that possessed Mao convulsed China.

During the decades that followed Mao's victory on the main-

land, three lines of thought were in more or less constant conten-

tion among the Chinese leadership. One, identified with Liu

Shaoqi, was the classic, doctrinaire Marxist-Leninist-Stalinist

line that looked to Moscow for leadership, example, and

assistance. This was in the ascendancy in the early years.

Another, identified today with Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping, was

essentially pragmatic, concerned with economic development

and willing to compromise ideology and deal with the West. This

is in the ascendancy now. The third, Mao's own, was rooted in the

experience of the Long March and devoted to the ideal of con-

stant struggle: revolution was an end in itself; whenever any

group, including the Communist Party bureaucracy, got too en-

trenched or too comfortable, it was time to turn the country up-

side down. The people's communes, the Great Leap Forward,

the Cultural Revolution, all were examples of Mao's determina-

tion to maintain the spirit of struggle and purify through purge,

chaos, and dislocation; millions died in his drive to keep the "rev-

olution" revolutionary.

The Sino-Soviet Split

The communist victory in China came only four years after

the end of World War II, and it was aided by the Soviet Union.

At first the new regime was firmly allied with the Soviet Union.

But strains soon developed. The Soviets turned out to be unre-

liable allies; the Chinese government, being Chinese, was not

long willing to concede Moscow unchallenged supremacy as

leader of the communist world.

The Chinese-American rapprochement of 1972 may have

been the most dramatic geopolitical event since World War II,

but the most significant geopolitical event was the Sino-Soviet

split that preceded it. This split made the later rapprochement

with the United States possible. Together with continuing Sovi-

et belligerence, it also made the rapprochement indispensable

from both the Chinese and the American viewpoints.

Perhaps the split was inevitable, given the respective back-
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grounds of the two countries, their history of conflict, and their

differing interests. But its inevitability was not apparent to

most Americans, including myself, during the first decade of

communist rule in China. The specter that haunted the world

then was that of an aggressive, monolithic Sino-Soviet bloc, a

new and menacing force on the world scene. The Chinese at

that stage were even more implacably hostile toward the West

than were the Soviets. Both Peking and Moscow supported

North Korea's invasion of South Korea in 1950. But the Soviet

Union provided only arms; thousands of Chinese were killed in

action, including one of Mao's sons. As competition between

the two communist giants developed, it was increasingly direct-

ed toward leadership of the communist world, with each accus-

ing the other of deviation from "true" communist orthodoxy.

Ultimately, one of the key forces that drove them apart was pre-

cisely the one—communism—that many of us had thought

would hold them together. They could not both be number
one, and neither was willing to be number two; in the rigidly hi-

erarchical structure of world communism there was room for

only one supreme authority. Russia was accustomed to being

supreme in the communist world; China was accustomed to be-

ing supreme in its own world.

Exacerbating this conflict was a deep-rooted distrust and

dislike between the two peoples themselves. Historically, the

Chinese have despised the Russians, just as they have had con-

tempt for the Indians. The Soviet leaders constantly denigrated

the Chinese. Russian leaders as far back as Khrushchev private-

ly warned their American counterparts against the Chinese dis-

regard for human life—which, given the Soviet record, invites

its own wry commentary. At our U.S.-Soviet summit meetings,

Brezhnev repeatedly warned me against the Chinese threat,

and described the Chinese leaders as brutal and barbaric in

their treatment of their own people; he urged that "we Europe-

ans" should unite to contain the potential great threat from

China. The Chinese, for their part, make clear in their private

conversations that they consider the Russians crude, ruthless

barbarians. On neither side are these sentiments the stuff of

which lasting friendships are made.

Hua Guofeng told me of a conversation between Mao and

Soviet Premier Kosygin in 1965, in which Mao told Kosygin
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that the debate between China and the Soviet Union would go

on for ten thousand years. Kosygin protested, and as their con-

versation ended he asked Mao whether he had finally con-

vinced him that ten thousand years was too long an estimate.

Mao replied that Kosygin had indeed been persuasive, and that

because of this he would knock off a thousand years—but that

the debate would go on for at least nine thousand years.

The Sino-Soviet split developed in the late 1950s and early

1960s, barely a decade after Mao took power; by 1961 it was

virtually complete. Among the contributing factors were Chi-

nese disappointment at not getting more Soviet assistance in

developing their nuclear capacity, and the abrupt withdrawal in

1960 of Soviet technicians from China, leaving many develop-

ment projects uncompleted. Following this break, the ideologi-

cal warfare between the two communist giants grew more
intense, as did their rivalry on the international scene. China

then was more hard-line than Russia in its confrontation with

the West, and was vigorous in its support of "wars of national

liberation." Still in the first flush of its communist power, Chi-

na sought to expand communist power—Chinese style—every-

where that it could, and in doing so it followed Mao's dictum:

"Every communist must grasp the truth: Political power grows

out of the barrel of a gun."

At that point, the Sino-Soviet split made the Sino-Soviet

bloc less menacing to the world, but it did not make China less

menacing. That came later, as China began to change.

The U.S. and China

When Air Force One—or The Spirit of '76, as we then called

it—landed at Peking's airport on February 21, 1972, I was

keenly aware that the world would never again be the same.

How it would change would depend heavily on the nature of

our talks during the following week. But profound change was

inevitable. The trip itself, and the calculated decisions on both

sides to proceed with it, had already set that change in motion.

At the head of the waiting delegation was Zhou Enlai, his

frail frame covered by a heavy overcoat. Years earlier, at the
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Geneva Conference in 1954, Zhou had been deeply offended

when he extended his hand to John Foster Dulles at a public

gathering and Dulles refused to shake it, This had been one of

those small ceremonial slights that may seem justified, even

necessary, at the time, but that can rankle for years afterward

and even have substantial diplomatic consequences. I was de-

termined that my first act on arriving in China would be to

undo the act of omission. As I came down the ramp, Zhou be-

gan to applaud. I returned the gesture, and then, as I reached

the bottom step, I stretched out my hand to Zhou. When he

took it, it was more than a handshake. We both knew that it

marked a turning point in history.

Nearly five years earlier, in a 1967 article in the quarterly

Foreign Affairs, I had written that "taking the long view, we sim-

ply cannot afford to leave China forever outside the family of

nations, there to nurture its fantasies, cherish its hates and

threaten its neighbors. There is no place on this small planet

for a billion of its potentially most able people to live in angry

isolation." But I also argued that for the short run we needed

"a policy of firm restraint, of no reward, of a creative coun-

terpressure designed to persuade Peking that its interests can

be served only by accepting the basic rules of international ci-

vility," so that China could finally be pulled "back into the

world community—but as a great and progressing nation, not

as the epicenter of world revolution." The time when "the dia-

logue with mainland China can begin," I wrote, would be when
the leaders in Peking were persuaded "to turn their energies

inward rather than outward." One of my first acts as President

was to direct that we explore privately the possibilities of a rap-

prochement with China. This proceeded at first as a sort of

slow ritual dance, but the steps rapidly gained momentum in

1971 until, on July 15, I made the surprise announcement that

I would visit China in early 1972.

This opening to China represented a wrenching change

for the United States, not to mention for me personally. We
had supported the government on Taiwan for more than twen-

ty years. They were staunch allies, and in a world where too

many governments behaved irresponsibly, they had always

played a constructive international role and conducted them-
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selves with a high degree of responsibility. They were one of

our major trading partners; beyond this, they were our friends.

Taiwan's leaders, including Chiang, were also my personal

friends. In our negotiations with China we refused to renounce

our treaty commitment to Taiwan, and we stated clearly in the

communique our firm position that the Taiwan question

should be settled peacefully. But we knew that the entire shift

in American policy was intensely painful to Taiwan, and this in

turn was painful to us.

The opening to the United States also represented a

wrenching change for China. For years the United States had

been the number one enemy, the target of China's most vitriol-

ic propaganda. The Chinese made this change because it was in

their interest; because at that point they needed the United

States, just as the United States needed China.

Both we and the Chinese approached that first opening to-

ward each other with caution, uncertainty, even trepidation.

Neither of us knew just what to expect, and both of us had been

conditioned by years of hostility. Under Chiang's Nationalist

rule, China was our ally in World War II, but Mao and Chiang

had long been enemies. China then became our own bitter ene-

my after the communist conquest of the mainland in 1949. In

the Korean War U.S. troops fought Chinese troops; in Vietnam

China supplied and aided our North Vietnamese enemy.

For generations, American attitudes toward China had al-

ternated between romantic attachment and dread. It used to be

common for Americans to refer to the Chinese as "the yellow

peril." Theodore Roosevelt used the term, as did Albert Bever-

idge; in our own time, Americans as distinguished as Herbert

Hoover and Douglas MacArthur referred to the Chinese that

way in conversations with me. So too, for that matter, did Leo-

nid Brezhnev. Hoover, who spent years in China as a mining

engineer, spoke of the Chinese to me in the mid-1960s as being

"bloodthirsty" not only toward foreigners, but also toward

their own people. To many, the sheer numbers of China's peo-

ple were menacing, and exclusionary immigration laws were

enacted to keep them out.

In part, this reflected the fact that China was distant, mys-

terious, different, and that even in our own cities the "China-

towns" were exotic enclaves. In part, it reflected racist conde-
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scension. In part, it reflected the reality that even as Chinese

civilization flourished, for most of the Chinese people life was

harsh and cruel, and had been for centuries—so that in China,

where people were plentiful, and where famine or flood often

took those that the warlords did not, it appeared to Western

eyes that life was cheap.

Yet Americans and Chinese, when they get to know one an-

other, usually do get along extraordinarily well. The U.S. record

with regard to China in the pre-Mao period, while mixed, is bet-

ter than that of most Western powers. Though the United States

did to some extent exploit the advantages that European coun-

tries seized in China, the United States never established conces-

sions of its own. American missionaries in China were sometimes

resented, but many did fine humanitarian work. Large numbers

ofChinese studied in the United States. The hostilities that exist-

ed between China and the United States in the 1949-1972 period

were the result of politics, not of personality; they stemmed from

a clash of national interests, not a clash of national cultures.

Therefore, as policies changed and interests shifted, hostility

could more readily be replaced by respect, cordiality, even

friendship.

To a considerable extent, this happened in my own deal-

ings with China's leaders. We began our talks with no illusions

about our philosophical differences, and with no effort to con-

ceal or paper them over. But we were cordial. We were respect-

ful. And, in exploring together both our common interests and

our divergent interests, we developed a high degree of trust

and a considerable personal rapport. When I returned to China

in 1976 and 1979 as a private citizen—though as a guest of the

Chinese government—I found myself genuinely looking for-

ward to renewing old acquaintances among the Chinese lead-

ers, as well as to making new ones; for their part, my Chinese

hosts were unfailingly gracious and warmly hospitable. In ce-

menting a new relationship these things are important. Great

nations act on the basis of interest, not sentiment, but good

personal relationships can do a great deal toward making dif-

ferences manageable and ties stronger.

China turned toward the United States because it saw itself

surrounded by potentially hostile forces. To the north—the di-
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rcction from which, historically, the "barbarian" invasions had

come—stood the Soviet Union, no longer comradely, with

huge concentrations of troops stationed menacingly along its

border with China. To the south was India. China had had a

border clash with India in 1962 and more recently had seen the

ease with which, with Soviet aid, India dismembered China's

ally, Pakistan. Despite the contempt that the Chinese felt to-

ward the Indians, with India on the way toward adding a nucle-

ar capability to its Soviet-supplied arsenal, India's potential had

to give China pause.

To the northeast, China saw Japan. Japan was already the

third largest economic power in the world, and though it did

not have nuclear weapons, it had the industrial base to develop

them if it ever chose to do so. Within recent memory Japan had

invaded and occupied China. Though the Chinese did not now
fear Japan, they had enormous respect for its potential. As for

the United States, the Chinese knew that we had no territorial

designs on them—which they could not say about the Soviets.

Though our system was opposed to theirs, our interests were

opposed to those of the Soviet Union, the neighbor that posed

the most serious and most immediate threat to China itself. So
the Chinese had reason to want better relations with us.

What we had to show the Chinese was that we could be

counted on: that we had a clear enough view of our own inter-

ests, and a sufficient will to defend those interests, to be a reli-

able friend. Further, the Chinese had to be persuaded that as a

society, the United States had the strength and the stamina to

be reliable over the long term.

For China, the new relationship with the United States rep-

resented a "great leap forward" into the world of independent

great-power politics. It meant accommodating positions that

cut directly against the grain of revolutionary communist ideol-

ogy. For a regime as dogmatic as Mao's had been, this was a

tremendous change. Revolutionary Chinese ideology told Chi-

na to oppose the U.S.-Japanese defense treaty, and to oppose

the U.S. presence in Asia. Yet China's interests dictated other-

wise, and China's leaders recognized this—privately if not pub-

licly. When it came to the choice, interests prevailed. Even on

the intensely emotional issue of Taiwan, China, while not re-

treating from its own position, had to accept the fact that we
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would not accede to the demand that we abandon our commit-
ment to Taiwan.

In my conversations with Hua in 1976 I stressed that there

are times when a great nation must choose between ideology

and survival. This, essentially, is what China did in responding

to our initiatives and embarking on the new relationship.

Less than a decade has passed since that opening to China
in 1972 and already our relations have been transformed—and
so has China's approach to the world. Mao had the authority to

make the turn toward the United States; his successors have

had the wisdom to make use of it, and to change Mao's policies

so that the opportunities it created can be used.

China's Future

Singapore's Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew commented to

me in 1967 that "Mao is painting on a mosaic. Once Mao dies

and the rains come, what he has painted will wash away."

Now Mao has died, and the rains are coming. How much of
what he painted will be washed away is not yet clear. When I

was in Peking in 1979 heroic pictures of Mao still dominated
the cityscape, but the huge official posters carrying his revolu-

tionary slogans were being quietly taken down.
Certainly Mao's revolutionary ideas have made a massive

impression. The Communist Party remains China's organizing

force. Premier Hua still prefaces many of his comments with,

"As Chairman Mao said ..." Mao remains a god. But China is

changing, and the more it changes, the more the ancient mosa-
ic of China itself emerges.

Mao had a strong sense of history, and also a strong sense

of his own mortality. When we first met in 1972 it was clear that

he could see the end of his own life approaching. He wanted to

be sure that the directions he had set China on would last, and
he also wanted China to be secure enough so that they couki

last; so he took the revolutionary step of reaching out to the

United States and fundamentally altering the balance of power
in the world. One of the ironies of history is that this daring
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move has, since Mao's death, both enhanced China's security

and accelerated its turn away from Mao's own internal policies.

Mao made a revolution. He successfully won and consoli-

dated power over the most populous nation on earth, and he

used that power to bring about a series of social upheavals that

cost millions of lives and transformed one of the world's oldest

civilizations. But China was not totally transformed. One thing

that must powerfully impress any visitor today, in fact, is the ex-

tent to which it is still China. Mao did "change a few places in

the vicinity of Peking," and he did change much else. But mil-

lions of peasants still till the land much as they have for centur-

ies, and the educated Chinese mind remains the same subtle,

sophisticated instrument it has been for centuries. Just as China
absorbed invading barbarians until they became Chinese, so

there is good reason to believe that the communist revolution,

too, will be absorbed into the body of China. In fact, the pro-

cess has already begun. The question is how far and how fast it

will go, and how many reversals there will be along the way.

Among the great questions of the last decades of the twen-

tieth century and most of the twenty-first will be how long the

Sino-Soviet split lasts, how permanent the new U.S.-China re-

lationship will be, how far along the paths of pragmatism the

Chinese will go in order to develop their immense economic

potential, what sort of world view the Chinese leaders will hold

and what sort of world role they will play. Related to these is

the question of how long they will continue to go along with

the existence of an independent Taiwan. The answers to these

will depend as much on Washington as on Peking.

The Chinese know that we have no territorial designs on
them. They respect and want our technological and financial

assistance. They realize that we are the only power capable of

checking the designs of the Soviet Union. Some argue that eco-

nomic interdependence is enough to hold us together. This is

not true. Above all, the Chinese leaders want China to survive.

To them, this means maintaining an effective counter to the

Soviet threat. If, with our assistance, they become stronger eco-

nomically, this will help them to develop on their own the mili-

tary strength to defend their interests. But this is a long-term

prospect. In the next twenty years they will not have that capa-
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bility, and they are going to look closely at the United States to

see whether we have the power and leadership with the will to

use it, not just in our own defense but also in defense of our

friends and allies in the event that they become targets of Sovi-

et aggression.

If the Chinese lose confidence in the United States in this

respect, no amount of trade or financial aid will keep the U.S.-

Chinese relationship viable. China then will have to revert to its

historical pattern of accommodating its enemies and hoping to

absorb them.

Economically, China today is in a rush to catch up. The
task is one to stagger the imagination. Western experience has

no parallel: a billion people, most of them living almost as their

ancestors did centuries ago, with only a primitive infrastructure

of transportation and communication; a hostile superpower on
their northern border, and a heavily armed client of that hostile

superpower on their southern border; a population left dis-

trustful, cynical, and weary by decades of Maoist revolutionary

upheaval.

Yet with all the problems, there is reason for the Chinese

to be optimistic about their long-term future. China has enor-

mous natural resources, including vast reserves of coal, oil, and

other minerals. But more important, the Chinese have shown
themselves exceptionally able people. Wherever the overseas

Chinese have settled, they have been high achievers. Hong
Kong and Singapore are essentially Chinese cities. Taiwan has

staged a remarkable economic performance. Its per capita in-

come is three times that of the mainland, and with less than 2

percent of the mainland's population its exports are 20 percent

more. Throughout the Far East the influence and success of

Chinese merchants, bankers, and businessmen is legendary.

Only in mainland China itself have the Chinese failed economi-

cally, and the reasons for that failure have largely been political

and ideological.

Japan offers one key to what China might achieve econom-

ically in the next century. The populations of both countries

are highly intelligent and exceptionally gifted; both have an-

cient civilizations that combine great delicacy and grace with a

fierce martial tradition; both are highly disciplined and imbued
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with a strong "work ethic." But in their initial encounters with

the West, they responded very differently. Japan reached out to

absorb Western technology; China resisted Westernization,

fearing its corrupting influence. As a result, Japan was already a

major industrial power before World War II, while China was

still a vast, primitive agricultural preserve. But China is now be-

ginning to do what Japan did much earlier. Japan is already on
the verge of becoming the world's second greatest industrial

power—and China has nine times the population ofJapan, and

an incomparably greater wealth of natural resources. It will

take generations to bring the vastness of China fully into the

modern world; even as parts of its economy advance, perhaps

rapidly, others will remain far behind. But the potential is

there, if the Chinese show the skill and pragmatism to develop

it, and the patience to do so in an orderly way.

One reason for Japan's stunning economic success is that

it never hobbled itself with communist dogma or a socialist sys-

tem. But China now appears to be trying to free itself from at

least some of those constraints. If this trend continues, the eco-

nomic ceiling for the Chinese could be virtually unlimited; if

China reverts to a stultifying Marxist ideology, it will have no
chance to realize its potential.

Today's leaders have seen the mistakes of the Maoist era,

and they seem determined not to repeat them. Mao died in

1976. His body was hardly cold before the new leaders moved
against the "Gang of Four," which included Mao's widow,

Jhiang Qing. The "Gang of Four" were dogmatists, fierce

keepers of the flame of ideological purity. While not assailing

Mao personally, today's Chinese leaders speak freely of the last

decade of Mao's rule as a time of disastrous mistakes. The fact

that they do not defend the recent past but rather emphasize

the need to recover from its mistakes is the best evidence that

they can recover. Whereas politics and ideology were the previ-

ous rulers' touchstone for virtually everything, the present rul-

ers' assessments are far more pragmatic; they deal less in

abstract theory, more in concrete observation. Deng's motto

—

"Seek truth from facts"—might seem elemental to a Western-

er, but it is a radical departure from recent Chinese dogmatism.

At the moment, moderation seems to be winning out over rev-

olution.
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Today's top Chinese leaders are self-confident, sophisti-

cated, realistic. Hua Guofeng is a tough-minded pragmatist. He
speaks softly but firmly, with a quiet assurance. Deng Xiaoping
is more volatile, more dynamic; he gives the appearance of nev-

er being assailed by doubts. It seems a reasonable guess that in

charting China's changes, Deng is the more aggressive innova-

tor, while Hua quietly works to ensure that the changes are not

too abrupt or too hastily considered. But both give evidence of
having been liberated by Mao's death and the subsequent
eclipse of the "Gang of Four," which traded on Mao's name
and authority in enforcing a doctrinaire ideological purity.

Precisely what form the Chinese economy and society will

take in the years ahead is impossible to predict. The Chinese

are extremely subtle, which is one reason Westerners some-
times find them "inscrutable." Subtlety is one of the arts of

both diplomacy and statecraft, and it often provides ways of re-

solving, or at least skirting, otherwise intractable differences.

Already, the Chinese are showing great flexibility in their ef-

forts to attract foreign investment and to structure joint ven-

tures with Western companies. The officials handling this

—

who include business leaders of the prerevolutionary era

—

show a sophisticated understanding of the capitalist system and
of international finance. More capitalist-style incentives are be-

ing introduced into China's own economic system. In fact, the

willingness to experiment is one of the most striking features of

China today, and it seems to be rooted in confidence rather

than insecurity. China's leaders give the impression of being

sufficiently sure of themselves and their power to be able to try

new ways, and to learn from experience what works and what
does not. Westerners complain that the major problem they

face in trying to do business with China is the infuriating layers

of Chinese bureaucracy they have to contend with. This should

not be surprising, since muscle-bound bureaucracy is a com-
mon characteristic of communist and socialist regimes; ironi-

cally, it was also a major weakness of the governments of

Imperial China.

The Taiwan issue continues to be one for which no easy or

immediate answer appears on the horizon. The United States

cannot and should not back away from its firm declaration

—

made in the Shanghai communique in 1972—against the use of
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force to resolve the problem. While China will predictably con-

tinue to press for bringing Taiwan under the central govern-

ment in Peking, self-interest will strongly argue against any

resort to military action. Despite an enormous population ad-

vantage, crossing a hundred miles of open sea and making an

amphibious landing on Taiwan would be a formidable task for

the mainland Chinese. To commit the forces required would

weaken their capability to defend their long border with the So-

viet Union and jeopardize the new American relation. It would

not make sense to impose the mainland's primitive economic

system on Taiwan, which has one of the most prosperous econ-

omies in Asia.

If the economic and political system of the People's Re-

public of China continues to change, it is possible to imagine

ways in which the mainland and Taiwan might—not soon, but

eventually—agree on some form of reunification.

As the differences between the two systems narrow, the

bridge that has to be built between them will become shorter.

For now, it is enough that the issue be postponed, with neither

side accepting the status quo but with both sides living with it.

Different conditions will eventually create a different situation,

and it may well be one more conducive to a peaceful and volun-

tary accommodation between the two sides.

China's policies are dictated by what its leaders see as Chi-

na's national interests. It is abundantly clear, both from talking

with China's leaders and from the record of their actions, that

they are far less bound today in foreign policy by abstract con-

siderations of ideology than are most communist governments,

or than they themselves were a few years ago. They do see the

world—and they do discuss the world—in highly sophisticated

geopolitical terms; more than the leaders of most nations, they

now have a truly global view. Their chief concern is with the

impact of policies on China. But they measure this impact both

directly and indirectly. What weakens the Soviet lessens the

threat to China; thus they support a strong NATO. Vietnam is

a Soviet ally, and invades Cambodia; thus they make common
cause even with the despicable Pol Pot regime, and launch their

own punitive invasion of Vietnam to "teach Vietnam a lesson."

The United States is the chief counterweight to the Soviet



THE A WAKENING GIANT 147

Union; thus they make overtures to the United States, and
press us to strengthen our defenses.

How other countries organize their internal affairs is of in-

finitely less concern to the Chinese than the way they conduct

their external affairs. In this respect, China has more of a tradi-

tional great-power attitude than have most of the democratic

nations, and certainly far more than the U.S. State Depart-

ment's division of human rights.

Looking to the future, as China develops its economy,
builds its military strength, and becomes, as it may, the world's

most powerful nation, the key question will be how it uses that

power. The answer to this will depend, in effect, on whether it

becomes more Chinese than communist, or more communist
than Chinese. If for any reason the Chinese revert to their poli-

cies of the 1950s and 1960s, when they were bent on extending

communist control throughout Asia and the world, they will be

an enormous threat to the peace of the world and to the surviv-

al of the West. But if they continue on their present path of be-

coming more traditionally Chinese, then history will be on the

side of optimism. Unlike Russia, whose whole history has been
one of relentless outward expansion, China has traditionally

been the self-sufficient, self-contained "Middle Kingdom,"
which had neither need of nor interest in foreign conquests.

Which course China chooses may depend as much on the Unit-

ed States as on China. If we make it clearly in China's interest

to be, in this respect, more Chinese than communist, then we
will have served China's interest, our own interest, and the

world's.

The unrealistic euphoria that resulted from the normaliza-

tion of relations between the United States and the P.R.C., fol-

lowed by Vice Premier Deng's extremely effective visit to the

United States, has begun to wear off. American businessmen

who flocked to Peking expecting to make a "fast buck" selling

products to a billion Chinese have been disillusioned. China is

short on foreign exchange. The Chinese bureaucracy moves at

a snail's pace, and as Americans discovered in the Soviet

Union, it is exceedingly difficult for a private firm to do busi-

ness with a communist government. After a brief burst of "lib-

eralization," the regime cracked down on expressions of

dissent that threatened to get out of hand. The Soviet move
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into Afghanistan brought predictably sharp criticism from Pe-

king, but Chinese leaders have made it clear in other areas that

they reserve the right to pursue whatever foreign policy they

believe is in their interests, rather than always following Ameri-

ca's lead.

China has always been a mystery. The nagging question

now is, how deep is the conviction that led to Peking's move to-

ward the West abroad and away from doctrinaire Marxism at

home?
It must be remembered that for five years during the 1920s

Lenin's New Economic Policy encouraged and welcomed
American capital and know-how. Once these had served their

purpose, the Kremlin decided to go it alone and the Americans

and other "capitalists" were sent home. This could happen in

China unless Chinese leaders remain convinced that foreign in-

vestment is indispensable to their progress and security. This

in turn will depend on whether their new friends from the cap-

italist world avoid the temptation to put a quick profit ahead of

long-term investments that will make China's future progress

dependent on continued cooperation with the West.

The future direction of Chinese foreign policy is also un-

predictable, except in one respect—China will do whatever its

leaders believe will serve its interests. The Chinese like Ameri-

cans better than they like Russians. At present the Russians

threaten them and we do not. As long as they believe we have

the strength and the will to hold the ring against the Russians,

Sino-American friendship will be the linchpin of Chinese for-

eign policy. If our conduct in Asia or in any other part of the

world leads them to conclude that we are not a credible friend

or ally, they will, in the interest of their own survival, seek an

accommodation with the Soviet Union despite their territorial,

ideological, and personal quarrels with the Russian leaders.

The role the Chinese play in the future is as much in our hands

as theirs.

In dealing with the Chinese, however, we only gain their

contempt by appearing too eager to please them. They need us

at least as much as we need them—and probably more so be-

cause they are weaker and because our common potential ad-

versary is much closer to them than to us.

When I last visited China in 1979 the focus of its leaders'
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foreign policy concerns was on security, not expansion; they

were interested in internal development, not foreign adven-

ture. But they were deeply, intensely concerned with the Soviet

threat and with whether the U.S. response to it would be ade-

quate. The remarkably sophisticated global view they displayed

was not that of the empire builder seeking worlds to conquer,

but rather that of the world statesman seeking to maintain a

global balance of power so that other nations as well as his own
can be secure. If this view prevails into the next century, then

China may indeed be "a great and progressing nation" and a

powerful force for peace in the world. If we show that we are

strong and reliable partners in maintaining security, there will

be a better chance that that view will prevail.



7

Military Power

No one in any country has slept less well in their

beds because this knowledge [of the atomic bomb]

and the method and the raw materials to apply it, are

at present largely retained in American hands. I do

not believe we should all have slept so soundly had

the positions been reversed and if some communist

or neo-Fascist State monopolized for the time being

these dread agencies.

— Winston Churchill, 1946

It might be to our advantage to allow U.S. supe-

riority to fade away. . . . [If we had weapons superior-

ity], I suspect we would occasionally use it as a way of

throwing our weight around in some very risky ways.

— Victor Utgoff

National Security Council Staff, 1978

In 1959 defense analyst Herman Kahn published a book, On

Thermonuclear War, which received an extremely critical review

in Scientific American. Kahn protested, and asked the editors to

carry his reply, which he had entitled, "Thinking about the Un-

thinkable." Dennis Flanagan, editor of the journal, rejected the

request, and replied to Kahn that he did not "think there is

much point in thinking about the unthinkable; surely it is more

profitable to think about the thinkable." Flanagan continued,

"Nuclear war is unthinkable. I should prefer to devote my
thoughts to how nuclear war can be prevented."

150
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Perhaps the editor's preference was justified two decades

ago, when the United States enjoyed overwhelming strategic

nuclear superiority over the U.S.S.R. Perhaps then the Ameri-

can people could afford to live in blissful ignorance of the

dread facts of superpower conflict and a potential nuclear ex-

change. Such a conflict, such an exchange, could reasonably be

judged to lie outside the arena of the possible.

But the "unthinkable" has become not only thinkable, but

something about which we must think. The loss of American

strategic superiority requires that we understand the probabil-

ities and consequences of a possible nuclear exchange. Further,

we must understand the concept of strategic balance, which

could prevent such an exchange.

Nuclear superiority was very useful to us when we had it. It

will be mortally dangerous for us if we allow the Russians to get

it and keep it.

The fact is that a strategic advantage for the United States

and the West reduces the danger of war or defeat without war.

A strategic advantage for the Soviet Union increases the danger

of war or defeat of the West without war. With the spectre of

strategic inferiority staring us in the face, we must act now to

restore the balance of power so that we can deter Soviet ag-

gression and retain freedom for ourselves and all free nations.

And I must emphasize now, for the strategic balance is rapidly

becoming, in the words of the chairman of the Joint Chiefs,

"acutely dangerous," while our options for dealing with limited

local Soviet aggression have already been reduced in most

parts of the world to near zero.

The United States and the U.S.S.R. are the only two super-

powers. In nuclear strength the Soviets are rapidly moving into

a position of clear-cut superiority. That superiority is particu-

larly threatening because of two deeply disturbing facts: First, it

will be attained before the United States can do anything about

it given present programs and funding. Second, it will be char-

acterized by dangerous vulnerabilities in our deterrent forces

and by a gross disparity favoring the Soviet Union in the ability

to fight, win, and recover from a nuclear war. That means that

the Soviet leaders will be able to "deter our deterrent," and

threaten us more credibly with nuclear escalation than we can

threaten them. At the same time, the Soviets have an enormous
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advantage over us in conventional ground forces and in theater

nuclear forces—those designed for use within a specific region

such as Europe or the Far East. Their geographical proximity

to many of the prospective areas of confrontation—in Europe,

the Middle East, Asia, and Africa—gives them an additional ad-

vantage. The United States has traditionally been superior in

sea power, but the Soviet Union is rapidly closing the gap there

as well.

These facts paint an ominous picture for the West.

Nations tend to favor those instruments they excel at, and

the Soviets favor military force as an instrument of policy. Not
only Russians but communists in general have consistently

stressed the overwhelming importance of military might. Mao
Zedong declared long ago that "political power grows out of

the barrel of a gun." He also commented that "politics is war

without bloodshed; war is politics with bloodshed." Khru-

shchev defined his policy as "Only force—only the disorienta-

tion of the enemy. We can't say aloud that we are carrying out

our policy from a position of strength, but that's the way it

must be."

In considering the military balance between East and West

it is important to remember that the two sides arm for different

purposes. The Soviets have been engaged in a determined

arms race because they want strategic superiority over the Unit-

ed States, and every year their effort has continued to increase.

Our effort has not kept pace. It has, in fact, declined. In the

1960s the United States deliberately adopted the McNamara
doctrine of self-restraint, which was intended to induce a recip-

rocal Soviet restraint and lead to arms limitation agreements

that would benefit both sides. Instead, the Soviets have taken

advantage of it to further their own drive for superiority. The
Soviets have raced, and the United States has not; the result

has been a rapid change in strategic balance virtually unprece-

dented in history. Not only have the efforts of the two sides dif-

fered, but so have their views of the nature of the competition.

In the West arms are maintained as a necessity of defense; in

the East arms are maintained to achieve the expansion of Sovi-

et power. So the "arms race" is not a race between two con-

tenders with the same goal. It is now more nearly akin to the
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race between hunter and hunted. If the hunted wins, both live;

if the hunter wins, only one lives.

This imbalance of intentions affects the balance of power.

It gives the Soviets the aggressor's edge. The aggressor

chooses the time and place of combat, whether in the jungles of

Vietnam, a strike into central Europe, or an intercontinental

nuclear exchange. We have to offset this aggressor's edge by

effective deterrence, whether by the superiority of our forces or

by the skill and determination with which we use them. To cre-

ate an equilibrium in the conflict—to preserve our safety—we
need either more power to offset their inherent advantage or

clear evidence that our will to use our power to defend our in-

terests is equal to theirs. This is the context in which we should

consider the strategic balance.

For a quarter of a century American nuclear superiority

kept the peace. Now that superiority is gone, and if present

trends continue, the Soviets will have strategic nuclear superi-

ority by the mid-eighties.

What is superiority? In our hands it was the safety margin

that ensured that the Soviets would not risk a nuclear exchange

in pursuing their goal of world domination. In Soviet hands it

becomes the margin that enables them to proceed with local

aggression without expecting a massive nuclear response. It

also enables them to contemplate the final act in their drive to-

ward world domination: a first strike against U.S. military tar-

gets that eliminates our capacity to respond with a

counterstrike that would effectively neutralize their second-

strike capability. This would then leave them in position to de-

liver the ultimate ultimatum: Surrender or be obliterated.

In 1972 SALT I, with the Jackson Amendment, established

parity—in other words, equivalence—as U.S. policy. Parity is an

uneasy condition; because of the aggressor's edge, as long as

we live in a situation of parity, we live with risk. But parity is in-

finitely better than inferiority, and parity is something about

which negotiators can negotiate. Mutually beneficial arms re-

straints between the two major powers can only be agreed

upon on a basis of parity. Strategic parity is a situation we

can live safely with—but only if it is true parity and only if we

also have sufficient strength in theater nuclear weapons, if we
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have strong conventional forces, if we show will and skill in the

use of our power, and if we successfully link things the Soviets

want in the military and economic spheres with things we want

in the political sphere, most particularly with curbs on Soviet

adventuring. While superiority would be preferable, with those

conditions, strategic parity is acceptable, but only with those

conditions.

By parity, I do not mean some arbitrary and minimum "as-

sured destruction" capability. Parity does not mean accepting

wide divergencies between U.S. and Soviet capabilities. It

means that our strategic forces must be sufficient for the tasks

and purposes we set, and also that they must not be inferior to

the forces of the Soviet Union. Parity means that the Soviets

have no advantages that are not offset by U.S. advantages; no
capabilities that they could expect to exploit against us either

militarily or politically.

In military terms, this means that the Soviet Union must

not have the capability to win a war against the United States.

In political terms, it means that the Soviet leaders should not

think that in a confrontation they would have a strategic nuclear

advantage over the United States—and neither should the lead-

ers of any other nation believe that the Soviets would have that

advantage.

It is essential that the United States have, and be seen to

have, at least as much flexibility and sophistication in our forces

as the Soviets have in theirs—in addition to having simply as

much weight, or as many total warheads, or as many missile

launchers. In order to deal effectively with the Soviet strategic

nuclear forces of the future, we will require retaliatory forces in

sufficient numbers and with sufficient types of weapons to sur-

vive a well-executed surprise attack on them, and then to carry

out their assigned retaliatory mission in a way that will control

escalation, rather than cause it. That means they must be able

to penetrate Soviet defenses and destroy military targets in the

U.S.S.R., with enough survivable reserve forces to constitute an

adequate remaining deterrent.

With parity so defined, the Russians are not likely to

launch a first strike on the United States, and they are not likely

to engage in the sort of overt aggression that would be calculat-

ed to trigger a strategic nuclear response. Strategic parity gives
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us a good chance of keeping the nuclear genie in the bottle,

and ensuring both sides that nuclear weapons will be used po-

litically and diplomatically rather than militarily. But it does not

create a risk-free environment; it does not relieve us of the ne-

cessity to maintain strong conventional and theater nuclear

forces, able to preserve a local balance of power in each threat-

ened area; it does not unburden us of the need to use power, or

to deliver a credible threat to use it if challenged. The aggres-

sor's edge must be neutralized by the power and will of those

threatened by aggressors.

Parity at the strategic nuclear level makes it even more im-

perative that we substantially increase our general-purpose

forces and improve our regional capabilities. In the past U.S.

nuclear superiority compensated for regional imbalances in

conventional forces. When the United States had nuclear supe-

riority Soviet leaders had to be concerned that hostilities any-

where in the world might lead to the use of American strategic

power against the Soviet Union. But strategic parity magnifies

the significance of any regional Soviet superiority in conven-

tional and tactical nuclear forces, thus increasing the threat to

the security of that region.

Within an overall framework of strategic parity, the usual

play and counterplay of force and diplomacy goes forward on
other levels. Parity can be sufficient if we are strong enough in

other areas—theater nuclear forces, conventional forces, the

strength and cohesion of our alliances, the will and skill of our

leaders—to check Soviet adventuring without holding a strate-

gic advantage. If we fail in these other areas, then parity will no
longer be sufficient; then we will have to resume an all-out

arms race, and go all out to win. Otherwise we will lose.

From U.S. Nuclear Superiority to Parity

In the period immediately after World War II the United

States engaged in a process of hasty unilateral disarmament.

From 1945 to 1947 we reduced our conventional forces from

14.5 million to 1.8 million. This policy was justified in part be-

cause of our monopoly on atomic weapons.
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We learned in Korea that atomic weapons are not enough
to deter war waged with conventional weapons. The Korean
War, and what it signified about the global designs of the Sovi-

et Union, shocked the United States into building up both our

conventional and our nuclear forces and establishing a global

system of bases surrounding the Soviet Union. The Soviets still

maintained far larger land armies, and in 1949 they had ex-

ploded their own atomic bomb. They lacked an intercontinen-

tal delivery system, however, and the vigorous United States

effort enabled us to maintain unquestioned superiority in nu-

clear forces and the capability of projecting our power to any

area of the world where our interests were affected. Until the

early 1970s no one questioned that the United States was the

most powerful nation in the world. The existence of this U.S.

power deterred overt aggression and forced the communists to

go under borders rather than over them.

Because of this superiority the United States was able to

deter Soviet intervention in the Berlin crisis in 1948-1949, in

the Mideast war in 1956, and in Lebanon in 1958, where local

U.S. naval superiority also played a critical role. In the Cuban
missile crisis of 1962, the 15-to-l U.S. advantage over the Sovi-

et Union in nuclear weapons enabled Kennedy to face down
Khrushchev.

By that time a Soviet nuclear buildup was under way; it was

sharply accelerated after Cuba. Vasili Kuznetsov, the Soviet

First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, told his American

host, John McCloy, "You Americans will never be able to do
this to us again."

In spite of the threat of Soviet nuclear buildup, our own
programs leveled off. As recently described by a former CIA
analyst, "The U.S. approach under Secretary of Defense McNa-
mara was one of unilateral restraint."

In 1965 McNamara gave this justification for restraint:

"The Soviets have decided that they have lost the quantitative

race. . . . There is no indication that the Soviets are seeking to

develop a strategic nuclear force as large as ours." This was a

massive, tragic miscalculation. It was compounded by what Dr.

Fred C. Ikle, the former head of the U.S. Arms Control and

Disarmament Agency, has described as a "massive intelligence

failure." For eleven years during the sixties and early seventies
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the annual United States intelligence forecast grossly underes-

timated the number of offensive missiles the Soviet Union

would deploy, as well as their entire strategic nuclear force ef-

fort.

The increase of Soviet military power vis-a-vis that of the

United States is illustrated by a comparison of defense expen-

ditures. The CIA has estimated Soviet defense expenditures

over the last decade at 11 to 12 percent of GNP; other authori-

tative estimates place the Soviet defense effort in the 1970s in

the 14-15 percent range, with reputable estimates of planned

spending in 1980 reaching 18 percent of GNP. These higher

figures are doubly sobering because of the past CIA tendency

to underestimate rather than overestimate. By contrast, the

United States defense budget declined from 9 percent of GNP
in 1968 to 5 percent in 1978. Over the last ten years U.S. ex-

penditures for defense in constant dollars (discounted for infla-

tion) have fallen by a third, while the Soviet Union has

continued its steady increase year after year. Between 1973 and

1978 it has been estimated that the Soviet Union spent nearly

$100 billion more than the United States on arms procurement

and construction, and an additional $40 billion more than we
did on arms research and development. The problem is not

only the greatest peacetime military buildup since Hitler's in

the 1930s, but also a massive U.S. build-down. As Secretary

Harold Brown put it in the 1980 Defense Department Report:

As our defense budgets have risen, the Soviets have in-

creased their defense budget. As our defense budgets have

gone down, their defense budgets have increased again. As

U.S. forces in Western Europe declined during the latter part

of the 60's, Soviet deployments in Eastern Europe expanded.

As U.S. theater nuclear forces stabilized, Soviet periph-

eral attack and theater nuclear forces increased. As the U.S.

Navy went down in numbers, the Soviet Navy went up. ... It

is worth noting, moreover, that the growth in their defense

effort has correlated quite closely with the overall growth of

the Soviet economy, while the U.S. military effort has steadily

shrunk as a fraction of our economy.

It used to be fashionable to claim that the Soviets only

wanted to catch up with us. But in 1971 they caught up with the

United States in total expenditures, and over the past half dec-
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ade they have outspent us by three times in strategic nuclear

forces and by at least 75 percent in general-purpose forces.

Since personnel and operations costs account for only about 30

percent of the Soviet military budget, compared to 60 percent

for the United States, that differential is magnified when it

comes to military hardware.

Looking at conventional armaments only, we now find that

they have more major surface combat ships than the United

States has, and twice the number of attack submarines, as well

as a fleet of 70 potent cruise missile submarines—of which we
have none. They recently launched a nuclear submarine that

goes faster (40 knots) and dives deeper (more than 2000 feet)

than anything the United States has. They also have more than

twice as many men under arms as we have, and four times the

number of artillery pieces. We produce 40 heavy and medium
tanks a month; they produce 50 a week. In terms of strategic

nuclear forces, the CIA estimated in 1978 that Soviet expen-

ditures, exclusive of research, development, testing, and evalu-

ation, were three times those of the United States, and had

been two and a half times those of the United States for the

past ten years.

Since the mid-1960s, when McNamara initiated his policy

of unilateral restraint, we have not been seriously competitive

with the Soviets in the development of strategic forces. Since

that time seven new types of Soviet intercontinental ballistic

missiles (ICBMs) have been put into service: three prior to the

first strategic arms limitation treaty (SALT) and four since

1972, under the SALT I Interim Agreement. And yet a fifth

generation of new Soviet ICBMs is under development. Also

since the mid-1960s the Soviets have deployed four new types

of submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), three of

them since 1972, three new types of strategic submarines, and

the new long-range supersonic Backfire bomber, which is simi-

lar in many respects to the canceled American B-l, and three-

fourths its weight. In the United States we have put only one

new ICBM and two new SLBM strategic weapon systems into

production since the mid-1960s: the Minuteman III ICBM, the

Poseidon missile, and the Trident I missile, which is only now
coming on line. Otherwise, we have stayed with the B-52
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bombers of the 1950s and early 1960s, some of which are older

than the pilots who fly them, and with ICBMs that reflect the

design and deployment decisions of the early 1960s. We have

canceled the B-l bomber, deferred deployment of the new MX
ICBM by at least three years, and slowed production of our

Trident submarines.

From a position of unquestioned superiority in the early

1960s we have declined to what is at best a position of parity,

and we face decisive Soviet superiority by the mid-1980s. This

requires us to rethink the fundamental assumptions that lie be-

hind the American notion of deterrence. We are now forced to

think the unthinkable.

From Parity to Soviet Nuclear Superiority

For the United States and the West Mayday is the interna-

tional distress signal. For the Soviet Union it is the day of annu-

al celebration of the international communist movement.
Mayday 1985 could well see these two concepts blend into one.

Paul Nitze has pointed out with regard to the strategic bal-

ance:

Over the past 15 years it would not have profited either

side to attack first. It would have required the use of more
ICBMs by the attacking side than the attack could have de-

stroyed. By the early 1980s that situation will have changed.

By that time, the Soviet Union will be in a position to destroy

90 percent of our ICBMs with an expenditure of a fifth to a

third of its ICBMs. Even if one assumes the survival of most

of our bombers on alert, for sufficient time to launch an im-

mediate response, and of our submarines at sea, for a much
longer time, the residue at our command after a Soviet initial

counterforce attack would be strategically outmatched by the

Soviet Union's retained war-making capability.

In a speech at the U.S. Naval Academy Defense Secretary

Brown pointed out that the Soviets have been embarked for

more than a decade on a policy of building forces for a preemp-

tive attack on U.S. intercontinental ballistic missiles. The Secre-

tary added that by the early 1980s the Soviet Union would
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possess sufficient numbers of the new SS-18 and SS-19 heavy

missiles to assure the destruction of the vast majority of this

country's land-based Minuteman ICBMs in a surgically precise

surprise attack.

By 1985, it has been estimated that with or without SALT
II, the Soviets will have an advantage in their ICBM force of

over 6-1 in countermilitary capability, of nearly 5-1 in throw

weight, over 3-1 in numbers of reentry vehicles, over 5-1 in de-

liverable megatonnage, and equality in overall accuracy. The
net result will be a major disparity in our first-strike capabili-

ties, with the Soviet Union far ahead. The damage to our strate-

gic stability and to our security will be a self-inflicted wound.

By 1982, it is now conceded, our ICBM force will be thorough-

ly vulnerable to a first strike; our aging B-52 force (of which

only 20 percent is kept loaded and on ground alert) will be vul-

nerable on the ground and en route to target; our strategic

warning and communications system will be susceptible to at-

tack and disruption; and Soviet antisubmarine warfare capabili-

ties may not permit smug confidence in the survivability over

time of our submarines at sea, approximately 50 percent of the

force. In any case, the specter of an overwhelming Soviet stra-

tegic reserve—at least ten times our own after a first strike

—

would reduce the threat of retaliation from surviving U.S.

forces. And Soviet active and passive defenses would reduce

their impact if they were used.

As Henry Kissinger testified before the Senate Foreign Re-

lations Committee on July 31, 1979:

Rarely in history has a nation so passively accepted such

a radical change in the military balance. If we are to remedy

it, we must first recognize the fact that we have placed our-

selves at a significant disadvantage voluntarily.

At the beginning of the 1960s the United States and the

Soviet Union selected two fundamentally different approaches

to nuclear deterrence. The United States attempted to separate

deterrence and defense. But the Soviets refused to do so and

oriented their planning toward the ability to fight, survive, and

win a nuclear war.

In American thinking, strategic nuclear superiority and the

attempt to limit damage in the event of nuclear war were re-
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placed by theories of deterrence that emphasized the inevitabil-

ity of massive civilian destruction. These theories were linked

with an arms control-oriented belief that nuclear weapons be-

yond a necessary minimum lacked political or military utility. A
theory of limitations emerged that restricted the role of nuclear

weapons essentially to "deterrence only"—the threat of retalia-

tory punishment against an aggressor's society. This so-called

assured-destruction retaliatory capability came to be measured

largely in terms of population fatalities deemed sufficient to de-

ter an initial all-out attack. Assured destruction did not apply to

limited attacks, which was one of its major drawbacks.

It was then a short step to the assumption that Soviet lead-

ers saw deterrence in the same way, or at least would with some
help from the United States. An equally naive belief that U.S.

strategic efforts were the engine that drove Soviet responses

led to the conviction that U.S. restraint would be reciprocated

by the Soviet Union. If, according to this theory, U.S. action

produced Soviet reaction, then American inaction was the nec-

essary condition for reciprocal inaction. If the United States

limited its nuclear capabilities essentially to the requirements

of assured destruction, and if the Soviet Union were given the

opportunity to match this capability, a stable situation of mutu-

al deterrence would be created and this would encourage arms

limitation agreements. For this to work, however, the Soviets

would have to restrict their own strategic programs and objec-

tives to assured destruction and refrain both from seeking su-

periority and from challenging the assured destruction

capabilities of the United States. They did not. Instead, they

used the opportunity to forge ahead toward nuclear superiority

and the achievement of their own nuclear war-fighting objec-

tives.

The Soviets reject the argument that both sides in a nucle-

ar exchange would be losers. They believe that even nuclear

wars can be fought for political objectives, that with careful

preparation one side can win, and that the destruction that

would be suffered by that side can be meaningfully limited.

They believe that such a nuclear war-fighting, damage-limiting

capability is not only the best deterrent and the best strategy in

the event of war, but also the key to the effective political use of

nuclear force. If a nuclear power has not prepared itself to sur-
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vive a nuclear war, it cannot rationally or credibly threaten the

use of nuclear weapons against another nuclear power, for this

could be an act of national suicide.

There are three profound faults with the concept of mutu-

al assured destruction (MAD). The first, of course, is that the

Soviets have refused to go along with it, which alone destroys

the concept. The second is that it is strategically and politically

wrong. It leaves the United States with no reasonable options if

deterrence should fail, and it supports no rational political or

military objectives in the event of war. A rational deterrent can-

not be based on irrational responses. What future American

President, for example, would risk New York, Philadelphia,

Chicago, and Washington to save Berlin? The third fault is that

it is morally wrong. The United States should never place itself

in a position where its strategy implies that the deliberate

slaughter of civilians is a proper objective. Deterrence should

not be based on such a threat. These two basic objections, the

strategic and the moral, are linked. The Chinese strategist Sun
Tzu wrote in the fifth century B.C.: "What is of supreme impor-

tance in war is to attack the enemy's strategy. . . . Next best is to

disrupt his alliances. . . . The next best is to attack his army. . . .

The worst policy is to attack cities. Attack cities only when there

is no alternative."

While my administration sought a stable situation of mutu-

al deterrence and parity between the United States and the So-

viet Union, we wished at the same time to move away from the

reliance on assured destruction that had come to dominate

U.S. thinking and planning. We wished to restore the strategic

and political considerations that had been lost in MAD think-

ing. In 1969 we established four criteria for strategic sufficien-

cy, which in essence stipulated that an assured destruction

capability was necessary but not sufficient. In addition, we re-

quired forces that could assure stability in a crisis, that did not

allow the Soviets to attain nuclear superiority over the United

States, and that could be used to limit damage in the event of

an attack.

I tried in another way to move our thinking somewhat away

from assured destruction. In my 1970 foreign policy message
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to Congress I asked the rhetorical question: Should a President

in the event of nuclear attack "be left with the single option of

ordering the mass destruction of enemy civilians, in the face of

the certainty that it would be followed by the mass slaughter of

Americans?"

In my 1971 foreign policy message I provided an un-

equivocal answer: "I must not be—and my successors must not

be—limited to the indiscriminate mass destruction of enemy
civilians as the sole possible response to challenges. This is es-

pecially so when that response involves the likelihood of

triggering nuclear attacks on our own population. It would be

inconsistent with the political meaning of sufficiency to base

our force planning solely on some finite—and theoretical—ca-

pacity to inflict casualties presumed to be unacceptable to the

other side." I emphasized that we needed in our strategic

forces the flexibility and options to enable us to select and car-

ry out the appropriate response without having to resort to

mass destruction.

The need for options becomes even more imperative as

the Soviets imminently approach the capacity to destroy U.S.

counterforce capability. When they reach that goal, a U.S.

President, under the MAD doctrine, will have only one option

to exercise in response to a Soviet first strike—mass suicide.

This "deterrent" would be ineffective and immoral. Conse-

quently, it would lack all credibility and U.S. foreign policy

would be hostage to Soviet aggression.

For years the prevailing U.S. concept has been that nuclear

war could not and would not bring any meaningful form of vic-

tory, either military or political. The Soviet concept, however,

has been that nuclear war—even though it would mean a disas-

ter of immense proportions—cannot and must not be deprived

of strategic meaning. However awful, nuclear war in their view

must be survivable and some kind of meaningful victory attain-

able.

As Harvard historian Richard Pipes observes:

The prevalent U.S. doctrine holds that an all-out war be-

tween countries in possession of sizeable nuclear arsenals

would be so destructive as to leave no winner; thus resort to

arms has ceased to represent a rational policy for the leaders

of such countries vis-a-vis one another. . . . Soviet doctrine, by
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contrast, emphatically asserts that while an all-out nuclear

war would indeed prove extremely destructive to both par-

ties, its outcome would not be mutual suicide: the country

better prepared for it and in possession of a superior strategy

could win and emerge a viable society.

Pipes puts the issue in historical perspective:

A country that since 1914 has lost, as a result of two

world wars, a civil war, famine, and various "purges," per-

haps up to 60 million citizens, must define "unacceptable

damage" differently from the United States which has known
no famines or purges, and whose deaths from all the wars

waged since 1775 are estimated at 650,000—fewer casualties

than Russia suffered in the 900-day siege of Leningrad in

World War II alone.

The rise in Soviet power has given urgency to the differ-

ences between the two superpowers' doctrines in this crucial

area. Strategic victory and survival in a possible nuclear war

have become less credible than ever to Americans as the strate-

gic power of the U.S.S.R. has grown. For the Soviets, in con-

trast, the growth of their strategic arms and civil defense

programs has made their doctrine of victory even more plausi-

ble than it was before. Soviet leaders now seem to believe that

under favorable circumstances the Soviet Union could win a

war with the United States in which strategic nuclear weapons

were used. And within a few short years, the circumstances will

be favorable for them.

Most observers believe that it is unlikely that the Soviets

will launch a massive preemptive strike against our retaliatory

forces. But we must recognize that in addition to having the

ability to do just that, they will also have the ability to do less:

for example, to obliterate the American combat brigades sta-

tioned in West Germany. Their capacity to neutralize our retal-

iatory forces gives increased credibility to their lesser options.

This means that they might reasonably believe they could

launch a limited nuclear strike on our forces in Europe without

the fear they have had since the establishment of NATO that

the United States could and would retaliate with a strategic nu-

clear attack on the Soviet Union.
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American strategic superiority after World War II was

critically useful to us and to the free world because of our fun-

damentally defensive posture. It was the center of gravity of

our political weight. It was the trump card enabling us to use

our conventional forces to achieve political ends. It put severe

constraints on the Soviets, and forced them to be careful not to

provoke us where they thought we might react. If we allow the

Soviets to gain and retain strategic superiority, we must face

the fact that they would be greatly emboldened to employ pow-

er outside the communist bloc. If the Soviet Union holds strate-

gic nuclear superiority and thus dominates the threat of

escalation, Soviet leaders and others as well may conclude that

the United States will be little inclined to oppose Soviet expan-

sionist moves with military force, and will thus be less and less

resolute in confrontations with the Soviet Union.

The greatest danger in a period of Soviet nuclear superior-

ity is defeat without war. A voice from abroad, the London
Economist, speaks clearly to this point:

By the early 1980s, the growing number of increasingly

accurate warheads Russia can pack into its huge missiles will

put it in a position of being able to destroy virtually all of

America's land-based missiles in a single half-hour cataclysm,

while still keeping quite a lot of its own missiles in reserve,

ready for a second blow. ... If that Russian first strike did

happen, an American counterattack against the Soviet missile

system would have to depend mainly on the aircraft-carried

cruise missiles permitted under SALT II which would take

ten hours to trundle toward their targets—and even then

would destroy not much more than half of the Soviet launch-

ing silos.

This is not "parity." It is often said, quite correctly, that

even with these advantages the Russians would probably not

press the button for the unimaginable ghastliness of a nuclear

exchange. This misses the point of nuclear mathematics. The

point is that the Russians would not have to. If they know that

even a theoretical exchange of Soviet first strike and Ameri-

can counter-strike would leave them with more surviving mis-

siles, which would then hold America's cities hostage, they

would know that the American President would know it too;

and that he would be paralyzed by his knowledge as the griz-
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zly game of bluff and counter-bluff moved closer to the but-

ton-pressing point. This is the political reality behind the

apparently abstract calculations of who-would-have-more-

missiles-left.

In the Russians' favorite game of chess the queen plays a

crucial role even though she may not be used. On the chess-

board of international politics the queen of their chess set, nu-

clear weapons, can play a decisive role without ever being used.

Sir Robert Thompson puts it brutally well:

When World War III is discussed most people think of it

in terms of a nuclear exchange between Russia and China or

between Russia and the United States, either of which would

drag us all in, but it is quite pointless to think in terms of win-

ning the war by that means. . . . The thesis, therefore, which I

wish to propose is that we have been in World War III for the

past 25 years and that the long-range Soviet goal is to win it

without a nuclear exchange. This requires that eventually

there should be a strategic surrender by the United States,

brought about either politically and psychologically by a loss

of will and purpose or politically and militarily by maneuver-

ing the United States into a vulnerable and untenable global

situation, or a bit of both.

In the 1962 Cuban missile crisis Kennedy was able to face

down Khrushchev because of our decisive strategic superiority,

but by the mid-1980s the positions of Kennedy and Khru-

shchev could be reversed. We would be doing the bluffing, and

they would be calling our hand.

In political terms, as Stalin put it, nuclear weapons are

things that can be used to "frighten people with weak nerves."

And it is this dimension of will, nerve, and perceived will that

has grown in importance as the Soviet nuclear arsenal has over-

taken our own. Nuclear coercion, even more perhaps than nu-

clear war, is the real danger today, and it is heightened by the

wide differences between the Soviets and ourselves regarding

nuclear doctrine. These differences flow inevitably from the

different historical and cultural experiences of the two super-

powers and they mean one thing: the assumption that the stra-

tegic concepts of Russia and America are similar, which guides

much of the arms control community in this country, is dead

wrong.
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Arms Control

When I took office in 1969 the previous administration

had been devoted for some time to the idea of strategic arms

limitations with the Soviet Union, and for two years had been

actively seeking Soviet agreement to SALT. American strategic

arms policies during that period had been SALT oriented or in-

fluenced. The message of these was that the United States was

willing to forgo strategic superiority in return for a SALT-
agreed mutual deterrent relationship based on parity and mu-

tual assured destruction (MAD). This approach had the effect

of inviting the Soviet Union to catch up with the United States

in overall strategic capability. Unfortunately, by 1969 it was

clear that Soviet forces were being developed more extensively

and more rapidly than anticipated, and with characteristics that

did not conform to the requirements of MAD. In particular,

there was growing evidence of a future Soviet threat to Ameri-

can land-based deterrent forces. It was for that reason that I

decided in March 1969 to reorient the Sentinel ABM program,

with its emphasis on light area defense, to a new program, Safe-

guard, that emphasized defense of those threatened deterrent

forces.

We also continued the SALT negotiations initiated by the

Johnson administration—in part because we hoped to reach

long-term equitable limitation agreements that would provide

greater strategic stability with fewer arms. Congress and the

country were clearly not receptive to costly new strategic force

programs, as demonstrated by the fact that the Senate ap-

proved the Safeguard ABM system by a margin of only one

vote, and it took the heaviest pressure we could muster to man-

age even that. We needed to buy time, and also to test Soviet

intentions concerning arms limitations. If acceptable limita-

tions could not be achieved, and if the Soviets meanwhile con-

tinued their strategic buildup, we would have the evidence that

might persuade Congress to support the strategic programs we

would then need. We did hope that the Soviet Union would ac-

cept truly stabilizing arms agreements. We also hoped that

SALT would prepare the way for an era of improved relations

in which competition would be supplemented by international

cooperation and confrontation supplanted by negotiation.
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Early American proposals designed to stabilize the strate-

gic situation—to freeze the central strategic offensive systems,

to establish equal ceilings on them, and to reduce them—were

rejected by the Soviet Union. At the same time, Soviet strategic

force levels continued to rise. By 1971 our more ambitious

SALT goals had to be abandoned, replaced by the simple ob-

jective of securing Soviet agreement to offensive limitations

that would halt the continuing buildup of Soviet launchers. The
Soviet objective was clearly to continue that launcher construc-

tion until planned programs were completed and to limit the

U.S. ABM to as low levels as possible. The Soviets were inter-

ested in curtailing the U.S. ABM, for the general reason that

this was an area in which we had technological superiority, and

for the specific reason that the ABM would interfere with their

counterforce doctrine, since its primary purpose was defense of

Minuteman.

The United States took the position that our ABM require-

ments were determined by the extent of the offensive threat to

Minuteman; if that threat could be reduced, so could our de-

fensive requirements. That was the principle of defense-offense

linkage. In a broader sense, we were more concerned about the

continued growth of Soviet offensive capabilities. Therefore,

we could not agree to limit ABM without offensive force limita-

tions. The Soviets insisted on ABM limitations only. Because of

the Soviet buildup, we were unable to achieve offensive limita-

tions consistent with the levels of defense established. But we
did eventually succeed in getting an interim five-year agree-

ment limiting offensive arms coupled with the ABM treaty.

We were not completely satisfied with that offensive force

agreement. It allowed the Soviets higher levels than previously

deemed acceptable, and higher than those permitted the Unit-

ed States. But this simply reflected the realities of the situa-

tion at that time, and we intended that the offensive agreement

would last no more than five years. To emphasize this, the

United States added to the treaty a formal declaration that stat-

ed, "If an agreement providing for more complete strategic of-

fensive arms limitations were not achieved within five years,

U.S. supreme interests could be jeopardized. Should that oc-

cur, it would constitute a basis for withdrawal from the ABM
Treaty."



MILITAR Y POWER 169

During that five years we believed that Soviet advantages

would be offset by U.S. advantages, particularly in technology,

and that vigorous U.S. research and development and force

modernization programs would both preserve that situation

and induce the Soviets to be receptive to an equitable follow-

on agreement. We hoped that the SALT I agreement would
thereby promote a better SALT II agreement, and also buy us

time. We also hoped that it would have some moderating effect

on the Soviet buildup.

SALT I itself did not freeze us into an inferior position. On
the contrary, my administration welcomed and endorsed the

Jackson Amendment, which required a reinvigorated American
strategic effort, with aggressive modernization programs, as a

condition for ratification of SALT I. It also stipulated that any

future agreement should be based strictly on equality.

We moved to redress the strategic imbalance by pushing

programs in all areas of the strategic triad—the MX on land,

the Trident on the sea, and the B-l in the air. None of these

programs was inhibited by the agreement.

The B-l bomber was slated to complement our aging B-52

bombers, which were designed and deployed in the 1950s and
whose projected service life was to last until the 1980s. The B-l

was intended to be able to penetrate the most sophisticated So-

viet air defenses of the 1970s, and would have forced the Sovi-

ets to divert tens of billions of dollars to radically new air

defense systems for the 1980s and 1990s, a diversion that could

only have come out of money now programmed for more
threatening offensive strategic systems aimed at the United

States. The Carter administration's cancellation of the B-l in

the summer of 1977 may have been one of the greatest strate-

gic blunders this nation has ever made.
The Trident submarine was designed to complement our

Poseidon/Polaris submarine force of forty-one vessels, and

eventually to replace many of the older boats. A Trident will

carry twenty-four long-range missiles loaded with ten warheads

each. SALT II, incidentally, would limit Trident I to seven war-

heads. The Trident's missiles will exceed in range, payload,

and accuracy any of our present submarine-launched weapons

and represent an increase to a new order of magnitude in de-

terrent effectiveness and invulnerability.
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Similarly, the new proposed MX land-based intercontinen-

tal ballistic missile, when deployed, would provide a substantial

improvement in overall power, weight, and accuracy compared
with our present force of Minuteman missiles. In addition, the

MX was intended to be deployed in a relatively invulnerable

way, by being moved around from point to point. This would
complicate the Soviets' strike plans, greatly strengthening the

invulnerability of America's deterrent forces.

We also began to fund the development of cruise missile

weapons, to be deployed from air, sea, or ground launchers.

While it is a valuable weapon, the cruise missile is not a pana-

cea for all our defense needs. If optimistic projections prove

correct, we may have a very large technological lead over the

Soviets in this form of weaponry, but advocates of the cruise

missile as a substitute for heavier, more effective, and much
swifter weapons should ponder the rapid deterioration of the

lead we once held in MIRVing capabilities—that is, the ability

to put several independently targeted warheads on the tip of a

single missile. Also, while we still have no cruise missiles, the

Soviets already have thousands of them deployed.

Now the B-l bomber has been canceled, deployment of

the MX missile has been delayed by at least three years, the Tri-

dent production rate has been slowed (the first boat will not

put to sea until 1981), and cruise missile development has en-

countered unforeseen problems. The backbone of our strategic

deterrent force is still the land-based Minuteman III. By com-

parison, the warheads on the Soviet SS-17 are four to eight

times as powerful, those on the SS-19 six to twelve times as

powerful, and those on the SS-18—the Soviets' supermissile

—

sixteen to forty times as powerful as those on the Minuteman

III.

Soviet development of MIRVing technology, together with

the tremendous lifting power of their huge missiles compared

to the smaller size and weight of ours, means that they can

mount many more warheads of much more power on each of

their missiles than we can on each of ours. The SALT agree-

ments do not limit warheads; they only limit missile launchers

or airplanes. We must therefore face the grim reality that these

developments have fundamentally altered the strategic equa-

tion in favor of the Soviets.
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When the SALT II negotiations began early in 1973, our

objective was to redress the inequalities that had been accepted

by necessity in SALT I, and particularly to obtain reductions in

the massive 4-1 throw weight advantage that had been permit-

ted the Soviets. Our concern was that the Soviets would be able

to convert their throw weight by the middle 1980s into a dis-

arming first-strike option against our land-based ICBMs, our

submarines in port, and our bombers on the ground. In such a

situation the United States would have no response available

except for the completely illogical and suicidal response of at-

tacking Soviet cities with our small remaining force, inviting a

massive, certain Soviet retaliation upon our own cities.

The Soviet leadership stonewalled us in Moscow in June of

1974. They refused to consider limitations on missile throw

weight or reasonable levels of ICBM warheads. It was clear

they put much political value on a first-strike capability against

our land-based ICBM force. In Vladivostok in November 1974

President Ford encountered the same resistance, for the same
reasons, and shifted to the less ambitious goal of negotiating

equal aggregate numbers of strategic launchers, with sublimits

on multiple-warhead-armed launchers. The only way in which

SALT II could have meaningfully stemmed the arms race—by
limiting throw weights—was dashed by Soviet intransigence

and the lack of American bargaining muscle. We simply did not

have the programs to offer as counters to bargain against the

massive Soviet buildup. We still do not.

By the time of the Vladivostok negotiations, the strategic

situation was rapidly changing, and so were American SALT
expectations. Soviet momentum was increasing rather than

moderating. In some cases, such as the substitution of the

heavy SS-17 and SS-19 ICBMs for the light SS-1 Is, Soviet force

modernization exploited loopholes in the SALT I agreement

contrary to our understanding of that agreement. Increasingly,

their overall strategic capabilities were reflecting a drive for su-

periority and a determination to achieve a strategic nuclear

war-fighting capability that contrasted sharply with American

views of deterrence. It was clear that a dangerous strategic bal-

ance was evolving and that SALT would not change that trend.

The United States had to take more effective unilateral steps if
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it intended to avert a major imbalance in the early-to-mid-

1980s. The Vladivostok limits were acceptable because they did

not limit our ability to deal with the threat and because the

United States then intended to go through with the programs
that would do so. If arms control cannot limit and reduce the

threat, it must not limit our ability to deal with it, directly or in-

directly. By the time of Vladivostok the United States was de-

termined that SALT, if it failed to do the first, at least would
not do the latter.

The Carter administration tried to revive SALT with a new
comprehensive proposal of March 1977, which, if successful,

would have achieved some of the limits on Soviet throw weight

that we had sought in 1974. The Soviets rejected the Carter

proposal out of hand, and the administration quickly aban-

doned the effort and turned back to the Vladivostok guidelines.

Unwisely, however, the administration allowed the Vladivostok

framework to be expanded in ways favorable to the Soviet

Union. As SALT II congressional testimony has shown, during

the next two years the Carter administration gave in to the So-

viet position on nearly every important point. It also aban-

doned or delayed those programs that would have made the

strategic environment of the early-to-mid- 1980s safer for the

United States and more conducive to SALT agreements. Aban-
doned were the B-l bomber, Minuteman III production, early

deployment of the MX missile as well as the most promising re-

basing mode for ICBMs, on-schedule deployment of Trident,

timely and unrestricted deployment of cruise missiles, and the

neutron warhead. Ironically, had the administration not aban-

doned or delayed those programs, it would not have encoun-

tered the opposition to SALT II that it did, despite the major

flaws in the agreement.

On the basis of the record it is clear that the United States

and the U.S.S.R. have diametrically opposed goals in strategic

nuclear arms control negotiations. The United States seeks to

reduce the danger of war, or of defeat without war; the damage
to be done should war actually come; and the cost of arma-

ments. Negotiating balanced limitations on strategic nuclear

arms is a means toward these ends.



MILITAR Y POWER 173

The Soviets do not seek equality. They believe strategic

nuclear war might come, though they do not seek it, and they

are perfectly willing to spend enormous sums of money year

after year to prepare to win it. They favor arms control that will

limit the United States where we are ahead, but which will not

limit the Soviets either where they are ahead or where they are

behind and need to catch up.

The U.S. goal during the Nixon and Ford administrations

was to attempt to build a structure of peace with a negotiated

equivalency in strategic nuclear arms as its cornerstone, and

with sufficient strength in the other areas of national power as a

part of its foundation. America has abandoned that goal, and

with or without further SALT agreements the United States

faces Soviet superiority by 1985, possibly sooner. This is dan-

gerously destabilizing to the superpower relationship. One of

the original premises of the SALT process was that the two

sides would establish and codify strategic stability. This we
have failed to do because we have not kept up with the Soviets

by doing what we were allowed to do under SALT I.

Strategic nuclear arms control agreements are not an end

in themselves. Just as arms are required for a purpose, so must

arms control be pursued for a purpose. The Soviets arm to ex-

pand; we arm to thwart that ambition. Arms control will serve

our purposes only if it achieves what some have called "crisis

stability" between the two superpowers, while holding down
the levels of strategic nuclear arms.

Paul Nitze has described crisis stability as "a situation

where, in a crisis threatening war, there would be no significant

advantage to the side striking first, preempting, or launching

from under indications of attack." In effect, this means that our

strategic forces must have no vulnerabilities that the Soviets

could exploit by a first strike; our forces must always be able to

ride out even a massive surprise attack and retaliate in a variety

of ways, and still have enough left to strike again if necessary,

or to preclude any Soviet postexchange advantage.

Six indispensable conditions must be met before we make

any further strategic arms agreements.
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1. We must establish a strong position to negotiate from,

and we must bear in mind that it is better to have no agreement

than to have a bad agreement. The way to avoid a bad agree-

ment is to assure that the strategic situation is favorable to the

United States during negotiation, at the time of agreement, and
throughout the duration of the agreement. Arms control agree-

ments tend to reflect the reality of the two sides' respective

strength. If we want good agreements, we must establish the

reality from which they can emerge. Agreements against a

background of Soviet strategic advantage will only reflect that

advantage; they will not change it.

2. Any agreement we make with the Soviet Union must

not inhibit us from assisting our NATO allies to develop the

strength they need to help us deter Soviet use of theater nucle-

ar weapons.

3. Our dedication to strategic arms limitations must not

leave the United States, in case of attack or threat of attack on
one of our allies or friends—or on our strategic defense sys-

tem—with the sole option of killing millions of Russian civil-

ians. This position would be clear inferiority.

President Carter has stated that one Poseidon submarine

has the capability of taking out most of the Soviet cities in the

event of a Soviet preemptive strike that destroyed most of our

land-based missiles. This claim is not only wrong factually; it is

incredible. Since the Soviets would then have the capacity to

retaliate by obliterating every city in the United States, it is like

the threat of a man who says, "Do as I say or I'll blow out my
brains all over your new suit."

We must maintain sufficient land-based and accurate

forces to ensure an effective second strike, not merely against

the cities and population of the U.S.S.R., but also against its

military targets, particularly its ICBM silos with "reload" capac-

ity. Only through this capacity can deterrence be preserved.

4. Any SALT agreement must be strictly verifiable by na-

tional means without the cooperation of the Soviet Union.

5. Arms control must never be pursued as an end in itself,

in isolation from other goals. There must be linkage between

arms control and Soviet behavior in areas where they are en-

gaging in activities that are antagonistic to our interests. Con-

trol of arms cannot be separated from the threats that require
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us to maintain arms. If war comes, it will be primarily because

of failure to resolve political differences, combined with failure

of the United States to maintain forces to dissuade aggressors

from challenging our interests.

6. The SALT process must not inhibit the United States

from going forward with strategic programs that are (a) al-

lowed under the terms of an agreement, and (b) important for

the achievement of a responsible American strategic posture.

We can be sure the Soviets will do everything allowed that they

consider will give them superiority. We cannot deploy, use, or

employ for political effect or as bargaining chips missiles we
were allowed to build but did not. If the United States unilater-

ally makes a concession in the hope of inducing concessions on

their side, the Soviets take full advantage of this stupidity and

push ahead with their programs. Paul Nitze reports:

Senator Tower asked [Soviet] academician Shchukin . . .

what the Soviet side would do to reciprocate for our cancella-

tion of the B-l. Mr. Shchukin replied, "You misunderstand

us. We are not pacifists nor are we philanthropists." I am sure

Mr. Shchukin had in mind a third point but was too polite to

make it. "Nor are we fools."

We have been engaged in SALT for a decade and have

practiced strategic arms restraint longer than we have had
SALT agreements. The benefits originally expected have not

materialized. In fact, our strategic situation has steadily dete-

riorated. Clearly, our attention now should not be on SALT,
but on identifying and remedying the weaknesses in our strate-

gic posture as rapidly as possible.

The demonstration of American will and capability to deny

the Soviet leaders the strategic superiority they seek will have a

more restraining influence on those leaders in the long run than

a SALT agreement or anything else. It could convince them to

reduce their ambitious strategic aims because the costs and un-

certainties of pursuing them would be prohibitive. Conse-

quently, taking resolute action to deny superiority to the

Soviets is not only necessary to our own future security, it may
also in the long run be the best means to meaningful mutual

arms limitation agreements.
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The question confronting us now is: What can the United

States do to prevent strategic vulnerability and inferiority in the

immediate future? We now have few strategic programs that

will have any effect before the late 1980s.

There are some things we can do that would at least ease

the situation until longer-range solutions are possible. There

also are several strategic force options available for the mid-

range, including accelerating some of the present long-range

programs. Many of these options have been studied and pre-

sented over the past two years by a group of defense scientists

and specialists, the Strategic Alternatives Team chaired by Dr.

William Van Cleave of the University of Southern California.

The vulnerability facing our ICBMs by the mid-1980s could be

avoided by rapidly rebasing Minuteman III in the multiple ver-

tical shelter mode, originally recommended by the air force,

without waiting for development of the MX missile. The severe

vulnerabilities of our bomber force could be reduced by in-

creasing the alert rate, rebasing the force inland, and re-engin-

ing the B-52 Gs and Hs. The submarine force could be

improved by fixes to its communications and by accelerating

and increasing the Trident I program. Cruise missile produc-

tion could be accelerated and expanded. In civil defense, stud-

ies show that inexpensive actions could be taken to improve

that capability substantially within three years. I would add that

in the medium term the B-l program should be reactivated

both as a penetrating supersonic bomber and as a subsonic

cruise missile carrier.

Feasible, cost-effective, and timely options exist for

strengthening our strategic forces and reducing their vulner-

abilities more rapidly than presently planned. All it takes is the

determination to implement them.

NATO and Other Theater Forces

Because Europe and Japan are geographically close to the

Soviet Union and vulnerable to attack by conventional forces

with or without theater nuclear weapons, they have had to rely

for their securitv on the U.S. "nuclear umbrella." But now the
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Europeans and the Japanese see the spokes of that umbrella

breaking, and they are questioning whether, if rain came, it

would open.

Our major military problem after World War II was to de-

fend Japan, which we had disarmed, and Western Europe,

which was vulnerable to massively superior Soviet conventional

forces. In Europe we established NATO, which blocked the

Soviet advance to the west. In Northeast Asia we sent conven-

tional forces to Korea to stop the communist advance, and then

we kept them there to protect South Korea and Japan as well.

Our nuclear umbrella sheltered both NATO and Japan and

compensated for our inferiority in conventional forces. The
presence of our ground troops in Western Europe and North-

east Asia made clear the seriousness of our commitment to the

defense of Europe and Japan, and acted as a tripwire for nucle-

ar escalation that effectively discouraged aggressive Soviet

actions.

United States interests have not altered significantly since

the close of World War II, but our ability to protect those inter-

ests has. Though geographically separated, Japan and Western

Europe are two parts of one entity: that section of the industri-

alized democratic world that is threatened by Soviet military

force. Both prospered under the protection America's former

nuclear superiority provided. Both are now increasingly vulner-

able to military attack and to a crippling interdiction of sup-

plies. Both are essential elements of the Western alliance.

The Europeans will not be satisfied with general "indica-

tions" of American support, nor with "signals" of American
strength, nor vague "assurances" from the State Department
proclaiming strong transatlantic bonds. They will insist on a

clear and steady show of American interest in maintaining the

security and stability of Western Europe. We cannot afford to

be fuzzy, for as Raymond Aron has commented, Europe can

put up with an absurd and even an unjust situation, but it can-

not put up with an ambiguous one. History has shown that the

nations of Europe tend to gravitate toward a stable status quo,

even if that stable situation is otherwise less favorable. They
prefer it to the risks of instability. Thus they will demand a

matching American move for every Soviet threat, or they will

be tempted to seek accommodation with the Soviets.
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As West German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt said in 1979,

"Equilibrium is the main element underlying security. For

many years now I have regarded balance of power as the indis-

pensable precondition for peace and I now find that my convic-

tion has been borne out." If America does not ensure that

equilibrium, if a failure of our will leads to an alteration in the

balance favorable to the Soviets, then the European nations, as

well as Japan, China, and countries like Saudi Arabia, will have

every reason to fear and accommodate the Soviets. Such a

trend would be our fault, and ours alone.

Before my trip to Moscow in 1959 Harold Macmillan, then

the British Prime Minister, astutely commented to me, "Alli-

ances are held together by fear, not by love." Thirty years ago

fear of the Soviets brought NATO into being and overwhelm-

ing American strategic nuclear superiority and allied states-

manship held it together. Today that superiority no longer

exists; ironically, though, fear of a Soviet attack is less than it

was when NATO was founded. But because the Soviet Union

now has superiority in theater nuclear weapons and is rapidly

moving into a position of superiority in strategic weapons,

while at the same time maintaining its massive advantage in

conventional ground forces, the threat to NATO countries is

infinitely greater today than it was twenty years ago. It must be

met by a drastically revised military strategy.

NATO has always been, essentially, a military alliance to

deter the military threat to Western Europe posed by the Sovi-

et Union. During the last three decades NATO's success in

responding with flexibility and determination to the growing

and shifting threats has been very impressive. Recently, how-

ever, three basic conditions have changed so dramatically that

NATO is challenged as never before.

First, the new economic and monetary vulnerabilities of

the industrial world have led many people to regard these as

more urgent than the Soviet military threat. As a result, it has

become more difficult to sustain public and financial support

for the levels of military strength needed within NATO.
Second, former West German Chancellor Willy Brandt's

Ostpolitik, by accepting the territorial division of Germany,

seemed to lessen Soviet incentives to apply military pressures

in NATO's central sector. Although the Soviet military buildup
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in central Europe has continued, the Europeans do not feel as

threatened by the Russians as they did before.

Third, the growing Soviet strategic nuclear forces—and

the resulting vulnerability of the United States to direct Soviet

attack—have impaired the credibility of the American security-

guarantee to Western Europe. This is the central dilemma of

NATO. The United States, in seeking to negotiate a stable nu-

clear balance, has had to moderate its security guarantee to

Western Europe, which originally was based on American nu-

clear superiority. It is a dilemma for which neither America nor

Europe can be blamed—and it is not likely we can completely

escape from it. Still, the dilemma can be dealt with more effec-

tively than it has been.

For over a decade the United States has tried to resolve the

NATO dilemma by emphasizing conventional forces. With a

stalwart conventional defense on the ground in Europe, it was

reasoned, the Soviets would be deterred from invasion and
prevented from brandishing their military prowess for political

effect. To be effective, such a policy would require that any So-

viet attack be non-nuclear and that NATO's forward-deployed

conventional forces be strong enough to hold against a Soviet

conventional incursion, so that the Soviets would have to pay a

very high price for the decision to break the peace in Europe.

The Soviet military have a healthy respect for NATO's ca-

pabilities. In recent years, however, they have built up and
modernized their own forces in Europe to the point where they

now field the largest and most powerful military machine the

world has ever seen. Moreover, as the former Supreme Allied

Commander in Europe, General Alexander M. Haig, has re-

peatedly warned, Warsaw Pact forces have acquired the ability

to launch an attack without strategic warning. Senators Nunn
and Bartlett reported to Congress in 1977 that "Soviet forces

in Eastern Europe can initiate a conflict from a standing start."

The same report states that "As the WT

arsaw Pact capability to

attack from a standing start grows relative to NATO's defensive

capacity, so does the likelihood that the Warsaw Pact would al-

ready be on the Rhine when the NATO decision is made to use

tactical nuclear weapons."

Their geographical position gives the Warsaw forces an

enormous military advantage. U.S. forces, which make up the
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bulk of NATO's reinforcement strength, would have to be fer-

ried either across an Atlantic Ocean full of Soviet submarines

or above the Atlantic in an aluminum air bridge that might not

prove sturdy enough to bear the weight of the traffic. A 1978

computer war game simulation by the Pentagon showed that

the United States may not have enough airlift and sealift capac-

ity to get our forces to battle before it is all over. In the exercise

almost all our troops assigned to be flown to Europe got there,

but many of the heavy weapons they needed were stranded in

the United States. Also, within the simulated exercise's first

thirty days the army ran out of artillerv shells, tank rounds, and

several other important types of ammunition, partly because

stocks in Europe drawn down to dangerously low levels during

the 1973 Arab-Israeli War have never been adequately replen-

ished. Studies have shown that some European armies would

begin to run out of crucial supplies in days rather than weeks.

In view of the massive numbers of Warsaw Pact and Soviet

troops within striking distance of Western Europe and the So-

viet emphasis on surprise and a rapid, full-scale offensive, there

is a consensus that NATO's conventional forces would not be

sufficient to withstand an all-out Soviet attack, even if confined

to conventional weapons.

Even if NATO were to restore the balance in conventional

forces, there would remain the nagging question of the nuclear

role in European deterrence—or in actual fighting, if deter-

rence should fail. What if NATO's conventional defenses did

hold against an attack by the U.S.S.R. and the Soviets found

themselves stymied? Would they accept that stalemate as deci-

sive? Would the political goals for which they had launched an

invasion of Western Europe permit them to stop there? Or
would they then, having gone so far, escalate to the theater nu-

clear level, calculating that the Americans would not launch a

nuclear blow from the continental United States aimed at the

Soviet Union itself? The Kremlin leaders at that time might well

figure that we would not, for fear of a swift and certain Soviet

counterblow, which would devastate the nerve center of Ameri-

ca's military might: our land-based ICBM force plus our sub-

marines in port and our bombers at their bases. As former

Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger pointed out in a 1975



MILITARYPOWER 181

report to Congress, "the Warsaw Pact does not think of con-

ventional and nuclear war as separate entities. Despite a recent

trend to improve its conventional forces and to recognize that a

conventional war in Europe need not escalate to nuclear war,

the Warsaw Pact strategy, doctrine, and forces are still strongly

oriented toward nuclear operations."

Even today Soviet military planning calls for the possible

use of theater nuclear weapons in any war in Europe, limited to

theater targets in Europe itself. Their SS-20 missile and Back-

fire bomber are entirely new theater nuclear systems with inter-

continental capabilities, unmatched by anything in the arsenals

of the West. Their improved battlefield nuclear rockets and
their new attack aircraft that can carry nuclear armaments gen-

erally exceed in range, firepower, precision, and mobility the

theater nuclear capabilities of NATO. The purpose of such

weapons is to give Russia the nuclear upper hand in the Euro-

pean theater, in a situation in which U.S. strategic forces would
be checkmated by the Soviets' equal or superior intercontinen-

tal might. Moreover, Warsaw Pact forces have been extensively

trained for operations in a nuclear environment.

The Backfire bomber carries nuclear cruise and attack mis-

siles and covers not only Western Europe but also the Atlantic

approaches to the European continent. With refueling it can

reach the United States. The SS-20 is a mobile missile and
therefore virtually invulnerable. At the beginning of 1980 the

Soviets had approximately two hundred SS-20s deployed, and

they are adding them at a rate of one every week. Each SS-20

carries three very accurate MIRVed warheads, and its

3,000-4,000-mile range enables it to zero in on any target in

Europe—from Norway to England to Gibraltar. The SS-20 can

also be converted to a mobile intercontinental SS-16 missile,

capable of reaching the United States, by simply adding a third

stage to the two the SS-20 already possesses.

NATO has nothing comparable to the SS-20 or the Back-

fire. The 108 single-warhead Pershing-2 missiles recently ap-

proved for deployment in the mid-1980s have only one-third

the range of the SS-20s. If the Russians continue to deploy

their new weapons at the present rate, NATO will be even

farther behind than it is now in the mid-1980s—even after

our new Pershings and cruise missiles are deployed. There
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is a clear and present need to step up the modernization of

NATO's theater and battlefield nuclear forces across the

board.

The effort to deploy the neutron warhead was a first, ten-

tative step in this direction. That weapon would have been very

effective against the huge Russian tank armies. But its main

virtue was that it would have reduced the yield and the blast

component of battlefield nuclear weapons, as well as the

radioactivity problem; therefore, it would have very little effect

on those not in the immediate area of its prompt radiation: its

collateral damage effects would be minimal, so that political au-

thorities would be more inclined to authorize its early use

against invading tanks than they would the older and more
damaging battlefield nuclear weapons now in NATO's inven-

tory. Its deployment would have increased the credibility of our

deterrent and made war less likely.

In any case, our government's political handling of the

neutron bomb issue was clumsy. We told our allies we would

deploy it, they took steps to prepare their publics for its de-

ployment, and then we pulled the rug out from under them by

changing our minds and declining to deploy it. This about-face

was a major cause of the lessened confidence we now enjoy

among those who depend on us for their protection. The epi-

sode is one of the main reasons we now have to be so careful,

and so thorough, in repairing and restoring the "seamless

web" of American deterrence.

In the aftermath of the neutron bomb fiasco the most im-

portant principle in dealing with all theater nuclear issues

—

doctrine, design, deployment, and negotiation—must be the

protection of allied unity. Without NATO unity, and the resto-

ration of greater mutual confidence, the deployment of a mod-
ern theater nuclear force will probably be impossible. Certainly

any force we manage to assemble under these conditions would

not impress or deter the Soviets, either militarily or politically.

The tentative alliance decision to go ahead with the de-

ployment of the longer-range Pershing missile and the ground-

launched cruise missile has political value to the extent that it

represents an instance of alliance unity in the face of Soviet

pressure. However, the deployment has been linked to arms

control objectives, and this raises questions about its military
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merit. Some allies have been persuaded that the systems are

needed; others see them as instruments of future arms control.

This difference in perception is a potential source of alliance

confusion that the Soviets can exploit.

Modernization must take place on its own merits. If we ra-

tionalize a system even partly on the basis of its arms control

negotiating value, we raise justifiable doubts not only about its

military importance but also about our determination to go

through with the program. The military situation in NATO
must be improved before there are any major arms control

agreements with the Warsaw Pact. If we enter into arms control

agreements first, we run a serious risk—approaching certain-

ty—that those agreements will merely reflect and help perpet-

uate the existing imbalance.

The most important matter to be resolved is not the tech-

nical question of which new weapon is the most cost effective,

but rather the doctrinal division within the alliance. Some

—

mostly Europeans—see theater forces as a way to "give a sig-

nal" of readiness to escalate and as an automatic link to U.S.

strategic forces; others—mostly Americans—see theater forces

as a way to defend Europe, and at the same time to control and

contain a war in Europe without necessitating a nuclear ex-

change between the United States and the Soviet Union.

Ways must be found to reconcile these two concepts in ac-

cordance with the new realities of the strategic balance. The
"European" concept plays down or ignores the fact that giving

a political signal requires real military operational capabilities.

Moreover, it presumes that U.S. strategic forces would immedi-

ately make up for any deficiencies in NATO theater forces. Yet

the growing vulnerability of the U.S. land-based ICBM force,

the proliferation of Soviet targets, and the limited growth ex-

pected in U.S. strategic force programs, together with the

SALT constraints on American forces, mean that until these

trends are reversed the ability of U.S.-based strategic nuclear

systems to cover European military targets will continue to de-

crease.

In the view of many Europeans, the "American" concept

puts too much emphasis on limited nuclear warfare confined to

Europe, which is anathema to Europeans, and not enough on

the political necessity to maintain the strongest possible link to



184 THE REAL WAR

all American strategic systems. For this reason many American
proposals to improve NATO's theater nuclear forces—even to

the extent necessary to carry out the "European" concept—ap-

pear to West Europeans to be evidence of U.S. readiness to

consider a nuclear exchange in Europe without escalation to

the strategic level.

Both sides should understand that the common and over-

riding goal is deterrence, both of an actual attack and of the abili-

ty of the Soviets to exploit the military situation politically.

Deterrence strategies in a multinational alliance may never con-

form neatly to strategic military logic, but they cannot endure if

they do not conform to reality. While the link to American stra-

tegic forces is not, and cannot be, as strong as in the past, it re-

mains. The present degree of reliance on those forces, however,

must be supplanted by a stronger in-theater defense. Deter-

rence of a Warsaw Pact attack aimed at seizing Western Euro-

pean territory must be based more on the ability to prevent the

Soviets from achieving such an objective, and much less on the

less credible threat of retaliation by American strategic forces.

This is not American nuclear decoupling—in fact, battlefield

and theater nuclear forces will remain predominantly Ameri-

can; nor is it merely an attempt to restrict nuclear conflict to

Europe. Rather, it is an effort to strengthen deterrence.

The United States and its European allies must work out

the outlines of such a doctrine and the specifics of moderniza-

tion in accordance with it, with a firm grasp of our common ob-

jectives but also of the reality of the strategic situation. Certain

things can be agreed upon: While there must be some deem-
phasis of reliance on the American strategic force umbrella,

there must be no decoupling. In compensation, the theater and

battlefield part of the nuclear umbrella must be strengthened.

A new forward defense strategy and doctrine must be fash-

ioned to meet modern Warsaw Pact combined arms capabili-

ties. The starting point is to recognize the true nature of

Warsaw Pact doctrine. That doctrine is oriented toward defeat-

ing NATO's defenses and rapidly seizing territory, using tacti-

cal nuclear and chemical as well as conventional weapons.

To counter this strategy we need a theater nuclear force

deployment doctrine that will make absolutely clear the new re-

lationship of theater forces to U.S.-based strategic nuclear
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forces at one end of the spectrum of deterrence, and to the alli-

ance's conventional military forces deployed in Europe at the

other.

At the central strategic end of the spectrum U.S. forces to-

gether with longer-range theater systems must neutralize the

threat of such Soviet forces. Only the President of the United

States can spell out the doctrine of limited and selective use

that is needed to ensure the vital connection necessary to such

neutralization.

At the battlefield end of the spectrum a modernized the-

ater nuclear force will provide the main deterrent to massive

Soviet conventional or tactical nuclear attacks. This will be so

even if NATO's conventional forces are greatly improved.

NATO cannot realistically expect to contain such attacks with

conventional forces alone. But to be effective, the theater de-

terrent must be clearly able to halt a large-scale attack by the

forces of the Warsaw Pact, and to prevent the loss of territory.

It will require an ability to locate and destroy military targets in

the field, and their support in the rear.

This requires modernization of our posture across the

board: nuclear weapons and other critical military assets in the

theater must be made more survivable against surprise attack;

nuclear weapons must be modernized to enhance their defense

capability and reduce the collateral damage from their use (bat-

tlefield variations of the neutron bomb are essential for this

purpose), theater-range systems might be introduced to meet
the threat of the Backfire and SS-20, but not at the expense of

modernizing battlefield nuclear weapons; conventional forces

need to be modernized, taking advantage of new technologies;

deployment plans for combined nuclear and conventional arms

must be fashioned to make credible a deterrent based more
strongly on the ability to deny an aggressor his objectives.

Above all, a doctrine to guide modernization and to preclude

piecemeal force decisions must be devised.

All of this will be extremely difficult; more alliance cooper-

ation than we have recently seen will be necessary. The United

States will have to lead, but to do so wisely it will first have to

organize its own approach. This does not mean a repetition of

the mistakes of the 1960s, when our tendency was to force a

strategy on our allies; the solutions must be worked out togeth-
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er with our allies. But wise leadership is impossible without a

sense of direction, and one of the major reasons for NATO's
strategic confusion today is that the United States lacks a

firm sense of direction. Our tendency in recent years has been

to approach alliance military decisions piecemeal. This must

stop. A cooperative effort to renew and restore the reality and

credibility of deterrence in Europe can help build allied unity

as well as military and political strength.

The accession of Spain to NATO is vitally important. If

Spain's rapidly modernizing forces and key strategic location

were combined with France's growing cooperation within the

alliance, NATO would have the military depth it now lacks. The
United States has advocated Spanish membership since the ear-

ly days of the Eisenhower administration. With the passing of

the Franco regime and the evolution of democracy in Spain,

the West Europeans should now be prepared to incorporate

Spain into NATO. The Spanish people are hardworking, cou-

rageous, and able. The United States and the West need them

as friends and allies, especially since it is NATO's political unity

even more than its military posture that discourages Soviet

tests and adventures.

Turkey is a time bomb that, if allowed to explode, could

have a more devastating impact on NATO than even the up-

heaval in Iran. Turkey has no oil but it shares borders with

Iran, Syria, Iraq, and the Soviet Union. It controls the entrance

to the Black Sea and the eastern entrance to the Mediterra-

nean. It provides one third of NATO's sixty-six divisions. Its

500,000-man armed forces are second in size in NATO only to

those of the United States. For centuries it has been a target of

Russian aggression.

Turkey's economic problems are staggering. It faces what

Prime Minister Suleyman Demirel calls "the gravest economic

crisis in Turkey since we set up the republic" in 1923. It is torn

by religious strife and imperiled by radical political groups. Ri-

ots and assassinations are rife. Its government has long been

weak and unstable. For purely political reasons, the U.S. Con-

gress has been niggardly in providing military and economic

aid. If Turkey collapses, the south hinge of NATO will be torn

away and the effect on its oil-producing neighbors will be incal-
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culable. The NATO countries, including the United States,

must urgently develop a program for military and economic as-

sistance to ensure that this does not happen.

NATO and the Oil Lifeline

Sixty percent of Europe's oil moves by sea from the Per-

sian Gulf. Europe, like Japan, is far more dependent on oil

from Arab countries than we are. It was this consideration as

much as any other that led most of our NATO allies to see the

rights and wrongs of the Yom Kippur War in 1973 differently

from us. Except for the Dutch, who were hit by an oil em-
bargo for opposing the Arabs, and the Portuguese, who at that

time had African colonies with oil, they were reluctant to help

us help the Israelis, for fear the Arabs would punish them by

withholding vital oil supplies. Thus most NATO countries de-

nied landing and overflight rights to our air transports carrying

supplies to Israel, and resisted the diversion of military equip-

ment from central Europe.

The situation facing our Western European allies with re-

gard to their oil supply was admittedly difficult, and their con-

cern over diversion of NATO military stocks had legitimacy.

However, in retrospect, neither consideration justified their

lack of support of the United States. It is not only that their re-

luctance to support us in 1973 has gained them no appreciable

or permanent advantage with the Arab states. Nor is it that

their policies were shortsighted concerning the strategic rela-

tionship of Israel to Western European security. Their failure

to support the United States when it was acting in accordance

with what it believed to be a major national interest—and one

common to its allies—has ominous implications for the health

of the alliance. How viable is NATO if we cannot have a con-

certed policy to deal with major security problems beyond Eu-

rope? Economic and geopolitical considerations, particularly in

the Persian Gulf, are raising problems that, while beyond the

normal confines of NATO, without question concern NATO as

an alliance. And so far NATO has shown itself incapable of re-
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sponding as an alliance to such problems. It is urgent that we
develop coordinated, effective means of dealing with such

problems.

The key challenge here is not procedural or technical: it is

political. The Europeans' vital and legitimate interests in the

Middle East and the Gulf are more immediate to them than

American interests in the region are to the United States. The
United States, Western Europe, and Japan will remain heavily

dependent on oil imported from the Middle East and the Per-

sian Gulf for the remainder of this century, and the Soviets

know it. Soviet oil reserves are running low and they too will

soon need Mideast oil. They have an avid interest in the region

for these and other reasons. As James R. Schlesinger, who was

my Defense Secretary, said in his farewell address as President

Carter's Energy Secretary, NATO is "insufficient" today be-

cause "it offers no protection for the energy resources on

which our collective security depends." The threat is "stark,"

he said. "Soviet control of the oil tap in the Middle East would

mean the end of the world as we have known it since 1945 and

of the association of free nations."

Sooner than we would wish or might expect, it may be nec-

essary for European nations to be ready and willing to use mili-

tary force, in cooperation with the United States, in defense of

the West's vital and legitimate interests in the Middle East or

Persian Gulf. If so challenged, we have no choice but to do

what is necessary to prevent our oil lifeline from being severed.

A Western military presence in the Middle East or Persian

Gulf area need not and probably should not be a NATO pres-

ence, nor should it be under a NATO command. But there will

probably be a need in the future to devise ways in which a few

cooperating states could increase the readiness of their forces,

after alliance consultation, without requiring the cooperation

or even the assent of all.

The strategic position of the entire Western alliance

hinges today, and will for years to come, on the reliability of ac-

cess by Western Europe, North America, and Japan to crude oil

from the Persian Gulf; on the continued credibility of United

States protection and support for the key states in the area; on

limiting Soviet influence in the region; and on the avoidance of

war if at all possible. But these interests are not self-executing
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even though they are, to some extent, self-evident. It is neces-

sary to be prepared, and to be seen to be prepared, to join to-

gether to defend them.

The United States should also have the ability to intervene

unilaterally in this vital area of the world if the need arises.

Strategically located bases to counter the Soviet bases in the

area and a rapid deployment force would show the Soviets we
are serious about countering a threat by them to our oil lifeline.

The rapid deployment idea is useful for other volatile and

sensitive parts of the world as well. Senator John Stennis of the

Senate Armed Services Committee has pointed out why in a

colorful way. "We have more problems than just strategic

threats," Stennis said, so "we've got to be prepared for more
uncertainties" and have forces "that can go into the bayous" of

the Third World. Rapid deployment forces, if used intelligent-

ly, would provide the United States with the necessary flexibili-

ty to respond to the needs of allies around the world.

It should be noted, however, that the capability of a rapid

deployment force would depend on bases and prepositioned

equipment and supplies on land or at sea. Airlift could not

transport the amount of equipment needed. Above all, rapid

deployment force would depend on bases and prepositioned

we will lose at present levels of the naval budget.

Japan

The Japanese are in a position that is strategically quite

similar to Europe's. The threats that alarm the Japanese are es-

sentially from the Soviet Union: nuclear coercion, interruption

of sea-lanes between Japan and the Persian Gulf, and harass-

ment or attack from the air. In response to these threats the

Japanese can choose from three options. They could rearm,

both conventionally and with nuclear weapons. They could

seek an accommodation with the Soviet Union, offering to

trade their technical know-how for nonaggression. Or they

could continue to rely on the United States. For a few more
years at least they will pursue the last course. At the same time,

they can be expected to modestly increase their defense expen-
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ditures and maintain communication with the Soviet Union be-

cause our questionable stability as an ally has forced them to

keep their options open.

In June 1979 during the seven-nation summit meeting in

Tokyo, Japan was shocked by the arrival off Tokyo Bay of the

Minsk, the U.S.S.R.'s new aircraft carrier scheduled for perma-

nent Pacific stationing. This provocative gesture stole banner

headlines throughout Japan from the first international summit

held in Tokyo since World War II, an event that symbolized for

the Japanese their readmission to the circle of global powers.

Yet the presence of the Minsk underscored the delicacy of Ja-

pan's position. Former Prime Minister Eisaku Sato told me in

1970 that Japan was engaged in "a completely new experiment

in world history," by which he meant his country was bent on

taking her place as a major world power without significant mil-

itary strength.

Japan allocates has allocated less than 1 percent of

its GNP for defense as compared with 5 percent for the United

States and at least 11 to 13 percent for the U.S.S.R.—a smaller

percentage than any major nation on earth except Mexico. This

free ride on defense helped spur its meteoric economic rise.

Economists have estimated that ifJapan had spent 6 percent of

its GNP on defense over the past couple of decades, its GNP
would be some 30 percent lower than its current $1 trillion

—

which will soon be the second highest in the world, as Japan

overtakes the Soviet Union.

That same free ride has also made Japan very vulnerable

militarily. Its 155,000-man army is one-fourth the size of North

Korea's, its 44,000-man air force is inadequately protected, and

its 42,000-man navy is vulnerable to air attack and incapable of

defending the sea-lanes on which Japan depends.

Lee Kwan Yew, Singapore's Prime Minister, put his finger

on the Japanese dilemma when he told me in 1965, "The Japa-

nese are a great people. They cannot and should not be satis-

fied with a world role which limits them to making better

transistor radios and sewing machines, and teaching other

Asians how to grow rice."

The Japanese government, however, currently defines its

role as forging a wide consensus among key political actors,

rather than leading them toward a clear objective. At present
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there is general agreement that Japan's security is slipping, but

while the Japanese have made encouraging progress in

strengthening their military forces, they have not yet made the

very difficult but necessary decision to exceed the self-imposed

1 percent limitation on military spending. Unless there is some

jolt to the international system—such as a second Korean con-

flict or a Sino-Soviet war—Japan's force improvements will

probably be in limited areas rather than across the board.

Japan needs more defense, and it can afford it. The pres-

ent constraints on defense spending are political and psycho-

logical, not economic. It may be unrealistic to expect a Japa-

nese government in the immediate future to break through the

traditional 1 percent of GNP barrier on defense expenditures.

But even within that limit expenditures can and should be

raised, and Japan's leaders will have to work at preparing their

people for a greater military effort. Meanwhile, Japan should

compensate for its virtually free ride on defense by shouldering

a greater share of the free world's economic burden—in for-

eign aid, for example.

The cornerstone ofJapan's defense, however, will contin-

ue to be its alliance with the United States. U.S.-Japanese mili-

tary cooperation needs to be strengthened; this is in the

interests of both countries. A close partnership between the

strongest military and economic power in the free world and

the strongest economic power in Asia could provide the basis

for American political and military flexibility in the region and

act as a restraint on Soviet adventuring.

By means of more intimate naval cooperation, the U.S. and

Japanese fleets could greatly improve their coverage of the sea

lines of communication south ofJapan toward the Persian Gulf

area. If such cooperation were matched by similar NATO co-

operation in the Mediterranean, it would be feasible to deploy

a U.S. Fifth Fleet in the Indian Ocean. This could be done with-

out involving the Japanese in international political problems

for which they may be unprepared, and without lessening the

essential naval presence in East Asia.

Even assuming that Japanese air-defense, sea-lane protec-

tion, and early-warning needs are met, there remains the nucle-

ar threat from Russia. Nearly half of Russia's new SS-20

missiles are based in the Soviet Far East and cover Japan; the
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operational radius of the Backfire bombers based east of the

Urals easily includes Japan. Although the problem in Northeast

Asia is fundamentally the same as in Western Europe—a rapid-

ly rising Soviet nuclear force buildup targeted on U.S. allies

—

the solution for Japan cannot be the same as for NATO, be-

cause Japan cannot yet accept the basing of theater nuclear

forces on its soil. The United States could provide longer-

range theater coverage of Northeast Asia by submarine-based

and land-based cruise missiles deployed from bases on our own
soil. One of the major deficiencies ofSALT II is that the protocol

would limit the range of such missiles to 600 kilometers. The
United States will have to deploy long-range land-based and

sea-based missiles in the Western Pacific as part of a modern-
ized theater nuclear force.

The defense of Korea is also indispensable to the security

of Japan. I vividly recall a conversation I had with Whittaker

Chambers when North Korea invaded South Korea. He strong-

ly supported the U.S.-U.N. action. He said, "WT

hat we must re-

alize is that for the communists the war is not about Korea but

about Japan." A Korea overrun by the communists would be

like a dagger pointed at the heart ofJapan. In view of present

world developments the United States should strengthen rath-

er than weaken its own forces in South Korea. It also should

avoid the mistake we made in Iran of undermining a friendly

government because it does not make progress toward Ameri-

can-style democracy as fast as we would like.

Finally, for East Asia as for Western Europe, it is absolute-

ly essential that the United States clarify its strategic nuclear

doctrine in ways that bolster the nuclear umbrella rather than

collapse it. This strategic initiative would serve our own direct

national interest, as well as the interest of our friends and al-

lies—and at absolutely no cost to us.

If we fail to renovate and strengthen our alliance with the

Japanese, we will force them either to go it alone or to seek an

accommodation with the Soviets. The Japanese do not want to

turn to the Soviet Union. Japan is part of the free world. The
United States is an enormously larger customer for her prod-

ucts than is the Soviet Union. And while the United States re-

turned Okinawa to Japan in 1970, the Soviet Union adamantly

refuses even to discuss the return of Japan's northern islands,

which it seized after World War II, and is even defiantly in-
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creasing its military presence on them. But above all, Japan
does not want to be on the losing side again. If the Japanese

lose confidence in the credibility of the American deterrent,

they will be sorely tempted to make the best deal they can with

the Soviets. The geopolitical impact of such a development

would be catastrophic for the West.

The outcome is a question of our policy, not of Soviet poli-

cy. We possess the ability to consolidate the West's position in

Asia. We must use that ability to the hilt to protect both our

own interests and the interests of our friends and allies in Asia.

Naval Power

The event that dramatically symbolized the fact that the

United States had become a world power was President Theo-

dore Roosevelt's action seventy-five years ago in sending the

"Great White Fleet" around the world. It is ironic that the de-

cline of the United States as a world power may be marked by

another naval milestone: by our losing our unquestioned supe-

riority over the Soviet Union in naval power.

The United States is an "island" country and therefore a

sea power; the Soviet Union, situated in the center of the Eur-

asian heartland, is basically a land power. As a land power, the

U.S.S.R. can reasonably be expected to maintain superior

ground forces along its long borders with potential adversaries.

As an island sea power, dependent on oceangoing commerce
and on sea lines of communication with our allies, the United

States must insist on decisive superiority on the waterways of

the world.

While we have not sought to challenge the Soviet's "natu-

ral" advantages on the land, they have not reciprocated by con-

ceding our title to the seas. Instead they have vigorously

pursued a naval program designed to cripple our advantage on

the oceans in case of conflict—a program that gives them mo-
bility while it seeks to deny us that very quality. Historically, the

Soviet Navy has been unimportant. Now that has changed.

Just as the Soviet strategic buildup was paralleled by a U.S.

strategic demobilization, the same pattern has been followed

with the two sides' navies: the Soviets built, we mothballed.
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From an unimportant coastal naval power at the end of

World War II, the Soviet Union has grown to a major global

naval power today. The Soviets now have the world's largest

and most modern surface navy, its largest fleet of attack subma-

rines, and its largest fleet of ballistic missile-carrying subma-

rines. Recently the Soviets have doubled the size of their

largest cruisers and started production of their first nuclear at-

tack carriers, a major new step in their program of naval expan-

sion.

Soviet warships already operate regularly, not only in the

Atlantic and the Pacific, but also in the Indian Ocean, in the

Mediterranean, and in the Caribbean. Not only does the Soviet

Navy threaten our own naval superiority and the security of our

sea-lanes; it also is becoming a central element in the U.S.S.R.'s

rapidly growing capacity to project its military power, quickly

and flexibly, into the most distant and remote areas of the

globe. Perhaps the most telling sign of Soviet intentions is the

vast expansion of their shipyards. Only half of their shipyard

capacity is now being utilized, which leaves room for huge in-

creases in shipbuilding in the future.

Even as the Soviets were building and deploying a power-

ful counterforce to our navy, the United States was saving them

much of the trouble. In the last decade we cut the number of

our ships by more than half, from 976 in 1968 to 453 in 1978.

Admiral James L. Holloway, then chief of naval operations, re-

ported in 1978 that in a sea war "which involved Soviet com-

batants in both the Atlantic and Pacific our prospects for

success for sea control would be marginal."

The commander-in-chief of the Soviet Navy, Admiral Ser-

gei Gorshkov, boasts, "The flag of the Soviet navy flies over the

oceans of the world. Sooner or later the United States will have

to understand that it no longer has mastery of the seas."

Gorshkov may overrate his own accomplishments and un-

derrate our superiority in carriers. But the fact remains that the

Soviet Navy has soared to a position of second best in the

world, and is moving rapidly toward becoming number one.

This would be a disaster for the United States, and there is no

time to lose if we are to avert it.

In a foreword to the 1979-1980 edition, the editor of the

authoritative Jane i Fighting Ships warns of the significance of
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these developments. He says that failure to counter Soviet

moves into countries "in which there can be no reason for their

presence other than plans for expansion and eventual control"

is allowing the U.S.S.R. to establish a series of bases remark-

ably similar to those used by the British empire at the turn of

the century. He concludes:

By dropping the shield of maritime security the Western

leaders have so weakened their own position that they are

moving towards a position of vulnerability to blackmail.

The results of the blackmail? Deprivation of raw materi-

als, markets and the freedom of those friends who are not

strong enough to guarantee their own security.

The Soviets are prepared to maintain at least a 775-ship

navy for the foreseeable future. The U.S. target for the mid-

1980s is only 525 ships. While the U.S. Navy is barely manag-

ing to avoid further budget cuts, the Soviets are building four

new cruiser classes, at least two new aircraft carriers, and every

six weeks a new submarine. The United States does not have to

match the Soviet Union ship for ship; we have major seafaring

allies and they do not. It should be noted again, though, that

we have a significant problem in obtaining those allies' cooper-

ation in areas where they are reluctant to be seen to be in-

volved with us—as in the Mideast in 1973. And the U.S.S.R. has

one unique advantage: its fishing fleet and merchant marine

are integrated with its navy. "Nonmilitary" Soviet trawlers

have traditionally served as the eyes and ears of the Soviet Navy

off our coasts.

For all these reasons, we have to make a very substantial

effort to increase the size of our naval forces and to modernize

them. A recent Atlantic Council study demonstrated that a

U.S. shipbuilding and aircraft procurement of an additional

$10 billion annually would be required to support a 600-ship

navy. This figure is probably the minimum that would be need-

ed. The study also showed that the other members of the alli-

ance should collectively be able to maintain another 600-ship

navy for approximately $6 billion additional annually, after a

period of modernization. These levels appear consistent with

total alliance defense spending and should provide combined

navies capable of handling the 775-ship threat of the Soviet

Navy, if that should ever become necessary. We need a single

policy that clearly specifies for each alliance country the future
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role and mission of its navy, a strategy for carrying it out, and a

commensurate construction program for the next ten to twenty

years. Nothing short of that will be adequate.

The allied nations have a common area of interest in that

we all depend on open sea-lanes for our continued prosperity,

indeed for our very survival. The interconnected one-world

ocean, that body of water that makes the earth look blue from

space, links America and Europe and provides contact between

the West and the rest of the world. As Harold Macmillan has

said, Asia and Africa are the two great lungs by which Western

culture breathes; the oceans of the world are the arteries that

carry the life-giving oxygen from these lungs to us.

The artery that leads directly from these twin lungs is the

Indian Ocean. Many Americans, if asked to name the five

oceans that go with the seven seas, would not get much further

than the Atlantic and the Pacific. Another ocean we should start

thinking more about is the Indian. In 1968, within a month
after the British announced they were withdrawing from "East

of Suez," Admiral Gorshkov was in India testing the political

waters. Soon afterward the Soviet Navy began making itself at

home in the Indian Ocean, and by 1976 the Soviets were

spending five times as many ship-days there as we were; in

1979 they maintained eighteen to twenty ships in these waters.

The Indian Ocean contains many of the key choke points

through which the commercial and military ships of the world

must pass. The Straits of Hormuz control traffic in and out of

the Persian Gulf; the Suez Canal and the Bab el Mandeb Straits

control transit to the Mediterranean; the Straits of Malacca,

passage to Japan and the Pacific. With Soviet-backed groups

sweeping to power all around the borders of the Indian

Ocean's "crescent of crisis," and Soviet ships steaming back

and forth across its expanses, the Indian Ocean may one day

become a "Red Sea."

America has permanent fleets in the Atlantic, the Pacific,

and the Mediterranean—all areas of vital and legitimate inter-

est to the United States. In view of the British pullback and the

heightened importance of the Indian Ocean, we must, in

league with our allies, work out an arrangement to station an

American Fifth Fleet there. This, together with the British,
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French, and Australian navies, would be a stabilizing force in

the area.

The West—and the United States unilaterally—must build

up its naval strength to be able to defend those sea routes that

are vital to it.

The Nixon Doctrine

More nuclear bombs, unquestioned military superiority,

and massively superior economic strength will not deter revo-

lutionary war, terrorism, or other forms of communist aggres-

sion that fall short of conventional war. The United States, our

allies, and friends must develop power commensurate with the

power being used against us. It makes no sense to try to use a

sledgehammer to kill a fly. That kind of enemy calls for a less

powerful but more effective weapon—a fly swatter.

In these situations it is not the balance of power in the ar-

senal that counts, it is the balance of power on the battlefield. If

we are relatively equal to the Soviet Union in nuclear arms, but

the Soviets have 5,000 Cubans, or even 500 agitators and ter-

rorists, where we have no countervailing force, then the bal-

ance of power on the scene is massively on their side. Local

defense forces are the ones best equipped to deal with these

low-level threats, but if the aggressor is receiving aid from out-

side, those defending their freedom must also have access to

aid from outside.

The Nixon Doctrine provided that the United States would

supply arms and assistance to nations threatened by aggres-

sion, if they were willing to assume the primary responsibility

for providing the manpower necessary for their defense.

Some Americans have an almost theological aversion to

having the United States sell arms abroad. But those who argue

against supplying our friends with the arms they need to de-

fend themselves ignore one very important point. There is al-

most no case on record since World War II in which arms

provided by the United States have been used by the country

receiving them for purposes of aggression. Soviet arms are the

ones that have been consistently used to break the peace.
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Whether we like it or not, most countries need arms, and
this is especially true of those in the path of Soviet ambition.

Many of these nations have unfriendly neighbors. In much of

the world democracy is weak or nonexistent and the army is es-

sential to internal stability. These simply are facts of life. An-
other fact of life is that the Soviets are willing arms merchants,

wherever arms sales can give them a foot in the door.

The Soviets cannot match the West in terms of the prom-
ise of economic progress, and their ideology has little appeal.

But if the leader of a threatened or unstable nation finds that

the only way he can retain power is to turn to them, he will do
so. Some leaders who have broken with the Soviet Union may
be forced to return to the Soviet fold if the United States does

not provide them with an alternative source of arms. We must
not leave such leaders with that sort of Hobson's choice.

Now that the Soviet Union is pouring Russian arms and
Cuban troops into Africa, some in the West argue that we
should not aid the targets of this new aggression because in the

end the Soviets will dig their own graves in Angola, Ethiopia,

Afghanistan and elsewhere. But this will not happen. The Sovi-

ets are ruthless in the use of power; they are expert at digging

graves for others. Even the staunchest local resistance cannot

hold out indefinitely against an aggressor who is better armed.

Colin Legum, a British expert on Africa, writes, "A new
phrase is creeping into the language of Marxists in the third

world: 'superior arms.' The argument among those advocating

revolutionary change is that, in choosing your 'strategic allies,'

it is necessary to be sure that they possess 'superior arms.'
'

Reliable delivery of military supplies is of crucial concern

to the leaders of Third World nations. The Soviets stand by

their friends in this regard. It is both stupid and dangerous for

the United States to curtail arms sales to our friends while the

Soviets supply the enemies of our friends.

It is ironic that the Soviets have had enormous success

since World War II with their own version of the Nixon Doc-

trine. In Vietnam, they helped their allies by providing the

arms; we helped our allies by providing both the arms and a

large proportion of the men. More than 110,000 Americans
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were killed as a result of wars with Soviet-supported communist

forces in Korea and Vietnam. The Russians suffered no casual-

ties in those conflicts.

The interests of the United States and of our friends and

allies require that we provide threatened nations with the aid

they need to defend themselves. World conditions still require

that the basic elements of the Nixon Doctrine be fully imple-

mented. We must have the strategic nuclear power to hold the

ring against the Soviets whenever they seek to extend their

domination. We must keep our treaty commitments by having

adequate conventional and theater nuclear power. When the

Soviets resort to indirect aggression by support of revolution-

arv war, we can avoid more Yietnams by providing military and

economic assistance to our friends so that they will be able to

defend themselves without our assuming the burden of fighting

the war for them.

Meeting the Cost

The notion that government spends more for arms than

for social programs is a myth. The total defense budget today is

less than 5 percent of our GNP and less than 25 percent of the

federal budget compared with peaks of 12-13 percent and 61

percent, respectively, at the height of the Korean War. While

defense spending has gone down since 1965 from 7 to 5 per-

cent of GNP, federal, state, and local spending on social wel-

fare programs has gone up from 12 percent to 21 percent

—

four times as much as we spend on defense.

As Michael Novak has pointed out, "Free societies are not

natural to this planet. They have arisen onlv rarely in human
history and commonly they have collapsed in the face of superi-

or barbaric force. . . . The alleged superior morality of the stat-

ists—who desire more funds for the bureaucracy of poverty

and less for the bureaucracy of defense—may not be as moral

as the statists like to believe."

Dr. Fritz Kraemer, Henry Kissinger's early mentor, graphi-

cally illustrates the problem. "It is a question of priorities," he
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once told me. "If I have a house in the valley and there is a leak

in the dam in the mountains, repairing the leak must come be-

fore adding a room or buying a Picasso for my house."

Marshal of the Royal Air Force Sir John Slessor put this

"question of priorities" in capsule form: "The most important

social service a government can render its people is to keep

them alive and free."

In the mid-1980s, assuming present projected defense

spending in the United States and the U.S.S.R., the West will

face a situation of maximum danger. The Soviets will have un-

questioned superiority in strategic and theater nuclear weap-

ons, overwhelming superiority in ground and air forces, and at

least equality in naval forces.

The current administration's proposed 5 percent increase

in defense spending, even if a real 5 percent, is totally inade-

quate to meet that threat. Rather than fixing on such arbitrary

and minor percentage increases, we should examine our mili-

tary requirements and determine the funding necessary to

meet them, given a reasonable and coherent set of priorities.

But even a cursory summary of our needs demonstrates that a 5

percent increase is far too little at this late stage.

With or without further SALT agreements we must in-

crease our strategic nuclear power so that after a possible first

strike we have enough ground-based missiles to liquidate the

remaining Soviet ground-based missiles, destroy all important

military targets, and still have a survivable reserve force equal

or superior to that of the Soviet Union. In addition, we must
improve our capability to protect our civilian population. Oth-

erwise we will be blackmailed into surrender since the option of

mutual mass destruction of civilian populations will not be

credible.

We must restore parity between NATO's and the Warsaw
Pact's theater nuclear and conventional capability, and assure

that our key forces can survive even a surprise attack.

We must provide the arms and assistance needed by our

friends and allies to meet threats they face from forces supplied

by the Soviet Union and its allies, whether those threats are in-

ternal or external.

As a land power with two fronts, the Soviet Union may be

expected to have overall superior conventional land forces. But
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we are a sea power, and therefore we must strengthen our navy

to ensure that we will have unquestioned superiority at sea.

Our own security, and that of every nation using the world's

sea-lanes, depends on that superiority.

We cannot do what is needed without cost, both socially

and financially.

I considered the end of the draft in 1973 to be one of the

major achievements of my administration. Now seven years lat-

er, I have reluctantly concluded that we should reintroduce

the draft. The need for the United States to project a strong

military posture is now urgent, and the volunteer army has

failed to provide enough personnel of the caliber we need for

our highly sophisticated armaments. Its burden should be

shared equally by all strata of society, with random selection

and as few deferments as possible. Even so, it will cause hard-

ships, and whatever its form, the draft is inherently unfair; it

can only be justified by necessity. But as we look at the 1980s,

necessity stares us in the face: we simply cannot risk being with-

out it. To put off that hard decision could prove penny wise

and pound foolish; our reluctance to resume the peacetime

draft may make us weak enough to invite war, and then we will

find ourselves imposing a wartime draft instead.

To meet the requirements for restoration of a balance of

power adequate to deter war and avoid defeat without war will

require an increase in our defense budget of at least $30 bil-

lion—in 1980 dollars—annually for five years. This means a

real increase of more than 20 percent over present levels. This

is a substantial sum, but it would amount to barely more than 1

percent of our GNP. It is necessary life insurance—for our life

as a nation and for the lives and freedom of the more than 2

billion people living in the noncommunist world. This is the

most important social service we can provide.
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Economic Power

Our policy is directed not against any country or

doctrine but against hunger, poverty, desperation,

and chaos. Its purpose should be the revival of a

working economy in the world so as to permit the

emergence of political and social conditions in which

free institutions can exist.

—George C. Marshall, 1947

And what do Soviet people say about "rotting

capitalism"? "It may be rotting, but what a lovely

smell!"—and they inhale voluptuously.

—Vladimir Bukovsky, 1978

Just as military power provides the muscle, economic power
provides the lifeblood for a successful strategy for victory in

World War III. Economic power not only enables us to main-

tain the levels of military power we need; by itself it is a power-

ful weapon that, used skillfully, can advance our interests. It

brings prosperity, not destruction. We should stop being

apologetic about having it and reticent about using it.

The plain truth, evident to anyone willing to see it, is that

the West in general and the United States in particular have

created the greatest economic machine known to man. Com-
munism, the system that promises wealth for all, has in practice

turned plenty into scarcity, surplus into shortage, and wealth

into poverty.

202
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Tsarist Russia used to be a major grain exporter, and was

known as the breadbasket of Europe; now its agriculture is a

basket case. Although over 30 percent of its labor force is em-

ployed on farms as compared with 3 percent in the United

States, it must import tens of millions of tons of grain in order

to feed its people. China's "economic miracle," which naive re-

porters in the West extolled for years, has now been re-

vealed to have been a paste-on job. The Peking People's Daily

has admitted that it published many false and misleading re-

ports in the past in order to make things seem better than they

were. China now acknowledges that its people are getting less

grain than they were twenty years ago. In Cambodia, the

Khmer Rouge's "purification" campaign led to the destruction

of virtually all forms of modern civilization, a literal return to

barbarism. The numbers of Cambodians sacrificed on the altar

of ideology ran into the millions, even before Vietnam's latest

invasion of that tragic country.

Wherever there is a divided country, the free side pros-

pers. West Germans are twice as rich as East Germans. Free

Chinese are three times as rich as communist Chinese.

The United States produces twice as much as the Soviet

Union. Overall, the West produces four times as much as the

Soviet bloc. The Soviet Union's neighbor, Japan, with less than

half its population, one-sixtieth its territory, and hardly any

natural resources, is well on its way to surpassing the Soviet

Union in production.

The economic bankruptcy of communism has forced it to

turn to the West for assistance. Though the Soviets have long

boasted of their economic achievements, the U.S.S.R. has been

economically dependent on the West since the 1920s. Con-

fronted with postrevolutionary economic chaos, Lenin himself

invited Western firms to set up industrial concessions—a move
hailed as "peaceful coexistence" in the West, but explained dif-

ferently by Lenin himself, who told a Communist Party meet-

ing, "Concessions—these do not mean peace with capitalism,

but war on a new plane."

Western firms took the bait, flocking eagerly to exploit

what they saw as a rich new market. More than 300 "conces-

sions" were granted, and by 1930, according to one exhaustive

analysis, every major industrial process in the Soviet Union had
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derived from Western technology. But as soon as the Soviets

had extracted the capital and technology they needed, they

forced Western firms out of the country; by 1933 there were no
foreign manufacturing concessions in the Soviet Union. Yet in

that short period of economic "coexistence" America's contri-

bution to Soviet industrialization was so large that in 1944 Sta-

lin himself commented that two-thirds of the large industrial

projects in the Soviet Union had been built with American as-

sistance.

American assistance continued during World War II when
the United States sent $11 billion worth of Lend-Lease aid to

Russia.

After World War II reconstruction of the U.S.S.R. was ac-

complished in large measure by looting defeated Germany. In-

dustrial plants worth $10 billion were disassembled, carted off

to Russia, and reassembled there. Included were such plums as

the Karl Zeiss factory (precision optical instruments), the Opel
auto works and the V-2 rocket plant at Nordhausen, which pro-

vided the basis for the Soviet Sputnik programs. All told, Stalin

carried off more than 40 percent of Germany's 1943 industrial

capacity. The Soviets took Germany's creative talent as well

—

6,000 scientists, engineers, and their families, 26,000 people in

all, were spirited away on a single night.

But when it must stand on its own, the Soviet Union is an

economist's nightmare. In 1969 Brezhnev sent a confidential

letter to the Central Committee detailing the desperate situa-

tion of Soviet industry. Oil, which provides almost half of its

foreign exchange, is drying up; Siberia, potentially rich in re-

sources, remains inaccessible and forbidding. The rate of

growth of the Soviet labor pool is shrinking, and many of those

now coming of age are less educated Moslems from Soviet

Central Asia. Signs point toward a slower rate of economic
growth in the future.

The highly centralized communist economic system, with

its limited incentives, is incapable of generating creative new
technologies at the rate the West does.
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Soviet Economic Warfare

The Soviets treat economic transactions as matters of

state. They apply the same discipline and tactics to them that

they would to an exercise on the battlefield. Not only do they

use trade to try to skim the cream of Western technology for

themselves; they also seek to weaken the West by means of eco-

nomic warfare, one of their most effective weapons in World
War III.

As analyst Richard T. McCormack has pointed out:

the Soviets appear to have discovered various ways to harass

and damage the economic and political systems of the West.

They do this by such instrumentalities as Western communist

parties which they subsidize on a fairly large scale, by foment-

ing terrorism, encouraging conflict and war outside the East

Bloc, and launching skillful propaganda efforts aimed at

Western multinational companies, among others.

Nothing is more chilling to those who make decisions

about long-term investment in other countries than reports of

terrorist activities there, or kidnappings or murders of busi-

nessmen. In a less dramatic but equally effective way commu-
nist-led unions can also create an unfavorable climate for

investment.

In Italy the postwar economic boom was halted in the late

1960s by massive communist-led strikes that resulted in crip-

pling wage increases of up to 50 percent. According to Dr. Mc-

Cormack, "Economists have calculated that these wage
increases actually damaged the Italian economy more than the

subsequent OPEC oil price increase by weakening her interna-

tional competitiveness and by sapping needed money from the

investment pool." Since terrorism by the Red Brigades has

been added to the witch's brew, private investment in Italy has

virtually dried up. Without new investments, living standards

are sure to decline, creating further discontent, which the com-

munists will be able to turn to their purposes.

Local Communist parties, by leading strikes, by demand-
ing excessive wage increases, by calling for nationalization of

industries, and by sponsoring terrorism against businessmen,

can damage the investment climate in a country so badly that
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money will stop flowing into it. This, by itself, can have a major

impact on whether a country remains free or not.

In tiny El Salvador leftist guerrillas have mounted a crush-

ing offensive against the country's economy. The leader of the

largest leftist group, Rafael Calente, has declared, "If we can

stop the crop collection, we can vanquish the capitalist enemy
more thoroughly than with a hundred bombs." Coffee accounts

for nearly 70 percent of El Salvador's income. Calente's follow-

ers recently occupied seven of the largest coffee plants and
forced the mill owners to agree to a crippling 100 percent wage
increase, throwing the economy into a tailspin. "The idea isn't

to bargain and concede," Calente says. "The idea is to upset

and destroy." The guerrillas have also been kidnapping busi-

ness executives; by late 1979 they had collected nearly $50 mil-

lion in ransom payments. As a result, most American
companies have evacuated their non-Salvadorean managers.

Tourism, construction, and industry have all been crippled by

the guerrillas, who have been placing themselves in a position

to take over if the economy breaks down.

The communists have now hit on the oil weapon as a

means of striking at the vital economic underpinnings of West-

ern society. Communist-led strikes in the European coal indus-

try in the aftermath of World War II led to an increased

dependence on oil from the Middle East. Then, as early as the

1950s, the Soviets quite deliberately set out to make it difficult

for the West to import oil from the Middle East. Recently, Pre-

mier Kosygin himself spearheaded the Soviet pressure on the

Arabs to use the oil weapon against the West. The Soviets' for-

ays into Africa are motivated in large measure by the enormous
economic stakes involved.

During World War II the United States recognized the im-

portance of the economic battlefront by setting up a powerful

Board of Economic Warfare. Since then several attempts to co-

ordinate international economic policy, including one in my
own administration, have foundered because of bureaucratic

infighting among the government departments involved. Now
time is running out. A modern-day equivalent of the Board of

Economic Warfare is needed to fight the economic battles of

World War III, and it should be established under the direct

control of the President. Policies on trade, foreign aid, loans,
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and support of international lending agencies must be coordi-

nated to serve U.S. foreign policy interests. Only strong presi-

dential leadership and direction can accomplish this result.

Trade with the Soviet Union

An area that urgently needs new direction and heightened

attention is trade with the Soviet Union. The Soviets are using

even possible weapon to cut the economic lifelines of the West
in Africa, the Mideast, and other critical areas: we should not

throw them a lifeline to rescue them from their sinking econo-

my—except for a price.

In 1922 British Prime Minister David Llovd George said of

Russia. "I believe we can save her by trade. Commerce has a

sobering influence. . . . Trade, in my opinion, will bring an end

to the ferocitv. the rapine, and the crudity of Bolshevism surer

than anv other method." Such ideas may have been excusable

fifty vears ago. when Soviet communism was an unknown quan-

tity. But there is no excuse for such wishful thinking now. The
fashionable theory that a fat communist is less dangerous than

a lean one is nonsense. Khrushchev was certainly well fed.

Whether directly or indirectly, trade with the Soviets

strengthens them militarily. Even trade in nonstrategic items

frees resources for them to use in other ways. We must never

forget that doing business with the Soviets includes these costs:

it is only justified when the benefits outweigh the costs. Trade

with the Russians must be used as a weapon, not as a gift.

In 1972 the United States signed a number of commercial

agreements with the Soviet Union as part of a larger whole, m
an exercise of linkage. In 1972 we wanted Soviet help m extri-

cating ourselves from Vietnam: we were negotiating an arms

control pact: we were expanding people-to-people contacts and

trying to establish a pattern of mutual restraint in which both

superpowers would resolve conflicts by negotiation instead of

confrontation. Trade was one of the principal things we had to

offer in return for political and diplomatic concessions. We
were also quite deliberately creating a network of interdepen-

dencies that would give us more leverage in future crises. We
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wanted the Soviets to think twice about the potential economic

costs of provoking us by troublemaking adventurism.

In mv television address to the Soviet people during the

1974 Moscow summit, I compared the reaching of our various

trade, arms, and other agreements to the weaving of a cloth:

"Just as a cloth is stronger than the threads from which it is

made, so the network of agreements we have been weaving is

greater than the sum of its parts. . . . Thus each new agreement

is important not onlv for itself but also for the added strength

and stability it brings to our relations overall."

Since then, however, the deterioration of America's mili-

tary posture and the crippling effect of congressional restric-

tions on providing support for anti-Soviet forces in Southeast

Asia, Africa, and other trouble spots have placed on trade more
of a burden than it can bear. Trade must be the carrot and mili-

tary power the stick. Without the stick, the Soviets simply pack

the carrot in their picnic basket while thev continue to forage in

Angola, Ethiopia, or Afghanistan. As long as the Soviets con-

tinue on their present aggressive course—and they will do so

until we present them with unacceptable costs—we should re-

member that trade is something they want which we can give or

deny, depending on their behavior.

We should be especially careful about high-technology

transfers that directly strengthen the Soviet military. The latest

computer technology is absolutely vital to many modern weap-

ons systems. We should not be so naive as to suppose that

high-technologv items the Soviets request for their consumer
sector are necessarily destined for that sector. Silicon chips

with integrated circuits etched on them can be used for pocket

calculators—or for the guidance systems of intercontinental

ballistic missiles. Under no circumstances should a technology

transfer that directly affects our national security be permitted.

With regard to less sensitive technology we should struc-

ture our deals with the Soviets as much as possible so that we
retain leverage. Modern plants that are dependent on a steady

supply of spare parts or that need sophisticated maintenance

create opportunities that we can exploit to our benefit. Wheat
or other grain sales can be held back or canceled to induce pos-

itive behavior. We must recognize, however, that if limiting

trade is to be effective as an instrument of policy, U.S. unilater-

al action is a very weak reed. The Russians, or other countries



ECONOMIC POWER 209

whose policies we are trying to affect, can fill their needs from

other industrial nations—all of whom are allies of the United

States. United action on the economic front by the United

States and its allies is as essential as a coordinated military poli-

cy if we are to deter aggression.

Many trade deals—turn-key plants, for example—have a

crucial disadvantage in that they have no value as a bargaining

chip once the deal has been made. Once a plant has been built

in the Soviet Union we cannot take it back, nor can we require

the return of technology already transferred.

Most favored nation status is an economic lever we can use

for diplomatic purposes. MFN status is something we routinely

extend to nearly all our trading partners. In essence, it pro-

vides that in such matters as tariffs and trade regulations we
will treat that country as favorably as we do any other country.

MFN status has the effect of reducing import duties on goods

from those countries extended it; it is something the commu-
nist bloc countries want very much. As of 1979, only four com-
munist countries had MFN status: Poland, Romania, Yugo-
slavia, and Hungary; China was given it early in 1980.

As long as the Soviets continue to be actively engaged in

aggressive policies around the world, we should under no cir-

cumstances grant them this status, for that would send a signal

that aggression pays. On the other hand, neither should we say

they will never get it. We should hold out MFN status as an in-

centive to moderate their behavior in the future.

Trade with Eastern Europe

The overwhelming majority of the people of Eastern Eu-

rope, and even their communist leaders, are anti-Russian. They
resent the presence of an occupying power. Eastern Europeans

have had significant exposure to the ideas of freedom and de-

mocracy, something the Russians have never had. They are

courageous people who have borne a tremendous burden since

1945. They face difficult years ahead and they deserve our sup-

port, both spiritually and materially.

In general, it is in our interest to expand the choices East-

ern Europeans have about where they can buy their goods. The
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Soviets use their economic stranglehold over their satellites in

Eastern Europe to keep them in line politically. Any alternative

the West can provide lessens Eastern Europe's dependence on
the Soviets.

Trade lessens the Eastern Europeans' dependence on the

Soviet Union; it also keeps open the bridge between East and
West. The Eastern Europeans are starved for contact with the

other half of Europe, so the human contact that results from
trade has a more significant leavening effect on them than it

does on the Russians. It is a mistake to look at East-West trade

solely in bilateral U.S.-Soviet terms. In the long run the less

spectacular contact between the two halves of Europe, Eastern

and Western, may prove much more important.

Of course, our trade with Eastern Europe has to be limited

by the fact that most of what we transfer there can become
available to the Soviet Union. Especially with regard to high

technology, we can expect that whatever we crate and send to

Prague or Warsaw will eventually be unpacked in Moscow.
We must also be discriminating in providing favorable

trade terms to Eastern European countries. Countries such as

Poland or Romania that are not engaged in adventurist foreign

policies should get favorable treatment from us. Those such as

East Germany, which openly participate in aggression around
the world, should not.

Finally, we must recognize that the peoples of Eastern Eu-

rope will not become independent of the Soviet Union over-

night. Trade and contact with the West will inevitably lead to

more economic independence for the satellite nations, but we
must not ask or expect them to assert their political indepen-

dence prematurely. The tragic experiences of the Hungarians

in 1956 and the Czechs in 1968 showed that the Soviets will not

allow themselves to be pushed too far too fast.

Trade with China

Soviet domination of China would be a potentially mortal

blow to the free world. A weak China invites Russian aggres-
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sion; therefore it is in our interest to bolster the Chinese econ-

omy.

China may now be at an important turning point. The Peo-

ple's Republic is in desperate shape economically and its lead-

ers are finally acknowledging that they could use help from the

West. The internal convulsions of the period when Mao and

the extreme leftists tried to run the world's largest country on
revolutionary rhetoric have now ended, at least temporarily.

The present Chinese leaders are trying to tackle China's great-

est task—modernization—in a more sensible way. They openly

acknowledge that they can learn from the West. The success or

failure of their effort over the next few years to bring some
measure of modernization to the Chinese people may deter-

mine whether China continues in its more moderate stance or

reverts to revolutionary chaos, isolation, and belligerence. It is

obviously in our interest that the Chinese remain open to West-

ern ways. The boost that trading with the West, especially with

Japan, gives to their modernization plans will be crucial to the

decisions they make about their future path. That is why we are

justified in giving MFN status to China and denying it to the

Soviet Union. The Soviet Union threatens us; China, as of now,

does not.

WT

hether dealing with China, the Soviet Union, or Eastern

Europe, we should ensure that the bottom line in our trade

policy is its impact on our geopolitical objectives. Wr

e should

make a deal with the Soviets only when it involves a significant

diplomatic or political payoff for us. As much as possible, we
should seek arrangements that allow us to withdraw advantages

if the Soviets do not keep their end of the bargain. We should

not put our faith in their future goodwill. We should use our

economic power to give the Eastern Europeans an option and

to encourage them to pursue independent and nonadventurist

foreign policies. We should use our economic power to help

build a less vulnerable China and—by making it in their own in-

terest to do so—to encourage the Chinese to follow the path of

moderation.

Trading with the communist countries can backfire on us if

we do not use our power in a very precise, surgical manner, on

a case-by-case basis. Still, we must be willing to take some risks

in the hope of creating a more peaceful and prosperous world.
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If we do not use the tremendous advantages our economic

power gives us, or if we throw those advantages away by giving

trade away, we will be squandering one of our most valuable re-

sources in World War III.

Aid for Our Friends

The task of harnessing our economic strength to our for-

eign policy goals is quite different when we deal with allies in-

stead of adversaries.

From 1946 to 1976 the United States provided over $180
billion in foreign aid for 137 nations around the world. Much
of it was wasted, some of it did not advance our interests, but

on the whole it was a massively expensive but worthwhile in-

vestment in our goal of building a peaceful and better world for

ourselves and all peoples.

The most dramatic use we made of our economic power

came in the wake of World War II, when we helped Europe

back onto its feet with the Marshall Plan. Britain's Foreign Sec-

retary Bevin said our aid was "like a lifeline to sinking men."

With it, we did more than prime the pump for European eco-

nomic recovery. By showing the Europeans how important they

were to us, we catalyzed the energies of an exhausted conti-

nent. Our generosity toward Germany, Italy, and Japan en-

abled them to make the transition from enemy to ally without

resentment toward us. Never before had a victorious nation fi-

nanced its defeated enemies back into competition with it.

We acted as trustee for all of Western civilization in those

crucial years, and the dividends that have accrued for all man-

kind have proved the worth of our investment. Then we were

helping industrial nations recover from war. Now our aid has a

broader range of purposes.

First, American aid must be used to strengthen the eco-

nomic base of nations, such as South Korea, to which we pro-

vide military assistance. Second, we must aid nations that face a

threat from within, which need foreign aid to stabilize their

economies and thus deny the revolutionaries a "cause" that

will enable them to overthrow the government. Third, we must

continue to be generous in providing purely humanitarian aid
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to victims of natural disasters such as earthquake, famine, and

flood. Disaster victims suffer regardless of the kind of govern-

ment they have, so they should be helped regardless of the sort

of government they have—as we recognized when we sent re-

lief to earthquake victims in Romania in 1977. In the case of a

ruthless communist regime such as that in Cambodia, however,

we should ensure that our aid goes directly to the people, not

to the government to keep itself in power. Fourth, two-thirds of

the world is underdeveloped; we have a practical as well as a

humanitarian stake in aiding its development. But this stake is

shared by the other advanced nations, which should also share

in the tasks of development. Those nations we helped rebuild

after World War II should now help others to build. Fifth, aid

can sometimes be used to great effect in achieving specific dip-

lomatic gains, as it was in bringing about the Egyptian-Israeli

accord in 1979.

When I first traveled in the Far East in 1953, some of the

"old China hands" told me, "Give every Asian a bowl of rice

and there will be no communism." This was not true then and

it is not true today. Poverty does not produce communism;

communism produces poverty. Communists can find other is-

sues besides poverty to exploit. But advancing countries are

less vulnerable than stagnant countries, and even if commu-
nism were not a threat to the world, helping people escape the

bonds of poverty would be something we should do because it

is right, just as helping people preserve freedom is something

we should do because it is right.

We cannot aid all nations equally and we should not apolo-

gize for singling out for special economic assistance countries

whose security is particularly important to us. The Soviets are

not shy about providing aid where they think it will best ad-

vance their purposes. Outside the communist world, almost

half of Soviet economic aid between the years 1954 and 1976

went to four countries: India, Egypt, Afghanistan, and Turkey.

In each of these countries the Soviets had a tremendous geopo-

litical stake. Egypt provided the first foothold the Soviets had

in the Middle East, although they have since lost influence

there. Afghanistan has now fallen under their control, and Tur-

key is developing into a major economic battleground.

Before World War I Turkey was known as the "Sick Man
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of Europe"; now it is almost a terminal case. Inflation has been

running at nearly 100 percent, unemployment at 20 percent,

and Turkey's foreign exchange earnings have not been enough

to cover its oil bill. Yet with Turkey desperately in need of our

aid, Congress, because of pressure from the Greek lobby, cut it

back. There is an old saying: A Turk will burn his blanket to kill

a flea. If we anger the Turks further with our spiteful behavior,

they may burn their bridges to the West. The Soviets are wait-

ing for this to happen. As we have cut back our aid to Turkey,

they have stepped up theirs, providing over $1 billion in recent

years. They will not hesitate to fill the vacuum in Turkey if we
bow out. Cuba is costing the Soviets $3 billion a year and Ethi-

opia has cost them at least $2 billion already, but they are will-

ing to bid high for countries they want.

In providing economic aid there are three rules we should

follow.

First, just as a banker does a borrower no favor by making

a bad loan, we do countries no favor by providing aid that only

perpetuates inefficiencies. We should not insist that recipients

adopt our political system. But we should tie aid to sound eco-

nomic policies, insisting that it go for projects that have a good
chance of success. By being firm about this, we can help devel-

oping nations learn the easy way lessons that other nations

have learned the hard way about what works and what does

not.

Second, we should resist the clamor to channel more of

our aid through multinational agencies such as the World
Bank. The charters of these organizations do not allow them to

discriminate among nations on a political basis. It hardly serves

the United States' interests to pay a third of the bill for the

World Bank while the World Bank provides a fifty-year 1 per-

cent loan to Vietnam in spite of Vietnam's continued aggres-

sion against its neighbors. The answer is not for us to pull out

of the World Bank, but we should recognize reality and con-

centrate more of our available aid money in bilateral programs

where we can use it effectively to advance our foreign policy

purposes.

Third, we should use our aid to further our policies, and to

further the cause of peace and stability in the world. It should

not be simply a handout to whatever country needs it. Coun-
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tries that slap us in the face on issues of vital interest to us—by
refusing to support us, for example, on an issue like Iran's sei-

zure of American hostages in violation of every principle of in-

ternational conduct—should not expect us to ignore this when
they ask us for aid.

In the long run one of the greatest advantages we derive

from the economic power of the West may come not through

our direct use of it, but through the attraction it holds for peo-

ple around the world. Although many Third World leaders are

more interested in guns than in butter, some are not. President

Gaafar Nimeiry of the Sudan spoke for these others recently

when he said, "We say to the Soviet Union and its allies: 'Get

your hands off Africa. The continent needs tractors, not

guns.'
"

In 1958, speaking in London, I said, "What must be made
clear and unmistakable for all the world to see is that free peo-

ples can compete with and surpass totalitarian nations in pro-

ducing economic progress. No people in the world today

should be forced to choose between bread and freedom."

The free nations have demonstrated their superiority in

achieving and exporting economic progress. The danger now
is that we have not proved as effective in protecting freedom as

the Soviets have in advancing tyranny. When the leaders of frail

countries around the world see that we are determined to hold

the ring against the Soviets militarily, then the economic attrac-

tion of our system will have the conditions it needs to work its

magic.

Preserving Economic Power

A major strategic goal of the Soviets in World War III is to

weaken and destroy our economy. Conversely, if we are to pre-

vail in World War III, one of our first priorities must be to keep

the American economy strong, sound, productive, and free.

Short of actual war America's economic power cannot be

destroyed by the Soviet Union. But we can destroy it ourselves.

The primary danger in this regard is not from recession. How-
ever painful, recessions are ills from which the patient recovers.
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Rather, the major danger is from the creeping anemia of tax-

ation, regulation, nationalization, socialization; of government-

itis; of what in recent years has come to be called "the English

disease."

Before World War II British intellectuals nurtured the

doctrines of democratic socialism; they were enormously influ-

ential in spreading those doctrines around the world. After

World War II British politicians increasingly put those doc-

trines into practice. The result should be a warning to the

world, and especially to the United States.

Labour Party leader Aneurin Bevan once said of Britain,

"This island is almost made of coal and surrounded by fish.

Only an organizing genius could produce a shortage of coal

and fish in Great Britain at the same time." After years of so-

cialist economic management there were shortages of both. By
1976 the government was spending $63 out of every $100 cir-

culating in Great Britain. Nationalized British industries were

turning belly-up in world markets everywhere. Until recently

personal incomes were taxed at rates up to 83 percent, up to 98

percent for "unearned" income. As a result, incentives were

eroded and many of Britain's most productive people left

—

65,000 professionals in 1975 alone—creating a "brain drain"

that further debilitated the economy. Britain's nationalized

health service is a disaster. At the end of 1974 over half a mil-

lion people were on waiting lists for "noncritical" surgery. In

1979, with the economy tumbling toward chaos, Conservative

Party leader Margaret Thatcher pledged to turn away from

smothering statism and return Britain to the era of individ-

ual incentives. Britons voted for the change she promised,

and Prime Minister Thatcher has an enormously difficult but

urgently important challenge to restore Britain's economic

vitality.

Unless we too reverse the trend, the United States is head-

ed toward socialism in everything but name.

When the communist world is turning to the West to save

it from its economic follies, it is absurd for the West to be

lurching in the other direction. Yet the United States has been

doing just that. The promise of statist remedies for every real

or imagined social ill holds an irresistible appeal for both popu-
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lists and demagogues. Demands that government "do some-

thing" may bring relief in the short run. But the cumulative

impact of all these government interventions will be to destroy

the base on which all else is built.

Even John Maynard Keynes, the architect of liberal eco-

nomics, warned that a level of public spending over 25 percent

of GNP would have dire consequences. The budgets of our

state, local, and federal governments now amount to 32 per-

cent of the gross national product, up from 21 percent as re-

cently as 1950. The federal budget alone for 1980 is bigger

than the gross national product of all but three of the world's

159 other nations. The 1980 budget for the Department of

Health, Education and Welfare—nearly $200 billion—was

more than that of any other organization on earth except for

the governments of the United States and the Soviet Union.

The big growth has not been in defense, but in social programs

and income transfers. In real, constant-dollar terms, despite

the enormous increase in the Soviet threat, the government is

spending less on defense in 1980 than it did in 1960. In the

twenty-five years from 1950 to 1975, by contrast, federal ex-

penditure on social-welfare programs rose, in 1975 dollars,

from the equivalent of $32 billion to $169 billion; from 26 per-

cent of the federal budget to 54 percent.

The government now consumes more goods, spends more
money, employs more people, and is more heavily in debt than

any other segment of our society.

As government grows, bureaucracy grows, and the stran-

gling web of government rules tightens around everyone else.

The United States today is overlawyered, overlitigated and

overregulated, and every year it gets worse.

It now costs the federal government $6 billion a year just

to operate its regulatory agencies, a seven-fold increase since

1970. Former Treasury Department official Murray L. Weiden-

baum estimates the cost to the public of complying with federal

regulations at $121 billion a year—more than $500 for every

man, woman, and child in America.

There are crippling hidden costs as well: in ideas not pur-

sued, businesses not started, inventions left undeveloped be-

cause the government has been suffocating the entrepreneur
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under an avalanche of paper. Innovation is the spark that fires

economic growth; productivity is the engine that drives pros-

perity. Overregulation kills both.

American productivity—that is, actual output per worker-

hour—is still among the highest in the world, but its rate of in-

crease has shown alarming declines. For the years 1947-1965,

productivity rose at an average annual rate of 3.2 percent a

year. By the mid-1970s, this had dropped to 1 percent a year; in

1979 output per worker-hour was actually falling. Productivity

is the cushion between prices and wages; it determines how fast

the standard of living can rise. Without a rising level of produc-

tivity, we will be doomed to standing in line in a standstill econ-

omy.

We need to take the regulatory shackles off the entrepre-

neur, spur innovation, and provide incentives for people to

save so that business will have the huge sums it needs to invest

in order to rebuild the nation's industrial plant and restore our

competitive position in the world economy.

Erecting tariff and trade barriers to keep lower-priced for-

eign goods out of the U.S. market will provide short-term relief

for American producers and long-term disaster for the Ameri-

can economy and consumer. The only sound approach is to

give American companies a chance to become competitive

again by removing the shackles of excessive government regu-

lation, and by providing incentives for U.S. industry to mod-

ernize and replace obsolete equipment. Our present tax system

is a major culprit in the decline of productivity in the American

economy. Any proposed tax relief for corporations is immedi-

ately attacked by political demagogues as helping the rich at

the expense of the poor. This is economic hogwash. What all

people, poor as well as rich, need first of all is a job, and if our

tax system continues to discourage incentive and reward indo-

lence, jobs will become increasingly hard to find as American

industry inevitably becomes noncompetitive at home and

abroad.

We must above all else bring inflation under control. Ver-

mont Royster points out:

inflation is counter-productive to every other aspiration, in-

cluding the needs of the poor, the black, the sick, the young.
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It undermines our economic prosperity. It costs us our posi-

tion in the world. It weakens our ability to defend ourselves

or our interests abroad. It puts its heaviest burdens on the

poor and the middle class. And—here is the tragic irony—it

puts beyond reach those very social programs, such as a

workable national health plan, so avidly sought by those who
profess themselves "liberals."

Inflation can only be overcome by attacking the problem at

its roots: too much government, mortgaging the future by

spending beyond our means, overregulation, inflationary mon-
etary policies, tax policies that penalize initiative, disincentives

for saving and investing, and low productivity. What will not

work is treating the symptoms of inflation by imposing wage
and price controls.

On August 15, 1971, I did something that went against my
every instinct about what is good for the American economy: I

imposed a ninety-day nationwide freeze on wages and prices, to

be followed by a gradual return to decontrol. History told me
that while controls might be politically popular, they would be

economically disastrous. Imperial Rome imposed wage and

price controls in a.d. 300. They proved unworkable and were a

contributing factor to Rome's economic decline. A contempo-

rary historian wrote that "the people brought provisions no

more to markets, since they could not get a reasonable price for

them and this increased the dearth. ..."

Over my protests, an opposition-controlled Congress had

given me the power to impose controls. With inflation worsen-

ing, there was a swelling chorus of demands in Congress and

the media that the power be used. The clamor grew so great

that Secretary of the Treasury John Connally, who disliked the

idea of controls as much as I did, bluntly told me, "If we don't

propose a responsible new program, Congress will have an ir-

responsible one on your desk within a month."

When controls were imposed in August 1971 the nation

stirred with excitement and sighed with relief. In the first day's

trading, the Dow Jones average on Wall Street rose thirty-three

points. But it was a false euphoria. In the short term, controls

provided relief; in the long term, they made the situation

worse. Once in place, they were more difficult to get rid of in

an orderly way than I had expected. The longer they stayed in
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place, the more they compounded economic imbalances for

which the piper would have to be paid later. The best thing

they did, if the lesson has been learned, was to demonstrate

dramatically that controls do not work.

Price controls can do one of two things: create surpluses or

create shortages. Price floors for farm products created grain

surpluses; price ceilings on oil and gasoline have created gas

shortages. When the government pays more for a product than

consumers are willing to, producers will come up with more of

it than the consumer wants. When the government puts a ceil-

ing on prices so that consumers are not allowed to pay as much
as they would be willing to for a product, producers will not

supply enough of it to satisfy the public's demands. There may
be circumstances in which creating surpluses is justified; our

grain surpluses, for example, helped keep the price of wheat

stable for twenty years. But there is no justification for creating

shortages in basic industrial materials.

Wage and price controls throughout an entire economy
create thousands of separate spot shortages and surpluses.

There may be more lumber than anybody wants but not

enough nails; there may be more cars than people want but not

enough gasoline; there may be a huge surplus of wheat in the

Midwest but no railroad cars to get it to market.

The best economic advice I can give to my successors in

office is to resist firmly political pressures to impose wage and

price controls, however strong those pressures may become.

Controls will not solve the problem of inflation. They may give

short-term relief but inevitably they produce long-term disas-

ter. The only answer to inflation is for government to spend

less and for people to produce more.

What we do with the American economy is important not

only at home but also abroad. The American economy pro-

duces over $2 trillion worth of goods and services—one-quar-

ter of everything produced in the entire world. Seventy percent

of international trade is transacted in dollars. The old adage
that when the U.S. economy sneezes, the economy of Zaire gets

pneumonia is still true, and today we are running a high fever.

There once was a time when "sound as a dollar" was a de-

scription, not a joke. If the dollar continues to lose value, inter-
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national trade will become a guessing game. The money
markets of the world will be places where speculators will pros-

per and businessmen suffer.

There is no rising economic and military power that can

take over the international economic burdens of the United

States. We have to set things in order. We not only owe it to

ourselves, we also have a responsibility to the rest of the world.

The way to restore faith in the dollar abroad is to reestablish its

soundness at home. Until we do so, the spectre of runaway

worldwide inflation and new trade barriers will haunt business-

men everywhere and inhibit the trade that is the lifeblood of

the international economic system.

As Irving Kristol has noted, our foreign policy and eco-

nomic policy are inexorably linked:

it is an inescapable fact that the American economy is a vital

organ of a larger world economy. The one cannot survive,

and certainly cannot prosper, without the other. The wealth

of nations today is indivisible. Our economic growth will

henceforth be as dependent on our foreign policy as on our

economic policy. And if we fail to establish the conditions for

such growth, our democracy will itself unravel, as economic

pressures give rise to political polarization, at home and

abroad. . . . What few seem to realize is that a prospect of eco-

nomic growth is a crucial precondition for the survival of any

modern democracy, the American included.

Energy

Along with inflation, energy is the most urgent problem

facing the American and world economies today. Energy is ba-

sic to the world economy; all other industries depend on it.

Wood was the fuel of the preindustrial world; coal was the

fuel of the first industrial revolution, which began in the eigh-

teenth century; oil has been the fuel of the second industrial

revolution, which continues to this day. Other energy sources,

including nuclear and solar, will fuel the industrial advance-

ments of the twenty-first century. Nothing is more natural than
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a depletion of one energy resource, its gradual rise in price,

and its replacement by a new source. In our day, however, that

transition has turned into a crisis.

Three candidates are usually put forward for the role of

villain in the present energy debacle: the oil companies, OPEC,
and the government.

It has been especially popular among politicians to make

scapegoats of the oil companies. But the oil companies did not

create the energy crisis. They are, in fact, one of the consum-

er's best allies in trying to solve it. From 1950 to 1970, when
the oil companies were at the height of their power, the price of

gasoline rose from 27 cents a gallon to 36 cents a gallon, and

half of that rise was due to an increase in taxes. In the 1970s,

when OPEC and the federal government had stripped the oil

companies of much of their power, the price of gasoline went

from 36 cents per gallon to over $1 per gallon.

On January 1, 1970, OPEC was charging $1.80 for one

barrel, or forty-two gallons, of crude oil; in late 1979 they were

charging around $30 for the same amount, more than fifteen

times as much. It is OPEC's price hikes, not an oil company
conspiracy, that have caused higher prices at the pump. In ad-

dition to price increases, political instability in the Persian Gulf

has made the supply of oil uncertain. As long as the West is de-

pendent on oil from the Gulf there will be crises or the possibil-

ity of crises. In this situation government has a role to play, but

the role it has chosen to play has turned the energy crisis from

a manageable drama into a Greek tragedy.

I was the first President to propose a wide-ranging energy

program. I did so nearly a decade ago, in 1971. In my last State

of the Union address, in January 1974, I described energy as

our number-one priority.

Like my successors, I encountered frustration after frustra-

tion in trying to get Congress to act on my proposals: legisla-

tive roadblocks to the Alaska pipeline, inaction on proposals

for coal conversion, natural gas deregulation, fast-breeder re-

actor development, and other needed measures. The goal of

my energy policy—which I named Project Independence—was,

in the long run, to stimulate the production of energy from re-

newable sources such as nuclear power, and, in the short run,
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to cut back our dependence on unreliable foreign suppliers of

oil. The United States is uniquely qualified to do these things.

Ill-considered government policies, however, have had the op-

posite effect; they have actually increased our dependence on
foreign oil.

At the present time conventional fuels supply 90 percent

of our energy needs. Oil, half of it imported, supplies 45 per-

cent; coal, 20 percent; and natural gas, 25 percent. By boosting

production from these sources and increasing conservation,

while at the same time gearing up to increase our energy sup-

ply from renewable sources, we could probably have managed
the "energy crisis." As it is, we are making things worse than

they were before.

Government policies of price controls, high taxation, and

overregulation have discouraged the use of our domestic ener-

gy resources, encouraged waste, and increased our vulnerabili-

ty to OPEC's price hikes and supply interruptions. Price

controls on oil and a nationalized allocation system, which I re-

gret I did not remove before I left office in 1974, have created

spot shortages and surpluses in a checkerboard pattern all over

the country. Former Treasury Secretary William Simon, who
also served as my energy administrator, has aptly commented
on the allocation system: "The kindest thing I can say about it

is that it was a disaster."

The best way to encourage conservation is through the

free market. When waste becomes too expensive, people will

find ways to eliminate it, and in a much more efficient manner

than the government could ever devise, much less manage. The
government could back up its strong words on conservation by

taking one simple action: decontrolling all oil and natural gas

prices once and for all.

Decontrol of prices would not only cut consumption, it

would also boost production. For twenty-five years price con-

trols on the interstate sale of natural gas have made it uneco-

nomical to sell gas from gas-producing states to other parts of

the country where the gas was needed. In the winter of 1976-

1977 thousands of factories were closed and over a million

people thrown out of work because of fuel shortages—short-

ages caused by controls such as those that kept natural gas

from crossing state lines.
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High taxation on "windfall" profits has a similar effect in

discouraging production. Unless the energy producers of this

country can make an extra dollar from their extra efforts, there

is no incentive for them to solve the energy problem. It makes

no sense to provide incentives for new oil production by re-

moving price controls and then take away the incentives by pu-

nitive taxation. What "windfall profits" taxes really produce is

a windfall for the government, paid by the consumer.

Coal is our most abundant energy resource. At the 1973

rates of consumption we have enough coal to last 800 years.

But overly stringent environmental constraints have prevented

us from using it to decrease our dependence on imported oil;

in recent years the percentage of our energy needs supplied by

coal has actually decreased. It makes no sense to sit on half the

free world's reserves of coal and not use them. Environmental

laws that were passed in a time of energy abundance need to be

reexamined.

The Department of Energy employs 20,000 people and

has a budget of $8 billion a year. It should be abolished. Its pri-

mary achievement to date has been to prevent the free market

from solving the energy crisis. As long as the government is

running the energy business we will have an energy crisis. The
whole dismal history of government interference, whether in

Britain, the Soviet Union, or the United States, points to one

conclusion: politics is harmful to the economy's health.

Looking to the future, we have to prepare for the day when
conventional fuels will become too scarce and expensive to re-

main the principal source of power for our industries. At that

point renewable energy sources should have come on line, sup-

plying us with a virtually inexhaustible reservoir of energy. So-

lar, geothermal, and other research programs should be

strongly supported, as I urged in 1973 and as President Carter

did in 1979.

But none of these renewable sources offers more promise
in both the short term and the long term than the power of the

atom. Unfortunately, the issue of nuclear power has become
extraordinarily politicized, polarized, and emotionalized. Op-
position to nuclear power has become the new "cause" of the

political Left. Panic-mongering modern Luddites have carried
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their ideological crusade against it into the streets in an at-

tempt to cut off reasoned debate. Already companies trying to

move forward in this area are inhibited by what William Simon
calls a "crazy-quilt of environmental regulations" that threat-

ens to destroy the economic viability of nuclear power. The lat-

est nuclear power plant built in the United States took sixteen

years to construct; in South Korea it takes less than five years.

As a result, even before the latest OPEC price hike, in South

Korea electricity from nuclear power plants was only half the

cost of electricity from oil-fired plants.

There are risks in nuclear power, as there are with any en-

ergy source, and there is room for disagreement about the ex-

tent of those risks. But we should strive to keep that

disagreement within informed and reasoned bounds, rather

than letting our energy future be swept away in a sea of plac-

ards. If our ancestors had consulted only their fears, America

would never have been discovered and the modern world

would never have been built.

From my office in San Clemente I can daily view the white

domes of the San Onofre nuclear power plant. These domes do
not threaten me with radiation. They do not remind me of

death or destruction. If they did, I would not have set up the

Western White House virtually next door to them in 1969.

Rather, these domes represent heat and light for me and

my neighbors and thousands ofjobs for those working in plants

dependent upon the electricity they produce. They represent

the growth of an expanding economy and a rising standard of

living. They represent the most abundant, and potentially the

cheapest, source of energy, and one which Dr. Edward Teller

describes as "the safest, cleanest way to generate large

amounts of electrical power." We need this energy for the na-

tion's future. As former Energy Secretary Schlesinger has put

it, "Quite bluntly, unless we achieve greater use of coal and nu-

clear power over the next decade, this society just might not

make it."

Seven years have passed since we began Project Indepen-

dence, but we are no closer to energy independence now than

we were in 1973. Indeed, we are farther from it. We must begin

now to prepare to protect our interests in the oil-producing re-

gions of the world. At the same time we must reject the fuzzy
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negativism of "limited growth" and continue to press for vigor-

ous progress in developing our abundant energy resources.

Only thus can we be assured of our viability as the world's

greatest economic and military power. If we don't follow this

course, we will face growing darkness with each passing year as

surely as twilight follows the sunset.

Ceiling Unlimited

The economy is not just the realm of accountants. It is also

the realm of the spirit. We fulfill ourselves in work, enriching

our lives and the lives of others. Most important, there is a di-

rect relationship between human liberties and a free economy.
As Nobel Prize-winning economist Milton Friedman has noted,

"Historical evidence speaks with a single voice on the relation

between political freedom and a free market. I know of no ex-

ample in time or place of a society that has been marked by a

large measure of political freedom, and that has not also used

something comparable to a free market to organize the bulk of

economic activity." Conversely, when economic freedom dis-

appears, political freedom dissolves with it.

The struggle between the American Revolution and the

communist revolution is a struggle between a free society and a

controlled society. The communists are materialists, but they

have failed to match the material achievements of capitalism.

What socialism promised, capitalism delivers. What Utopians

have predicted, capitalism provides. What dreamers have

dreamed of for centuries, capitalism has produced and contin-

ues to produce: freedom and wealth, together, for the many.
The cult of the guilt-ridden has imbued us with the notion

that we must be apologetic and defensive about our wealth;

that because ours is a rich society, it is therefore an evil society.

Giving credence to this nonsense is a disservice to America and
the rest of the world. The plain fact is that ours is a rich society

because it is a productive society, and unless we accept and
proclaim that fact, the example we set for the needy nations of
the world will be a false one.
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Poverty oppresses. The best antidote to poverty is produc-

tivity, and the greatest productivity occurs when the economy
provides incentives and rewards for hard work, for extra effort,

and for increased investment.

The great majority of the world's people want change. But

they want change for the better. Communism offers it, and

then imposes a system that produces change for the worse.

Capitalism, by contrast, is the greatest instrument of progres-

sive change in the history of civilization. It produces more pros-

perity, more abundantly shared and with more freedom of

choice, than any other economic system.

Two hundred years ago, at the start of the industrial revo-

lution, the average per capita income in the world, in 1979 dol-

lars, was $200. Today it is $2,000. Futurist Herman Kahn
predicts that it will rise to $20,000 in the twenty-first century.

Kahn says we are at the midpoint of an economic revolution as

significant as the one that transformed man from a hunter to a

farmer some 10,000 years ago. "Two hundred years ago," he

writes, "almost everywhere human beings were comparatively

few, poor and at the mercy of the forces of nature. Two centur-

ies hence, barring some combination of very bad luck or bad

management, they should be numerous, rich, and in control of

the forces of nature."

What distinguishes these last 200 years from the thousands

that preceded them is industrial capitalism. As recently as the

1780s four-fifths of French families spent 90 percent of their

income on bread alone, for the sole purpose of staying alive.

With the dawn of industrial capitalism the chains holding peo-

ple to the land were broken, and peasants by the thousands

flocked to the cities in search of a better life. Millions willingly

put up with the hardships of early urban life to escape the even

more gruesome lot of a peasant.

As it was for those peasants 200 years ago, the future is a

vast unknown for us today. Man has always approached the fu-

ture with a mixture of hope and fear. Now those fears are being

fanned by the apostles of a new cult that is antigrowth, anti-

technology, antibusiness, antiprogress. Sociologist Robert Nis-

bet warns: "I can think of no intellectual change that has come

over America in the latter part of the 20th century that is more
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pregnant with institutional and material consequence than the

almost complete disappearance—among intellectuals, not yet

perhaps the majority of the people—of faith in progress."

There have always been prophets of doom, men of little

minds and smaller faith. Pundits of Columbus's time advised

the King and Queen of Spain that his proposed voyages were

unlikely to yield any good result. In 1835 railroad experts dis-

missed as "extremely improbable" the development of any sys-

tem of transport that could move at a rate exceeding ten miles

per hour. One week before the Wright brothers flew, the New
York Times ridiculed the idea that man would ever get off the

ground. Again and again, timid pessimists have said it cannot

be done. Again and again, courageous men have proved them
wrong. If we do not fall captive to our fears—more specifically,

to the fears of a vocal minority—we will again shatter all pre-

conceived notions about the "limits" of growth. We will enter

an era of "ceiling unlimited."

Our current economic problems all share a common solu-

tion: increased productivity. This is our challenge: to use the

economic power of the West to produce a global flowering. It

can be done, but only if we preserve the powerful dynamic of

industrial capitalism.

It is typical of the day that a military thinker and an expert

on Soviet strategy, Sir Robert Thompson, has framed one of

the most compelling economic questions of our time. Thomp-
son notes that the main Soviet targets have been large agricul-

tural countries such as India. This is a matter of grave concern,

he says, "because it could lead to a situation where perhaps

three-quarters of the population of the world, through adopt-

ing a Marxist economy, is starving beyond even the capacity of

North America to feed it. . . . It is alarming to think what the

American aid bill may be if it has to feed a collectivized

world. ... It is even more alarming to think what might happen
if the United States does not feed them." "Ceiling unlimited"

for a free world or unlimited demands upon the United States

are the alternatives we face in the century ahead.

The West towers over the communist world by a four-to-

one margin economically, yet the Soviets have equalled us in

military might. It is clear that they are channeling their eco-

nomic resources into activities they think will enable them to
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win World War III. We must use our greatest advantage, our

economic power, to match or better their military efforts, and

at the same time to bring a new life of peace and prosperity to

the peoples of the world.

Richard McCormack again states the challenge clearly:

Our strategy should be to unlock private capital on a world-

wide basis and get it back into growth and development. To
do this, we must systematically begin to attack and overcome

the fear, instability and economic policies which collectively

are strangling investment, and with it the hopes for world-

wide economic growth and development. This will involve

helping to provide greater physical security for societies now
being preyed upon by the Soviet Union, terrorists, guerrillas

and Cubans.

If we do thus use our economic power, we will be fighting

World War III according to our rules; then we will be winning

it, and the world will also win.
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The crocodile is a more primitive zoological

specimen than the human being: but if a man steps

blindfold and naked into a crocodile's river, it is the

crocodile who will prevail.

—Hugh Seton-Watson

One of the lessons of history that one has to

learn, although it is very unpleasant, is that no civil-

ization can be taken for granted. Its permanency can

never be assumed; there is always a dark age waiting

for you around the corner, if you play your cards bad-

ly and you make sufficient mistakes, and we must nev-

er think that this can't happen to us. It can happen to

us, as it has happened four or five times in the history

of the world. . . .

I've no doubt at all that America has not only the

physical resources, but equally important, the moral

resources to reassert its leadership of the world and

to pursue that leadership role vigorously. ... I think

America has to make a tremendous act of will, and

the sooner it makes it, the easier it's going to be.

—PaulJohnson

Not long ago I asked Dr. Edward Teller, the nuclear physicist

who is often called "the father of the hydrogen bomb," what he

thought things would be like in the United States in the year

2000. He thought for a long while, and then replied that he be-
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lieved there was a 50 percent chance that the United States

would not be in existence. I asked whether he meant physically

or as a system of government. He said, "Either—or both."

This may seem apocalyptic. But as Samuel Johnson once

said, "When a man knows he is to be hanged in a fortnight, it

concentrates his mind wonderfully." Our task today is to con-

centrate the mind sooner, and thus to avoid the hanging.

One characteristic of advanced civilizations is that as they

grow richer and fatter, they become softer and more vulner-

able. Throughout history the leading civilizations of their time

have been destroyed by barbarians, not because they lacked

wealth or arms, but because they lacked will; because they

awoke too late to the threat, and reacted too timidly in devising

a strategy to meet it.

Optimists, unable or unwilling to confront the magnitude

of the challenge, assume that the West will somehow survive;

that free societies, having withstood so many past challenges,

will withstand this one as well. Pessimists see the advance of

"socialism" as an inevitable tide, with resistance ultimately fu-

tile. Both prefer not to think about nuclear war. Pessimists will-

ingly trade a country here, a country there, for a few more years

of ease and comfort. Optimists speak of the perfectibility of

man, and suppose that if we smile enough at the Soviets, their

hearts will melt and their policies will mellow.

A colder-eyed appraisal would see neither victory nor de-

feat as inevitable. Both sides are immensely strong. Each has a

lot to fight for. Each has different strengths and different weak-

nesses, just as each has different goals.

One thing we should not expect is that the Soviet Union is

going to mellow, or that Soviet values and ambitions in the

next twenty years are going to be markedly different from what

they consistently have been during the sixty-plus years since

Lenin seized power. The Soviets have made clear what they

want. We know what the United States and its allies want. We
know the means by which the Soviets pursue their goals. We
know the resources each side has at its disposal. The crucial un-

certainty is not in the Soviet thrust, but in the West's response.

As Winston Churchill II recently wrote, "The days of effortless

supremacy for the West are now gone."
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The U.S.-Soviet contest is a struggle between two oppo-

site poles of human experience—between those represented by

the sword and by the spirit, by fear and by hope. Their system

is ruled by the sword; ours is governed by the spirit. Their in-

fluence has spread by conquest; ours has spread by example.

This struggle is not new. It did not begin with the end of World

War II, or with the Russian Revolution. It is as old as civiliza-

tion. And history gives no sure guide to the outcome, for it

shows us that through the centuries first one side has prevailed,

and then the other. The struggle is as old as the drive of rulers

to impose tyranny and of people to escape it; as old as the ef-

fort of one nation to conquer and of others to resist. Tyrannies

have risen and fallen; so have democracies. Man has struggled

against oppression and won; oppressors also have won.

Edith Hamilton, a historian of ancient Greece, once wrote,

"To the Greeks of that day their most precious possession,

freedom, was the distinguishing mark between East and

West. . . . 'You do not know what freedom is,' Herodotus re-

ports a Greek saying to a Persian. 'If you did you would fight

for it with bare hands if you had no weapons.' " Freedom is still

the distinguishing mark between East and West.

Gandhi once said, "No society can possibly be built on a

denial of individual freedom." But as a young dissident Soviet

historian, Andrei Amalrik, observes, the ideas of self-govern-

ment, of equality before the law, and of personal freedom "are

almost completely incomprehensible to the Russian people. . . .

As for respecting the rights of an individual as such, the idea

simply arouses bewilderment."

To most Americans, the Russian experience is similarly in-

comprehensible. The illusion is widespread that because the

Soviet way of life is unnatural to Americans, it is unnatural to

Russians; that if only the Soviet people were exposed to the

ways of the West, they would quickly change. The Westerner
believes the Soviet system is bound to change simply because

people cannot live that way. But they do, and this is the point

that the West must grasp. We can hope that the Soviet system

eventually changes, but we act at our peril if we expect it to

change and base our policies on that expectation.

The Soviet sword has been annealed in the fires of centur-
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ies of suffering. To the Soviets, the greatest brutalities are not

unthinkable, because they have been part of their experience.

We know freedom, liberty, hope, self-indulgence; they know
tyranny, butchery, starvation, war, and annihilation. Those
qualities that make Soviet victory so frightful a prospect for the

world are the same ones that make it possible.

Throughout its first 200 years the United States has had a

rare luxury. Protected by two oceans from the swirling conflicts

of Europe and Asia, we could develop the dream that inspired

our creation. We could concentrate on taming a continent, on

building the most powerful industrial machine the world had

ever seen, on improving our democracy and making it a beacon

to the world.

We could caustically examine our own shortcomings while

ignoring those of older—and newer—nations, because our own
were the ones for which we were responsible. We did not have

to measure ourselves by reference to the rest of the world. The
rest of the world was distant, almost irrelevant. From time to

time it encroached on us; in two world wars we had to step in,

after those wars had begun, in order to ensure that the side of

freedom won. But we remained essentially apart. When new
barbarisms appeared, other nations were first in their line of

march. Others bore the brunt of aggression, while we moral-

ized from afar. Andre Malraux once commented to me that the

United States was "the only nation ever to become the most

powerful in the world without seeking to." Because we did not

seek that power, we were unprepared for its exercise when we

assumed its responsibilities.

Now we ourselves are on the front line, and the adversary

we confront is tough.

Those who get to the top in the Soviet system do so by

being more cunning, more brutal, and more ruthless than

their rivals. Leon Trotsky wrote that "Lenin, at every passing

opportunity, emphasized the absolute necessity of terror."

Lenin himself declared bluntly in 1920 that the "scientific con-

cept of dictatorship means neither more nor less than unlimit-

ed power, resting directly on force, not limited by anything, not
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restricted by any laws, nor any absolute rules. Nothing else but

that."

Stalin killed nearly a million people per year in the quarter

century of his rule. Khrushchev and Brezhnev both served their

apprenticeships under Stalin, not by distributing food stamps

or serving in a Peace Corps, but by efficiently eliminating those

whom Stalin saw as threats to his power. Khrushchev was sent

to the Ukraine by Stalin in 1938 to conduct a political house-

cleaning. Within a year 163 of the 166 members of the Central

Committee there had been liquidated. Khrushchev was then

promoted to full membership in the Politburo.

The Darwinian forces of the Soviet system produce not

only ruthless leaders, but clever ones. Former Ambassador Foy

Kohler writes of Khrushchev:

To me he came to be the embodiment of the almost un-

translatable Russian adjective khitryi. . . . According to the

dictionary it means sly, cunning, artful, intricate or wily. But it

really means more than this; it also means unscrupulous,

smart, clever, quickwitted. Roll all these adjectives into one
and you have the khitryi Khrushchev—a bootlicker or a bully

as circumstances required, a demagogue and opportunist al-

ways.

Often we in the West are overly impressed by the style,

manner, and education of leaders of other nations, forgetting

that elegant manners do not make a strong leader. Education

may strengthen the brain but weaken the backbone.

At first, many American experts on the Soviet Union tend-

ed to downgrade Khrushchev, noting that he was poorly edu-

cated, spoke bad Russian, drank too much, and had boorish

manners. But they missed the point. John Foster Dulles saw

through the fagade. At a National Security Council meeting just

after Khrushchev took power he put it sharply. "Anyone who
survives and comes to the top in that communist jungle," he

told Eisenhower, "is bound to be a strong leader and a danger-

ous enemy."

Dulles was right. Anyone who gets to the top in the Soviet

Union has climbed over a lot of corpses to get there. He would
not have made it unless he gave others reason to fear him more
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than he feared them. By going through the fires of purges, in-

trigue, and cutthroat competition for power, the Soviet leaders

come out as tempered steel.

If the Soviet leaders are tough, so are the people. Every

suffering the leaders have inflicted, the people have endured.

Adversity is a good teacher, which makes the Soviet people well

schooled indeed. Noting that he knew people who had lived

through the Revolution, the farm collectivization, Stalin's ter-

ror, and the German invasion in World War II, Soviet dissident

Lev Kopelev commented to an American, "Think how much
more experienced we are than you."

All of this is not to say that the Soviet people, or even nec-

essarily the leaders, are inherently bad. There is an old saying

that "I can hate the sin, but never the sinner." I like the Rus-

sian people. I like the Chinese people. I hate communism and

what it does to people. The communist leaders are products of

a cruel system and inheritors of a harsh tradition. They act by

instinct, just as the man-eating tiger or the piranha does.

By and large, the people of the Soviet Union are warm,

generous, good, and very able in many respects. They have suf-

fered brutally, both before and since the Revolution. They tend

to get along extremely well with Americans. Many of the Soviet

leaders are capable of behaving with great charm, and they can

become genuinely emotional when they discuss their hopes for

the next generation or the devastation their people suffered in

the war. In 1973 I gave a small private dinner for Brezhnev at

my home in San Clemente. I delivered a warm, personal toast.

Tears came to his eyes as it was translated, and he rose impul-

sively from his chair and folded me in a Russian bear hug. But

later that same night he brought Gromyko and Dobrynin to my
study and launched into a brutal three-hour attack on our poli-

cies in the Middle East.

The fact that the Soviet leaders can be personally very

friendly even while they plot the destruction of the other per-

son's country is a dichotomy, but not a contradiction. They op-

erate on several levels at once. They can be as warm and

effusive as individuals as they are ruthless as wielders of state

power. For that is the way the Soviet system is. Generosity,

love, tenderness, charity of spirit, all have their place in the
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Russian soul, but not in the actions of the Soviet government.

This is a distinction too few Americans seem able to make.

The totalitarian nature of the Soviet system is at once its

chief strength and its chief weakness. Interestingly, it was Beni-

to Mussolini who introduced the word "totalitarianism." Writ-

ing in 1932, he gave this authoritative interpretation of the

fascist system:

The Fascist system stresses the importance of the State

and recognizes the individual only insofar as his interests co-

incide with those of the state. . . . The Fascist conception of

the State is all-embracing; outside of it no human or spiritual

values may exist, much less have any value. . . . For Fascism

the State is absolute, individuals and groups are admissible

insofar as they act in accordance with the State.

Mussolini's description of fascism reads like a charter for

communism.
The strength of Soviet totalitarianism is that the govern-

ment can concert its efforts in every field: military, economic,

propaganda, scientific, education. A pluralistic free society can-

not do this. Most of its economic decisions are made in the

marketplace, its education system goes its own way, its press is

free. Our government can subsidize certain kinds of scientific

research, and thus, for example, speed the development of se-

lected new weapons or new technologies, but the great bulk of

our research is directed by the private sector for private pur-

poses.

The corresponding weakness of the Soviet system is that

this central, bureaucratic control stifles creativity and limits in-

centive. Our freer system provides incentive and encourages

creativity, and thus we produce more: more goods, more ideas,

more innovations. They concentrate their more limited produc-

tion in those areas they believe will best serve their central pur-

poses.

Just as Stalin exported butter by the ton and grain by the

shipload while millions of peasants died of starvation, today's

Soviet Union can, in effect, strip the shirts from its workers'

backs in order to build more and bigger missiles. In cold mili-

tary terms this is one of its great advantages, for it enables the
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Soviet leaders to spend on their military more than twice the

percentage of GNP that the United States does. They can tell

their workers where to work, for what hours, at what pay, and
they have no fear of strikes.

As a result of our different systems, marshaling the na-

tion's will is a more difficult task in the West. But it also is more
important. In the Soviet Union the state speaks and the people

obey. In the West the people speak with a cacophony of voices

and go their own ways. Soviet leaders command. Western lead-

ers must lead.

In America, the spirit is there, if only the spark can be

found to light it. As Churchill once said, "We have not jour-

neyed all this way across the centuries, across the oceans,

across the mountains, across the prairies, because we are made
of sugar candy."

America's greatest strength in this global contest is Amer-
ica itself—our people, our land, our system, our culture, our

tradition, our reputation. American history is full of archetypal

heroes: the stony Vermont farmer, the Pennsylvania coal min-

er, the Southern gentleman farmer, the Texas oilman, the Las

Vegas gambler, the California gold miner, the Oregon lumber-

jack—the list is extensive. Cowboys, robber barons, pioneers,

traders, roughnecks, and horse thieves—all share a common
trait that is cherished in American folklore: individuality. We
have always prized and encouraged the individual. The accep-

tance of individual differences has been our hallmark.

Americans also are a generous people. We have shown

ourselves willing to help others anywhere on the globe. We
have extended aid and encouraged development in the rest of

the world, because we have been conditioned by our history to

see good in growth. We want independent, self-reliant neigh-

bors and prosperous trading partners, nations joined with us in

the sort of common interest that benefits us all. This is why the

United States has friends and allies, while the Soviet Union has

subjects and satellites.

From George Washington's Neutrality Proclamation

through the Monroe Doctrine and the Marshall Plan runs an

American impulse that disdains war and instead seeks to spread

freedom and prosperity. We have a natural respect for the indi-



238 THE REAL WAR

viduality of others, and a concern for their well-being. These

instincts make for a constructive foreign policy, one that com-

mands the genuine respect of other nations

—

if we also show

the resolve required of a great power.

And there, precisely, in that "if," lies our greatest potential

weakness, and the greatest danger to the West. There is no

question that if there is to be an arms race, we can win it. There

is no question that if there is to be an economic race, we can

win it. There is no question that if there is to be a contest for

the "hearts and minds" of the world's people, we can win it.

But there is a question whether we can win the contest we are

actually going to be engaged in: a test of will and determination

between ourselves and the most powerfully armed aggressive

power the world has ever known.

William F. Buckley, Jr., once remarked that he would rath-

er be governed by the first 100 names in the Boston telephone

book than by the faculty of Harvard University. This reflects a

shrewdly perceptive analysis of American strengths and weak-

nesses. The people as a whole often lack sophistication, but

they have a good, gut common sense, and when necessary they

can draw on an enormous reservoir of courage and will. But

too many of America's intellectual and cultural elite have

shown themselves to be brilliant, creative, trendy, gullible,

smug, and blind in one eye: they tend to see bad only on the

Right, not on the Left. Extremely sophisticated about ideas in

the abstract, they can be extremely simplistic and naive about

the realities of the actual global conflict we find ourselves en-

gaged in. "War" is "bad," "peace" is "good," and posturing

with words is everything.

The nation's immediate problem is that while the common
man fights America's wars, the intellectual elite sets its agenda.

Today, whether the West lives or dies is in the hands of its new
power elite: those who set the terms of public debate, who ma-
nipulate the symbols, who decide whether nations or leaders

will be depicted on 100 million television sets as "good" or

"bad." This power elite sets the limits of the possible for Presi-

dents and Congress. It molds the impressions that move the

nation, or that mire it.

America lost in Vietnam because this power elite persis-
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tcntly depicted first Diem and then Thieu as corrupt and dicta-

torial and the war therefore as not worth fighting—ignoring

how much worse the alternative would be. The Shah of Iran

and President Anastasio Somoza of Nicaragua met the same
fate, with the United States greasing the skids for their down-
fall. While still our U.N. ambassador, Andrew Young nominat-

ed the Ayatollah Khomeini for sainthood and praised Cuban
troops as providing "stability" in Africa. Television romanti-

cizes revolutionaries, thus greatly increasing the chances that

Soviet-backed revolutionary wars can be waged successfully

—

just as the New York Times' romanticizing of Fidel Castro two

decades ago was a major factor in legitimating his revolution

and securing his victory.

This complex of attitudes is nothing new. Reinhold Nie-

buhr once pointed out that communism was more dangerous

to the West than the naked fascism of the Nazis, because "Rus-

sia comes to every nation, which it intends to subjugate, as a

'liberator' from 'fascist' and 'imperialist' oppression. ... A cor-

rupted ideal may be more potent than a frank defiance of all

ideal values. The proof of that higher potency is given by the

fact that Russia's 'fifth columns' in the Western world are com-

posed not of the miserable traitors who constituted the Nazi-

dominated 'Bund,' nor yet of mere Communist party hacks.

They contain thousands of misguided idealists who still think

that Russia is the midwife of an ideal society, about to be

born." Communism's greater subtlety would not make it more

dangerous than Nazism if the leaders of Western thought were

more discerning.

Even though Mussolini's definition of fascism was a perfect

description of Soviet communism, fascism has been identified

as right-wing and therefore "bad," while communism has been

identified as left-wing and therefore, if not actually "good," at

least to be viewed in a sympathetic light that points up its

promise while obscuring its crudities.

The forced collectivization of Soviet agriculture in the

1930s was one of the most monumental atrocities of human
history, in many ways the model for the genocidal tragedy of

Cambodia in our own time. Families were torn apart, peasants

were slaughtered for trying to hold onto a pig or a cow; mil-
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lions, their few possessions confiscated, were packed into cattle

cars and sent to die in the frozen wastelands of Siberia. Chil-

dren, orphaned or separated from their parents, wandered the

countryside starving and homeless. But in the West the leaders

of intellectual fashion were so infatuated with the romance of

revolution that they closed their eyes to its gore and saw only

its glory. Thus George Bernard Shaw, in the midst of the hor-

ror, could tell a press conference in Moscow that he was "more
than ever convinced" that capitalist countries "must adopt Rus-

sia's methods," and write in his hotel guest book, "There is not

a more interesting country in the world today to visit than Sovi-

et Russia, and I find travelling there perfectly safe and pleas-

ant. . . . Tomorrow I leave this land of hope and return to our

Western countries of despair."

Reflecting on his days as a Moscow correspondent for the

Manchester Guardian during the Stalin era, Malcolm Muggeridge
recently recalled "the extraordinary performance of the liberal

intelligentsia, who, in those days, flocked to Moscow like pil-

grims to Mecca. And they were one and all utterly delighted

and excited by what they saw there. Clergymen walked serenely

and happily through the anti-god museums, politicians claimed

that no system of society could possibly be more equitable and

just, lawyers admired Soviet justice, and economists praised the

Soviet economy." It was this, he said, that "touched off my
awareness of the great liberal death wish, my sense that West-

ern man was, as it were, sleep-walking into his own ruin."

William Pfaff of The New Yorker notes that those "who be-

lieved in Russian Communism, and went enthusiastically to

Moscow a half-century ago to see what they wanted to see, and
no more, were not negligible men. They included John Reed,

Bernard Shaw, Andre Gide (for a time), Theodore Dreiser,

John Dos Passos, Julian Huxley." More recently, he argues,

"With Stalin dead and the Soviet Union discredited as a society

of reform, the communisms of Mao Zedong and Ho Chi Minh
assumed the function of 'Beau Ideal' for a new generation of

European and American idealists." These people "see in the

political character and accomplishments of other countries

what they need to see. . . . For admiring foreigners, Vietnam
and China were too often countries that existed mostly in their

heads. Since they were imaginary countries, they were pre-
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served from the corrosion of existence, the wear of life. Faith in

them could remain; they could be stubbornly believed societies

of justice, warm human cooperation, mutual support, simple

honesty, truth-telling."

A comparable blindness in one eye exists with regard to

Africa. Long before his fall the brutalities of Uganda's Idi Amin
were revealed beyond the capacity of any apologist to pretend
they were anything but the most savage sort of butchery on a

vast scale. Yet the hypocrisy of those African leaders who elect-

ed him president of the Organization of African Unity while

hurling moral thunderbolts at the West was ignored. Harvard
students demanded boycotts of the Republic ofSouth Africa, not

of Uganda or communist-dominated Mozambique. In South
Africa blacks are consigned to certain areas and forbidden cer-

tain forms of fraternization; in Uganda the heads of black

Ugandans were beaten in with hammers, their legs were
chopped off, and they were forced to eat the flesh of their fel-

low prisoners before they too were put to death. But fashion-

able outrage is directed against apartheid, not against savagery.

Longshoreman-philosopher Eric Hoffer has commented:

One of the surprising privileges of intellectuals is that

they are free to be scandalously asinine without harming their

reputation. The intellectuals who idolized Stalin while he was

purging millions and stifling the least stirring of freedom

have not been discredited. They are still holding forth on ev-

ery topic under the sun and are listened to with defer-

ence. . . . The metaphysical grammarian Noam Chomsky,

who went to Hanoi to worship there at the altar of human
rights and democracy, was not discredited and silenced when

the humanitarian communists staged their nightmare in

South Vietnam and Cambodia.

There is none so blind as he who will not see—and this has

been the condition of much of America's intellectual establish-

ment through much of this century. Unfortunately, as Hugh Se-

ton-Watson points out, "Nothing can defend a society from

itself if its upper 100,000 men and women, both the decision

makers and those who help to mold the thinking of the decision

makers, are resolved to capitulate."

Too many of those who should be most jealously preserv-

ing and defending what America represents have instead been
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paralyzed by a misplaced sense of guilt, which has led them to

abandon faith in our own civilization. As Commentary editor

Norman Podhoretz has put it, "The forces that have prevented

both the strengthening of our military power and the energiz-

ing of our economic capacity seem to be based on the continu-

ing conviction of many that the kind of society and civilization

we have are not worth maintaining—neither worth defending

by military means nor perpetuating by economic means."

If America loses World War III, it will be because of the

failure of its leadership class. In particular, it will be because of

the attention, the celebrity, and the legitimacy given to the

"trendies"—those overglamorized dilettantes who posture in

the latest idea, mount the fashionable protests, and are slob-

bered over by the news media, whose creation they essentially

are. The attention given them and their "causes" romanticizes

the trivial and trivializes the serious. It reduces public discus-

sion to the level of a cartoon strip. Whatever the latest cause

they embrace—whether antiwar, antinuclear, antimilitary, anti-

business—it is almost invariably one that works against the in-

terest of the United States in the context of World War III.

These trendies are ready with an opinion at the drop of a

microphone, and their opinions are treated as news—not be-

cause they are authorities, but because they are celebrities.

Their minds are impervious to argument, and their arguments

are impervious to fact. Posture is all. Some see their posturing

as a conspiracy, and suspect that it is directed from Moscow.
But this misses the point. It is not a conspiracy, but a conformi-

ty. If it were a conspiracy, it would be easier to deal with. The
trendies are an army of the gullible, steering by the star of fash-

ion, drawn to the sound of applause. They call themselves "lib-

eral" because "liberalism" is in fashion; but they have lost

touch with the classic spirit of liberalism. As Michael Novak
points out, "The liberal spirit believes in the potent energy of

the individual spirit. It believes in a free economy in a free pol-

ity. . . . Liberals must begin to strengthen the mediating institu-

tions of society which alone, as social organisms, can check the

power of the state."

There is a sort of Gresham's Law that applies to public dis-

cussion: bad ideas drive out good, and attention given to empty
posturing shuts the door on serious debate.
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In a less hazardous age we could afford to indulge the

prancing of the trendies on the stage of public debate. But now
our national survival depends on learning to distinguish be-

tween the meaningful and the meaningless.

The issues that confront us are complex and the answers

are by no means all clear. But this increases rather than de-

creases the need for calm, rational examination of alternative

courses and alternative consequences. It also increases the

need for the most meticulous care in ensuring that we decide

on the basis of fact, not fantasy.

The defining characteristic of today's intellectual and me-

dia elite is that it swims merrily in a sea of fantasy. The world of

television is essentially a fantasy world, and television is today's

common denominator of communication, today's unifying

American experience. This has frightening implications for the

future.

Ideas that fit on bumper stickers are not ideas at all, they

simply are attitudes. And attitudinizing is no substitute for

analysis. Unfortunately, too often television is to news as bump-
er stickers are to philosophy, and this has a corrosive effect on

public understanding of those issues on which national survival

may depend.

Only in very recent years has the notion taken hold that life

is meant to be easy. Coddled, pampered, truckled to, a genera-

tion of Americans has been bred to believe that they should

coast through life—and that any disparity between American

society as it is and a gauzy, Utopian ideal is evidence that soci-

ety is corrupt. The principal threat to a highly developed soci-

ety is not that overconsumption depletes its resources, but

rather that insulation from the hardscrabble challenge of basic

existence dulls its sense of reality and leaves it prey to the bar-

barians who are always at the gates. Where abundance comes

easily, it becomes too easy to assume that security comes with

comparable ease. "Street smarts," jungle savvy, that edgy wari-

ness that comes naturally to those whose precarious existence

keeps them ever on the alert—these atrophy in the cushioned

luxurv of a life in which ease and deference are taken for grant-

ed.

Given the choice, most people would rather cruise the Car-
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ibbean than drill with the militia. It thus becomes very tempt-

ing to consult our hopes rather than our fears, and to drape an

optimistic view of human nature with the cloak of moral virtue.

It becomes much easier, much more indulgent, to denounce as

alarmists those who tell us we must prepare for the worst in or-

der to preserve the best. It takes an effort of will to rouse our-

selves from lethargy, to put aside the pursuit of pleasure, to

defend our liberty. Laxity is the affliction of the comfortable,

and this is why every past civilization that has achieved comfort

has been destroyed by another less advanced. Our task is to

make sure that this does not happen to us.

If the West loses World War III, it will have been because

of an unwillingness to face reality. It will have been because of

the compulsion to live in a dream world, to infuse the public

dialogue with romantic fantasies and to imagine that cold steel

can somehow be countered with simplistic moralisms.

The key thing to recognize about America's decline in will

is that it has not been a failure of the people; it has been a fail-

ure of the leaders. Robert Nisbet notes: "We appear to be liv-

ing in yet another age in which 'failure of nerve' is conspicuous;

not in the minds of America's majority but in the minds of

those who are gatekeepers for ideas, the intellectuals." Alexan-

der Solzhenitsyn has pointed to "a decline in courage" as the

most striking feature of the West: "Such a decline in courage is

particularly noticeable among the ruling groups and the intel-

lectual elite, causing an impression of loss of courage by the

entire society. . . . Should one point out," he asks, "that from
ancient times decline in courage has been considered the be-

ginning of the end?"

America is a sleeping giant. It is time to wake up that giant,

to define his purpose, restore his strength, and revitalize his

will. Nothing less will save the West and the institutions of free-

dom around the world from the merciless barbarism that

threatens us all. As Solzhenitsyn has also argued, "no weapons,

no matter how powerful, can help the West until it overcomes
its loss of will power. In a state of psychological weakness,

weapons become a burden for the capitulating side."

The war in Vietnam was not lost on the battlefields of Viet-

nam. It was lost in the halls of Congress, in the boardrooms of

corporations, in the executive suites of foundations, and in the



WILLPOWER 245

editorial rooms of great newspapers and television networks. It

was lost in the salons of Georgetown, the drawing rooms of the

"beautiful people" in New York, and the classrooms of great

universities. The class that provided the strong leadership that

made victory possible in World War I and World War II failed

America in one of the crucial battles of World War III—Viet-

nam.

They had their excuses. They said it was the wrong war in

the wrong place (as if any war were ever the right war in the

right place). They said Thieu was a corrupt dictator. They said

that by aiding South Vietnam, we were only bringing death and

destruction. They said South Vietnam was unimportant and

not worth saving. Since fhen the flood of refugees from Viet-

nam and the tragic fate of the people of Cambodia have torn at

the consciences of many. Now they have both an obligation and

an opportunity to help restore the strength of America's lead-

ership, and thus to ensure that such tragedies are not repeated

on an even larger scale.

The greatest institutional change in America's leadership

class has been the development of enormous new power in the

hands of the media. But the failures of the leadership class go

beyond the intellectual and media elite. The leaders of "big

business" once were a bastion of support for American

strength, just as they once were rigorously independent. Now,

with some admirable exceptions, they have become timid, re-

luctant to roil bureaucratic waters or offend consumer spokes-

men; as huge corporations have become huge bureaucracies,

corporate leaders themselves have become bureaucratic. There

are few big business leaders I would have put in the ring with a

healthy Brezhnev. A George Meany or a Frank Fitzsimmons,

however, would have held his own. When the chips were down,

when America's future was on the line and I needed support

for the really tough decisions, I seldom got it from the corpora-

tion chairmen or university presidents. I did get it from labor

leaders, from smaller businessmen, from "middle America."

They had the strong heart, the solid will, the guts, that have

saved America before and will save it again.

Now that the passions of Vietnam have subsided and the

Russians are brazenly using the Red Army itself to absorb

countries directly into their empire, there are stirrings among
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the intellectual elite of a new awareness that the Soviet chal-

lenge is real. France, where the Left was so long ascendent in

intellectual circles, is now producing some of the toughest and

most realistic thinking in the West. I hope that this is a trend

throughout the West and that those in America whose natural

function is to lead will soon begin once again to lead in those

directions that national survival requires.

America must come to grips with the realities of power. It

must accept power, accept its existence, accept its exercise, and

accept the ambiguities of result that are sometimes inherent in

its use in a conflict-ridden, imperfect world. The time has

passed when we could afford to temporize, to equivocate, to

hesitate, when we could indulge the luxury of moralistic petti-

fogging as an excuse for keeping our feet out of the muddy wa-

ters. In today's world, purity is no excuse for pusillanimity.

Every day lost in mounting our own strategic counteroffensive

narrows an already perilously thin margin of safety.

Perhaps a nation that equates celebrity with wisdom, that

looks to rock stars and movie actresses as its oracles, deserves

to lose; and yet there is more to America than that. There is

more backbone, more common sense, more determination—if

only the public can be wakened to what the reality is. And make
no mistake about it: If the American people do wake up one

day to find themselves confronted with the stark choice be-

tween war and slavery, they are going to fight. They are going

to fight with missiles, with airplanes, with ships, with tanks; they

are going to fight, if need be, with sticks and stones and with

their bare fingernails.

Americans have not known suffering on such a scale as the

Russians have. But we have known it, and we have overcome it.

The frontier was not a garden party. World Wars I and II were

not Woodstocks. The immigrants who came to our shores in

prewelfare days scrabbled for existence, and they grew strong

in the process. We have not confronted suffering on the Soviet

scale because we have not had to. But we have shown time and
again that what we had to do, we could do, once we recognized

the necessity for doing it.

If those who have never known the absence of freedom are

slow to recognize how much it means to them, it is equally true

that those who have never lived in freedom may underestimate
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the strength of a free people's gut determination to preserve it.

Faced suddenly with the prospect of its loss, they are going to

discover its value. And this, in the final analysis, is what must
give the Kremlin leaders pause.

Meanwhile, we must underscore that basic truth with ac-

tions that drive its meaning home. We must show the Kremlin

that its drive for military supremacy is ultimately futile. We
must recognize that what we are engaged in is a war, even if not

in the conventional sense in which our history books have de-

fined it. If this war is not to escalate to the level of an actual

armed clash, we must fight it effectively on the nonmilitary lev-

el.

The crucial element in developing a strategy to win victory

without war is willpower. Military power and economic power
are necessary, but they are useless without willpower.

It has been said that where there is a will there is a way. As
we have so often proved in the past, by summoning up our will

we can find the way.



10

Presidential Power

Presidents must have a will to power or they will

not be successful presidents. They must constantly

search for power, building it, if necessary, out of ev-

ery scrap of formal authority and personal influence

they can locate. They must constantly guard whatever

power they have achieved. They must hoard power so

that it will be available in the future.

—-James MacGregor Burns

When to pause, lower one's voice; when to thrust

out one's jaw in defiance?

—Hugh Sidey

When I first entered Congress more than thirty years ago Tru-

man was in the White House, Stalin was in the Kremlin, MacAr-
thur ruled Japan, and Europe lay in ruins. Since then I have

watched nations advance and decline, and have seen leaders

succeed and fail. America has been through seven presidencies.

It has confronted many crises, fought two wars, and narrowly

averted fighting others.

As I have watched the unfolding of world events over these

years, it has become clear to me that the one factor most crucial

to the strength and cohesion of the West, and to the chances

for peace, is the leadership provided by the President of the

United States.

The President has great power in wartime as Commander-
in-Chief of the armed forces. But he also has enormous power

248
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to prevent war and preserve peace. Having had both responsi-

bilities, I know that the latter can be even more important than
the former. It can also be more difficult to exercise effectively,

especially in this era of a "war called peace."

Americans prefer to conduct their peacetime contests in

the international arena by Marquis of Queensberry rules. For
the Soviet leaders, however, the same rules apply in peace as in

war, and those are the rules of the street-fighter: anything goes.

To meet their challenge, the American President must use all

the power at his command in an effective and responsible way.

"Responsible" here includes the specific responsibility that he
alone bears for ensuring the nation's survival and the free

world's future.

This requires that he think realistically, not naively; that he
be a skilled diplomat; that he know when to go to the summit
and when not to go, and what to do when he gets there; that he
never give our adversaries something they want unless he gets

from them something we want; that while respecting the princi-

ple of openness when feasible, he preserve secrecy when neces-

sary; that he recognize that gathering intelligence and con-

ducting covert activities are justified as much to prevent war as

to wage it; and finally that he accept the reality that moral per-

fection in the conduct of nations cannot be expected and
should not be demanded. A President needs a global view, a

sense of proportion, and a keen sense of the possible. He needs

to know how power operates, and he must have the will to use

it.

The effective use of power, especially on the world scene,

is a skill that only experience can teach. But we can learn from

the experience of others. We can draw on the wisdom of oth-

ers. In the heyday of the British Empire young Englishmen

grew up with their eyes on the far corners of the earth. The
British had a national tradition of ruling a vast empire from a

small island; this is one reason they were so adroit at it. A glob-

al view came naturally, and so did a familiarity with the exercise

of power and with the ways of the world. In the postwar world

America has assumed global responsibilities; we must try to

prepare our next generation to carry them. We must under-

stand that while the President is chosen by Americans, that

choice can determine the future of free people everywhere.
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If I could carve ten rules into the walls of the Oval Office

for my successors to follow in the dangerous years just ahead,

they would be these:

1 Always be prepared to negotiate, but never negotiate with-

out being prepared.

2 Never be belligerent, but always be firm.

3 Always remember that covenants should be openly agreed

to but privately negotiated.

4 Never seek publicity that would destroy the ability to get re-

sults.

5 Never give up unilaterally what could be used as a bargain-

ing chip. Make your adversaries give something for every-

thing they get.

6 Never let your adversary underestimate what you would do
in response to a challenge. Never tell him in advance what

you would not do.

7 Always leave your adversary a face-saving line of retreat.

8 Always carefully distinguish between friends who provide

some human rights and enemies who deny all human rights.

9 Always do at least as much for our friends as our adversar-

ies do for our enemies.

10 Never lose faith. In a just cause faith can move mountains.

Faith without strength is futile, but strength without faith is

sterile.

Having laid down these rules, I would also suggest that the

President keep in his desk drawer, in mind but out of sight, an

eleventh commandment: When saying "always" and "never,"

always keep a mental reservation; never foreclose the unique

exception; always leave room for maneuver. "Always" and
"never" are guideposts, but in high-stakes diplomacy there are

few immutables. A President always has to be prepared for

what he thought he would never do.

Private Diplomacy

By its nature, diplomacy must be conducted beyond the

range of cameras and microphones if it is to succeed. Diploma-
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cy is not the raucous haggling of an Oriental bazaar, but rather

a quiet, often subtle process of feeling out the differing degrees

to which various elements of the other party's position are ne-

gotiable, and of trying varying combinations of give-and-take.

Negotiators have to be able to advance tentative proposals, to

explore alternatives, and to test the other side's reactions. They
can only afford to do this if they can do it in privacy. Genuine
negotiation is a search for some form of accommodation that

advances the general interests of both parties by compromising
on the specific interests of each. In such an agreement each

side gets something, and each side also gives something. Pre-

mature exposure of part of the agreement—or even of tentative

proposals that might later be abandoned—can destroy the

whole agreement. Privacy in negotiations advances agreement.

Publicity defeats it.

Frequently results can be achieved through quiet diploma-

cy that could never be achieved through public diplomacy. A
classic illustration of this occurred during my first term, in

1970. In the fall of that year U-2 flights over Cuba revealed that

a base was being constructed at Cienfuegos which could be

used for submarines armed with nuclear missiles. This violated

the 1962 U.S.-Soviet agreement on Cuba. But instead of con-

fronting the Russians publicly with our knowledge of this viola-

tion, we decided to use quiet diplomacy so that they could

withdraw without losing face publicly. Henry Kissinger in-

formed Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin that we were

aware of the base under construction, told him unequivocally

that we considered it to be a violation of our agreement, and let

Dobrynin know that we were keeping things cool deliberately

so that the Soviets could withdraw without a public confronta-

tion.

Two weeks later Dobrynin handed Kissinger a note reaf-

firming the 1962 understanding about Cuba and stating that

the Soviets were doing nothing to violate that understanding.

U-2 flights showed that construction had slowed down at the

sub site. After some face-saving delays it stopped altogether

and the base at Cienfuegos was abandoned. Our strategy had

worked. The Russians had decided to take advantage of the

maneuverability our low-profile strategy afforded them. By de-

nying that the violation had ever existed, they backed away
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from the crisis and still saved face. Quiet diplomacy supported

by steady nerves and a still-superior arsenal had prevailed. We
had not forced the issue into the open where the Russians

could retreat only at the cost of a great deal of prestige. We
made it easier for them to retreat, thereby averting another

confrontation at the brink over Cuba.

This episode proved the wisdom of Liddell Hart's dictum:

It is an elementary principle of strategy that, if you find your

opponent in a strong position costly to force, you should

leave him a line of retreat—as the quickest way of loosening

his resistance. It should, equally, be a principle of policy, es-

pecially in war, to provide your opponent with a ladder by

which he can climb down.

Our low profile proved to be the ladder the Soviets used.

In the 1978 meetings at Camp David with Egyptian Presi-

dent Anwar Sadat and Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin

President Carter also dramatically demonstrated the benefits of

negotiating in an atmosphere free from the baying of press

hounds. His private meetings with Sadat and Begin proved ab-

solutely essential to the breakthroughs that paved the way to

the Egyptian-Israeli peace accord.

There are, of course, times when going public becomes

a useful tactic to advance a negotiation, to rally support, to

bring pressure on the other side, or to counter enemy propa-

ganda. In January 1972 I disclosed publicly that for nearly two

and a half years Henry Kissinger had been periodically travel-

ing in secret to Paris and conducting negotiations there with

representatives of North Vietnam, and I also disclosed the

proposals we had secretly made. North Vietnam had been cyni-

cally exploiting the secrecy of those negotiations; we were be-

ing accused of intransigence, when in fact we had advanced

extremely forthcoming peace proposals and had been stone-

walled by the North Vietnamese. In this case, with North Viet-

nam clearly hoping to wear down America's will by blaming us

for the lack of progress and thus fanning heightened antiwar

sentiment, it became important to make the record public. As I

put it then, "Just as secret negotiations can sometimes break a

public deadlock, public disclosure may help to break a secret
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deadlock." Even in a case such as this, however, the public dis-

closure is a tactic; the negotiations themselves still have to pro-

ceed in secret.

The British diplomat Sir Harold Nicolson put the case for

private diplomacy perfectly in his book Diplomacy. He said that

while a foreign policy must be openly proclaimed and subject-

ed to the closest scrutiny of the public, the negotiations that are

necessary to carry on that policy must be kept secret or else the

policy itself will be sabotaged. Commenting on Woodrow Wil-

son's secretiveness during the negotiation of the Treaty of Ver-

sailles, Nicolson noted that even "the highest apostle of 'open

diplomacy' found, when it came to practice, that open negotia-

tion was totally unworkable." Wilson, he declared, had failed

"to foresee that there was all the difference in the world be-

tween 'open covenants' and 'openly arrived at'—between poli-

cy and negotiation."

The "Hole Card 99

Diplomacy often requires a delicate and intricate balancing

of ambiguity and straight talk, the unpredictable and the very

predictable. A complex game is played out between adversar-

ies, a game that involves, or should involve, the least amount of

guesswork on the part of the American, and the greatest

amount of guesswork on the part of the other side.

In this respect international relations are a lot like poker

—

stud poker with the hole card. The hole card is all important

because without it your opponent—the Soviet leader, for in-

stance—has perfect knowledge of whether or not he can beat

you. If he knows he will win, he will raise you. If he knows he

cannot, he will fold and get out of the game.

The United States is an open society. We have all but one

of our cards face up on the table. Our only covered card is the

will, nerve, and unpredictability of the President—his ability to

make the enemy think twice about raising the ante. If we turn

that card up, it is no contest. We must, of course, have good

cards showing. But we must also make the Russians think that
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our hole card is a very good card indeed. The Russians are

masters at disguising their hole card—they are masters of the

bluff. More often than not, that is all their hole card is, a bluff.

Nevertheless, we can never make that judgment with cer-

tainty, so we must exercise caution in our negotiations with

them or with their surrogates. To be on an equal footing with

them, our "up" cards must be as good as theirs, and our

"down" card—the President—must be every bit as unknown as

theirs.

Many examples from recent years illustrate the danger of

turning all our cards up, as well as the benefit of keeping one

down.

In 1950 the United States had overwhelming nuclear supe-

riority. But when Secretary of State Dean Acheson announced
an American view of vital international interests, he excluded

South Korea. The North Korean communists thought that our

intentions were face up on the board, and that they did not in-

clude the defense of South Korea. So they attacked, confident

of both Soviet and Chinese support. It was a miscalculation by

them, based upon a misrepresentation by us. Had Acheson's

statement left doubt in the minds of the communists, the war in

South Korea might have been avoided.

During the course of the war Truman again turned up a

card by announcing his intention to refrain from using tactical

or strategic nuclear weapons in the conduct of the war. The
North Koreans, Chinese, and Soviets once again gained full

knowledge of our hand, so they felt comfortable continuing to

pursue the war at the conventional level. Only when Eisenhow-

er assumed power did the card again become a mystery. Eisen-'

hower was a proven, strong military leader. They had ample
reason to wonder about his intentions, and Eisenhower gave

them no reason to believe he would not use our strategic supe-

riority. On the contrary, his Secretary of State, John Foster Dul-

les, sent strong hints through diplomatic channels that he

might. With mystery restored to the equation, the communists
began to negotiate seriously and the war was soon ended.

When French and British forces moved into Egypt at the

height of the Suez crisis, Soviet Premier Nikolai Bulganin pro-

posed to President Eisenhower that the Soviets and Americans
engage in a joint military action to stop the fighting in Egypt, a
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proposal the White House immediately branded as unaccept-

able. As the fighting increased, however, and it appeared possi-

ble that the Soviets might take some unilateral action,

Eisenhower ordered the Joint Chiefs to put American military

units on alert. Even after a cease-fire was declared, the Soviets

continued to threaten to send "volunteers" into Egypt. While

Eisenhower's answer to this was diplomatically worded, NATO
Commander Alfred Gruenther was authorized to be blunt: a

communist attack on the West would result in the Soviet bloc

being "destroyed ... as sure as day follows night." As Eisen-

hower noted in his memoirs, "The Soviet threat proved to be

nothing but words." However, it was clear that Eisenhower's

credibility as a strong military leader, combined with our over-

whelming nuclear superioritv, was the decisive factor that de-

terred Soviet intervention.

Two years later, in 1958, when the United States confront-

ed Chinese communist threats to take over the Nationalist-held

islands of Quemoy and Matsu, Eisenhower explained to me his

version of the concept of the hole card. Reflecting on his own
experience as a military commander, he said that "You should

never let the enemy know what you will do, but it's more im-

portant that vou never let the enemv know what you will not

do."

If the adversary feels that you are unpredictable, even rash,

he will be deterred from pressing you too far. The odds that he

will fold increase greatly, and the unpredictable President will

win another hand. By contrast, statements that appear to rule

out the use of force, while perhaps meant to be nonprovoca-

tive, will in fact provoke an antagonist to push for more.

Even when you are strong, it is bad strategy to let yourself

appear weak. This can lead to a dangerous miscalculation on

vour adversary's part. The 1961 Vienna Summit between Khru-

shchev and Kennedy led to such a miscalculation. Perhaps Ken-

nedy was confident of his own resolve, but he did not project

that confidence to Khrushchev. As James Reston has since writ-

ten, "Kennedy went there shortly after his spectacular blunders

at the Bay of Pigs, and was savaged by Khrushchev. ... "I had

an hour alone with President Kennedy immediately after his

last meeting with Khrushchev in Vienna at that time," Reston

reported. "Khrushchev had assumed, Kennedv said, that anv
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American President who invaded Cuba without adequate prep-

aration was inexperienced, and any President who then didn't

use force to see the invasion through was weak. Kennedy ad-

mitted Khrushchev's logic on both points."

Khrushchev later called Kennedy's hand by putting mis-

siles into Cuba. A dangerous confrontation with nuclear over-

tones resulted, one that could have been prevented had

Kennedy's conduct in Vienna given Khrushchev a greater im-

pression of strength and determination.

In 1973, when the United States and the Soviet Union
were roughly equal in nuclear capability, Brezhnev demanded
that the United States join the Soviet Union in sending troops

into the Mideast during the Arab-Israeli war. This would have

created a potentially explosive situation. And Brezhnev threat-

ened that if we did not agree to joint action, he would send in

Soviet forces unilaterally.

When we ordered a military alert Brezhnev backed down.

The alert might not have had this effect had Brezhnev not con-

cluded from his conversations with me in June of that year, and

also from the strong actions we had taken to protect our inter-

ests in Vietnam in 1972, that I might back up my strong words

with strong actions. He was not willing to take that risk.

In 1979 the Carter administration's relatively mild reaction

to previous Soviet moves may well have led Brezhnev to con-

clude that he could send the Red Army into Afghanistan with-

out provoking a strong U.S. response.

Public statements that we will not let the Russians push us

around are not effective. They dismiss these as bravado, pri-

marily because they engage in that sort of bluster so much
themselves. They must always have very serious questions

about what a President will do. For example, we should not

make statements that we will never launch a preemptive strike.

Whether or not we would ever exercise that option, we should

always leave open the possibility that in extreme circumstances

we might.

The demonstrated will, nerve, and unpredictability of the

President become even more important in a period when the

Soviet Union moves from inferiority to superiority in nuclear

arms. If the Soviets fear that the President might react strongly,

they will be less likely to put him to the test. If they conclude
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that they can predict his response, and that it will be a weak
one, they will test him. Then, if they turn out to be right, they

will win. If they turn out to be wrong, they will have made the

kind of miscalculation that could lead to a major conventional

or even nuclear war. The lesson of history is that wars more of-

ten than not come from this kind of miscalculation.

The Uses of Secrecy

Secrecy is a sine qua non in the conduct of international re-

lations, whether dealing with allies or with adversaries. Without

privacy—and the assurance of privacy—there is little hope of

accomplishing anything.

The freedom a leader feels to exchange information and

ideas candidly with his allies is in direct ratio to the faith that he

has in their ability to keep what he tells them confidential.

American Presidents have generally had exceptionally open re-

lationships with their British counterparts, and one of the rea-

sons is that the British keep a confidence. I never knew of an

occasion in which any of my private discussions with British

leaders was leaked. The same has been true of some of our oth-

er allies. Unfortunately, it has not been true of all, and even

where it has been true of personal talks between the heads of

government, it has not always been true of discussions at other

levels.

I was able to have very candid discussions with Charles de

Gaulle when he was President of France, but only when we

were alone, with just an interpreter present. It even mattered

who the interpreter was. De Gaulle talked freely in the pres-

ence of his own personal interpreter, but not with the inter-

preter from our State Department, whom he did not know.

However, when I brought my old friend General Vernon G.

Walters, who not only is one of the world's most skilled inter-

preters but also was personally known and trusted by de

Gaulle, de Gaulle was delighted and again spoke freely.

Where we have not felt free to share critically important

items of information with allies, the damage to our relation-

ships has sometimes been severe. This has been true even
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where the fear of leaks was indirect, where we could not tell

one without telling another.

The announcement on July 15, 1971, that I was going to

visit China stunned Japan; it was described as a "Nixon shock."

The Japanese thought, quite reasonably, that as our principal

ally in Asia they should at least have been informed that such a

momentous policy shift was under way. They should have been,

and in an ideal world they would have been. But if word of the

move had leaked, it might have jeopardized the whole China

initiative. Thus we could not risk informing any ally that might

leak it, and if we informed one without informing others, and

this became known subsequently, it would have been bitterly

resented.

We can share particularly sensitive information with allies

only when we have confidence that they will not leak it; con-

versely, they can share sensitive information with us only when
they have confidence that we will not leak it.

Secrecy is particularly important in dealing with the lead-

ers of communist countries. They are products of a system that

values secrecy, which is why I could talk so candidly with the

Chinese—they never leak. By the same token, they expect us to

keep secrets. If we fail to do so, the chances for negotiating

with them in any meaningful way will be substantially reduced

and may be totally destroyed.

Unfortunately for the nation, breaches of security created

especially difficult situations during my administration. The
most dramatic of these came in June 1971, when the so-called

Pentagon Papers were suddenly made public. These were

7,000 pages of classified documents relating to the Vietnam
War, including material that was still sensitive not only for the

United States but also for a number of our allies. They had
been leaked to the New York Times months earlier. The Times

went to extravagant lengths to keep an absolute lid of secrecy

on the fact that it had them, until it was ready to spring them on
us—without even a moment's advance notice, and without giv-

ing any responsible official a chance to read them, much less to

advise the Times on what parts might be particularly sensitive. I

have always had great respect for the New York Times as one of

the world's finest newspapers, and I still do. But I considered

this one of the grossest acts ofjournalistic irresponsibility I had
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encountered in a quarter century of public life. In his dissent-

ing opinion in the Pentagon Papers case ChiefJustice Warren
Burger wrote of the Times' failure to consult the government:

To me it is hardly believable that a newspaper long re-

garded as a great institution in American lives would fail to

perform one of the basic and simple duties of every citizen

with respect to the discovery or possession of stolen property

or secret government documents. . . . This duty rests on taxi

drivers, justices, and the New York Times.

The next month, on July 23, the morning before we were

to present our formal, opening position at the SALT talks in

Helsinki, the New York Times carried a front-page story detail-

ing what was allegedly our fallback position.

These events took place just as Kissinger was making his

first secret trip to Peking, the SALT talks were starting, and the

war in Vietnam was at a critical juncture. By fall the CIA report-

ed that we were in the midst of the worst outbreak of leaks in

nearly twenty years, since 1953. Trying to conduct effective in-

ternational relations in such an atmosphere, much less to lay

the cornerstone for a durable structure of peace, was a night-

mare and threatened to become an impossibility.

When I made my trip to Peking in 1972 the Chinese lead-

ers were particularly concerned about the possibility of leaks.

In December 1971, during the war between India and Pakistan,

columnistJack Anderson published verbatim minutes of a high-

level discussion of our policy with regard to the war. Referring

to the Anderson leak, Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai commented

to me that "the records of three of your meetings were made
public because all sorts of people were invited." He was polite-

ly suggesting that he would not like to see the transcripts of our

talks suffer the same fate. This was not a farfetched possibility.

In the course of tracking down the Anderson leak we discov-

ered that a memo of Kissinger's conversation with Zhou during

his first secret trip to Peking had been copied and passed along

to others who, fortunately, had not made it public. But the dan-

ger remained. I sensed clearly that unless the Chinese were as-

sured that our talks would be kept in confidence they would be

hesitant about revealing how far they might be willing to go to

reach an accommodation with us. I assured Zhou that where
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the fate of our two countries—and possibly the fate of the

world

—

was involved, we would be able to talk in complete con-

fidence. Only then were we able to make progress in our nego-

tiations.

In retrospect I am sure that the opening to China in 1972

and the development of our relationship since could not have

been achieved had there not been absolute secrecy both in set-

ting up the trip to Peking and in the conduct of our talks there.

A nation unable to protect its own vital secrets will certain-

ly not be trusted with another nation's crucial information. As

Cord Meyer has pointed out, "Even the most friendly ally must

hesitate to cooperate with the United States if it has to fear ex-

posure of its sources." The Western alliance weakens as a re-

sult, with no member losing more than the United States.

"Freedom of information" has become a sacred cow. Se-

crecy is considered sinister and wrong. Yet common sense

ought to tell us that publicity that leads to bad results is not

necessarily good, and that secrecy that leads to good results is

not necessarily bad. We need more effective legal sanctions to

discourage harmful disclosures. Even more important, we must

quit making national heroes out of those who illegally disclose

top-secret information. Our Presidents want publicity, but

above all, they want results. We should applaud rather than

condemn them when they resist the insatiable demands of the

media in order to do the job they were elected to do.

The "Black Arts"

The kinds and quality of intelligence information available

to a President can be crucial to success or failure in his role as

world leader. So, too, is the availability of means short of war to

project American power or advance American interests in vola-

tile and threatening situations—and this often means the use of

covert action.

There has always been a strong ambivalence in American

attitudes toward intelligence. When Americans do not feel

threatened, they tend to regard such activities as immoral or

un-American. When they do feel threatened, they wonder why



PRESIDENTIAL POWER 261

we do not have better intelligence. During all our wars we built

up excellent intelligence services, only to dismantle them as

soon as the war ended. Today our leaders have to make almost

instant decisions, often for extremely high stakes. If they have

no warning of impending dangers, they will be far less likely to

make the right decisions.

Espionage and covert operations are as old as mankind.

Both have existed alongside the system of international law as

long as there has been a system of international law. All na-

tions, with the possible exception of some of our modern mini-

states, have engaged in them; only the United States has adopt-

ed the curious doctrine that they should be performed in pub-

lic. In Great Britain, where modern democracy began, even

publishing the name of the head of the Intelligence Service can

land a citizen in jail. Acts that Americans insist on protecting

under the banner of freedom of speech would, in such other

democracies as Sweden or Switzerland—neither of which bears

the world responsibilities the United States does—result in

long prison sentences.

In this country we seem to have evolved the strange doc-

trine that it is the duty of government to keep its secrets, and

the equally sacred duty of the media to expose them. For the

future we must find an accommodation between freedom of the

press and the requirements of national survival in a threatened

and uncertain world—in a way that enhances survival.

Failures of intelligence can be disastrous. In the 1960s and

early 1970s, for eleven years in a row, the Central Intelligence

Agency underestimated the number of missiles the Russians

would deploy; at the same time the CIA also underestimated

the totality of the Soviet strategic program effort and its ambi-

tious goals. In 1976 the CIA estimates of Russian military

spending for 1970-1975 were doubled overnight as errors

were discovered and corrected. Throughout the critical period

of the mid-1960s, when McNamara decided to curtail unilater-

ally U.S. nuclear programs and the Russians moved massively

to catch up, and in the early 1970s, when the first concrete

steps toward arms control were taken, American Presidents

were being supplied by the CIA with figures on Russian mili-

tary spending that were only half of what the agency later de-

cided spending had been. Thanks in part to this intelligence
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blunder we will find ourselves looking down the nuclear barrel

in the mid-1980s.

The real question before the American people is this: Can
we afford to stumble like a blind and deaf giant into the last

twenty years of this century, until one day we face the alterna-

tive of surrender or total destruction? If we lack proper intelli-

gence, we will, as former Marine Corps Commandant General

David M. Shoup has said, "be in the ring blindfolded."

There is a vast difference between the quantity and quality

of information readily available from the closed Soviet society

and from our open one. The Soviet military budget is an-

nounced in one figure and eight words, and the Soviets reveal

nothing of the debates that produce that budget. If they pub-

lished only the equivalent of the annual unclassified report of

our Department of Defense, and if it were equally reliable,

we would know far more than we do about Soviet military

programs. Beyond this, congressional hearings multiply greatly

the amount of useful information we give the Soviets free of

charge, detailing not only the extent of opposition to particular

arms programs but also the nature of the uncertainties in our

defense posture. Soviet embassy personnel can sit in on those

hearings; we have no such privileges in Moscow.

We also depend on our intelligence agencies for covert, or

hidden, operations that are meant to help one's friends or

make the task of one's enemies more difficult. Here too Ameri-

cans have had ambivalent feelings. Since the beginning of his-

tory almost every country has sought to influence events in

other countries in ways favorable to its own interests. This is

accepted practice. Countries tolerate propaganda from abroad

through publications, radio broadcasts, and even television ap-

pearances by foreigners.

A fundamental purpose of every embassy in the world is to

influence events in the host country in ways favorable to the

country the embassy represents. Today the Soviet Union subsi-

dizes and controls local Communist parties all over the world,

which give Moscow an often powerful means of exercising

pressure within other countries.

Even more serious have been the arms, training, and sup-
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plies of all kinds that the Soviet Union regularly sends to sup-

port so-called people's wars of liberation, a euphemism for the

establishment of pro-Soviet control of a country. To the Sovi-

ets, intervening in another country to bring about the triumph

of their friends is a holy duty. We must have the means to help

our friends in other countries where their freedom is under at-

tack and their survival is threatened.

Here again, the issue is not the simple moralistic one, "Is it

right to interfere in the internal affairs of another country?"

Rather, it is whether the United States will have the ability to

help its friends in another country resist an armed threat to

their freedom by means short of intervening with our armed

forces. Without such means, we would have no options be-

tween a diplomatic protest and the direct use of our armed

forces. Our friends must not be left with the assumption that

regardless of what the enemies of freedom may do, we shall of-

fer them no help. Improved covert capabilities could also help

in combating some forms of terrorism, and might give us addi-

tional options in case the rights of the United States and its citi-

zens are again flagrantly violated as they were in the hostage

seizure in Iran.

Most covert actions are not armed actions. Many times

they consist only of helping a democratic newspaper to survive

economic action against it, support for cultural activities, or

paying the fares of young people to some world gathering so

that they can speak out for freedom.

The Soviets suffer no qualms about the morality of their

actions. They use the Communist Party of the Soviet Union as

an instrument for subversion, then deny government responsi-

bility, even though the Communist Party and the Soviet gov-

ernment are virtually one and the same. We do not have that

option. But what we can do is to give covert support to indige-

nous political organizations that support our position and op-

pose a communist takeover.

The scope for covert action in peacetime is more restricted

than it is in wartime, the need for it is not so unambiguous, but

the payoffs may be just as large. Unless we restore the covert

capabilities of the CIA we are going to get rolled by the Soviets

in country after country. The proportion of the CIA's budget

that goes for covert actions has fallen from over 50 percent to
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less than 5 percent. In an effort to clean up abuses—and al-

leged abuses—we have come close to throwing out the baby

with the bathwater. The Freedom of Information Act lets any-

one—including enemy intelligence agents—rummage through

CIA and FBI files at taxpayer expense. According to CIA offi-

cials, the agency has spent more man-hours filling Freedom of

Information requests than "on any one of several areas of key

intelligence interest." In addition, opening these files has a

chilling effect on those who would be ready to risk their lives

and their reputations to help the United States in sensitive

areas or operations. With the CIA reporting its covert activities

to eight separate committees whose members comprise one

third of Congress, as well as the staff members, we might as

well send out news releases to our opponents. This require-

ment restricts the CIA, as Senator Daniel P. Moynihan has put

it, to "doing research that might as well be done in the Library

of Congress." Foreign intelligence agencies and individual

agents are no longer willing to risk exposure by cooperating

with the CIA—and our operations are crippled. The "black

arts" should, as the London Economist puts it, "be restored to

dimmer light, or to darkness, where they can thrive."

Throughout history people have tended to think of intelli-

gence as an instrument of war. Today it is an essential instru-

ment of peace. The more we know about the Soviets, the less

likely we are to underestimate or miscalculate what they may
do. The knowledge that we have an effective intelligence com-

munity that can follow whatever they do will lessen their temp-

tations.

We have castrated the CIA and other intelligence agencies.

We must restore their ability to keep the President and our oth-

er leaders informed, ready, and able to respond to danger. We
must give them the means to do their job.

Summit Meetings

Harold Nicolson, in Diplomacy, sounded a warning about

the dangers of summitry. "Such visits," he wrote, "arouse pub-
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lie expectation, lead to misunderstandings, and create confu-

sion. The time at the disposal of these visitors is not always

sufficient to allow for patience and calm deliberation. The hon-

ors which are paid to a minister in a foreign capital may tire his

physique, excite his vanity, or bewilder his judgment."

A summit meeting presents other pitfalls as well. When a

President negotiates personally, he deprives himself of three

major assets:

He loses some of the enormous prestige of his position as

head of state and head of government by talking as an equal

with the head of government from another country. Frank I.

Cobb made this point in a memo to Colonel House in 1918:

"The moment President Wilson sits at the council table with

their prime ministers and foreign secretaries he has lost all

power that comes from distance and detachment. . . . He be-

comes merely a negotiator dealing with other negotiators."

He reduces the mystery, which is one of his greatest weap-

ons in diplomacy; a President may appear more powerful and

less predictable from a distance than in face-to-face encounters.

Probably most importantly, he loses flexibility: an ambas-

sador, or even a foreign minister, can put forth positions that a

President can later modify or even repudiate. For example,

Dulles, with Eisenhower's approval, would often take a hard

line, which would later allow Eisenhower to act as the concilia-

tor. Kissinger, on the other hand, with my approval, would pro-

fess to want to be more conciliatory, and use the prospect of

my harder line for negotiating leverage. As a veteran British

ambassador observed, "Sometimes the function of a diplomat

is to fail in a negotiation or to make little or no progress. But

when a head of state gets involved, his need to look like a win-

ner can do serious damage to a delicate process."

Against these costs must be balanced two benefits that

might be produced from a summit meeting:

In U.S.-Soviet relations a meeting at the summit allows

each leader to take the measure of the other and thus may re-

duce the possibility of miscalculation in the event of a future

confrontation. For example, my very heated discussion on the

Mideast with Brezhnev in San Clemente in June of 1973 helped

to give credibility to the alert I called a few months later during

the Yom Kippur War.

Summitry can also provide an opportunity for a President
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to exercise the powers of personal persuasion. President Car-

ter's Middle East negotiations vividly illustrate this point.

But a President should go to a summit only if the stakes are

worth the risks, and if the meeting is thoroughly programmed
in advance. No American President should go to a summit with

an adversary unless he knows what is on the other side of the

mountain.

The highly publicized formal summit meeting may seem

like the ultimate forum for high-level discussion of state-to-

state relations. This is not the case. Many people attend the

main official meetings and the press is always buzzing around

trying to pry out some detail for tomorrow's headlines. In such

circumstances the diplomatic rule of thumb about not broach-

ing sensitive matters in public comes into play. At the formal

meetings, where more people are present, I have found the So-

viet leaders to be less forthcoming than when we meet infor-

mally or alone with just a translator. The larger the group, the

less free the conversation, especially when the group consists

of high-ranking communists. In the formal sessions everybody

is talking for the record and talking like a record, carefully

watching what he says. Real progress is more likely to be made
in small, informal sessions—not those that are given over to so-

cial amenities, but the private working sessions that allow high-

er degrees of both candor and concentration.

It is disastrous to play to the press during a summit meet-

ing. When either leader does this he is tempted to take heroic

positions that do not lend themselves to realistic accom-

modation later on. Bargaining stances openly proclaimed are

difficult to back away from. Better results are produced in

diplomacy when the leaders talk to each other instead of to the

press.

Creation of a willowy euphoria is one of the dangers of

summitry. During my administration excessive euphoria built

up around the 1972 Peking and Moscow summit meetings. I

must assume a substantial part of the responsibility for this. It

was an election year, and I wanted the political credit for what I

believed were genuinely major advances toward a stable peace.

Further, some of our summit agreements faced tough opposi-

tion in Congress, and in order to win approval for them we
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tried to present them in the best possible light—emphasizing

the great hopes we might realize if both sides adhered to both

the letter and the spirit of the agreements. I did make efforts to

keep expectations from getting out of hand: for example, I

warned in a televised speech to a joint session of Congress on

my return from Moscow that we did not "bring back from Mos-

cow the promise of instant peace, but we do bring the begin-

ning of a process that can lead to a lasting peace." I cautioned

that "Soviet ideology still proclaims hostility to some of Ameri-

ca's most basic values. The Soviet leaders remain committed to

that ideology."

The events themselves were so dramatic, however, that un-

realistic expectations were raised. Many people embraced the

naive notion that in the new era of detente the Soviets would

suddenly abandon their ambitions and we would all live happily

ever after. When Soviet adventurism continued, they then

turned around and said detente was a failure. The euphoria

also made it more difficult to gain support for the decisive ac-

tions and strong military forces that were needed to make de-

tente succeed. Euphoria is dangerous in dealing with the

Soviets, or with any adversary. Euphoria is a harmful illusion

that eventually breeds disillusion; it also invites irresolution.

Linkage

There is one cardinal rule for the conduct of international

relations: Don't give anything to your adversary unless you get

something in return. At the summit there should be no "free

rides" for the Kremlin leadership. We should never engage in

summitry for the sake of summitry and for the fleeting "spirit"

of cooperation that these meetings customarily produce. Such

"spirits" often gain very little for the United States, and a great

deal for the Soviets.

It was during the transition period between my election in

1968 and my first inauguration in 1969 that Henry Kissinger

and I developed what is now widely called the concept of link-

age. We determined that those things the Soviets wanted—the

good public relations that summits provided, economic co-
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operation, and strategic arms limitations agreements—would

not be gained by them without a quid pro quo. At that time the

principal quid pro quos we wanted were some assistance in get-

ting a settlement in Vietnam, restraint by them in the Middle

East, and a resolution of the recurring problems in Berlin.

In SALT negotiations they wanted an agreement limiting

defensive weapons only, an area in which we were moving

ahead faster than they were. We insisted there should also be a

limit on offensive weapons, in which they were moving ahead

faster than we were. Here, congressional approval of the ABM
program was indispensable. In diplomacy, as in other walks of

life, you can only get something you want if you can give your

opponent something he wants. Unilateral concessions on our

part—to prove our "goodwill"—are stupid and dangerous. As

Henry Kissinger puts it, "As a general rule the Soviet Union

does not pay for services that have already been rendered."

We "linked" our goals to theirs, and though it took two

years for the Kremlin to accept this policy in the SALT I nego-

tiations, it finally did.

Linkage remains a viable strategy. The Soviets still want

arms control agreements and economic cooperation, and the

United States must again insist on a balance. We have great

reason to be concerned over the Soviets' African adventurism,

the conduct of their ally Vietnam, their support of Castro's

"Hessians," their aggressive use of the Red Army outside of

the Soviet bloc, and their attempts to gain control of the Per-

sian Gulf and to intervene in the Middle East. All these con-

cerns are legitimate interests of the United States. We should

not be shy or apologetic about linking what we want in these

areas with what the Soviets want in other areas, any more than

we should be apologetic about insisting that American interests

be sufficiently safeguarded by the terms of arms control agree-

ments themselves.

There are no hard and fast boundaries that separate one

form of Soviet imperialism from another. They are linked by a

common thread that leads to the Kremlin. The Soviets know
this, and if compelled by the leadership in the United States to

accept linkage, they will do so. They have done so in the past.

They will do so again.

They will not accept linkage, however, out of an unselfish
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concern for preserving peace in the world. If we do not de-

mand it, we will not get it. The Soviets do not like American de-

termination to see justice done, but they will respect it. Linkage
is a just concept. If pursued vigorously and from a position of
sufficient strength, it will produce fair results.

The primary purpose of arms control is to reduce the dan-
ger of war. But arms control by itself cannot do this. Political

differences, not arms, are the root causes of war, and until

these are resolved, there will be enough arms for the most dev-

astating war no matter how many arms control agreements are

reached.

Trade by itself will not reduce the danger of war. In World
War I and World War II nations that had traded with each oth-

er went to war against each other because of political differ-

ences.

Trade and arms control must be linked with the settlement

of political differences if the danger of war is to be reduced.

Only if we use linkage in this way will we be attacking the root

Dealing with Our Allies

During the first 150 years of our history it was often said

that the President wore four hats—as chief of state, head of

government, Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces, and

head of his political party. Since World War II the President

has worn a fifth hat, as leader of the free world.

The Soviet Union has subjects and satellites; the United

States has allies and friends. The Soviet Union dictates to its

satellites; the United States does not dictate to its allies. But it

is our responsibility as the strongest and wealthiest free world

nation to lead. The President of the United States is the only

one who has the power and prestige to provide this leadership.

This is often more difficult than his other four roles, for it re-

quires a combination of toughness, subtlety, decisiveness, and

skill.

Diplomacy can be used either as a sword or as a needle—as

a weapon or an instrument of union. In dealing with allies the
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President is chiefly engaged in mending tears and strengthen-

ing seams.

America remains powerful, but not all-powerful; our allies

need us, but we also need them. This mutual interest is what

brings alliances into being. One of a President's chief tasks is to

nurture that sense of common interest.

In some ways good personal relations are more important

in dealing at the summit level with allies than with adver-

saries. With adversaries, personal cordiality is not going to

make opposing national interests disappear, though it can keep

irritations from becoming unnecessarily inflamed, and it can

sometimes help in the search for those conceptual break-

throughs that make it possible to bridge gaps that had seemed
unbridgeable. But with allies, relations can be conducted on an

entirely different level of trust and confidence. Two leaders

who know each other, who trust each other, who respect each

other's judgment, and who share common goals can establish a

working relationship that transcends normal diplomacy and

that greatly benefits both nations. The partnership between

Roosevelt and Churchill in World War II is a prime example.

My own friendship with de Gaulle helped greatly, when I first

took office, in repairing the previously strained relations be-

tween the United States and France. And de Gaulle, whose eye

was always fixed on the long view, offered me wise counsel on
dealing with America's global responsibilities, particularly with

regard to the Soviet Union and China. West Germany's Konrad
Adenauer had a similar long perspective; though he died be-

fore I became President, I carried his counsel with me. I fre-

quently had very helpful discussions with British leaders; with

Harold Macmillan before meeting Khrushchev in 1959, for ex-

ample, and with Harold Wilson and Edward Heath before my
visits to Peking and Moscow in 1972. French presidents

Georges Pompidou and Valery Giscard d'Estaing both had spe-

cial expertise on international economic issues, which made my
talks with them both educational and constructive.

The counsel of trusted allies can be particularly helpful in

dealing with those parts of the world they know better than we
do. Discussions with Japanese leaders like Nobusuke Kishi, Ei-

saku Sato, and Masayoshi Ohira gave me insights into Asian is-

sues I could not have gained from Europeans or Americans.
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And the French know more about black Africa than we do, or
probably ever will; so do the British, the Belgians, and others.

The British, as a result of their imperial days, have a vast store

of knowledge and understanding about South Asia, the Persian

Gulf, and many remote but strategically important places

around the world. Some leaders of small nations are intimately

familiar with their parts of the world and wise about the whole
world. Singapore's Prime Minister Lee Kwan Yew is in my view
one of the world's premier statesmen, even though his own
stage is too small for the full exercise of his talents.

The difference between meeting with friends and meeting
with adversaries can best be summarized this way. When you
talk to your adversaries you learn about them. When you talk to

your friends you learnfrom them.

We often tend to overlook the vital importance of main-

taining and strengthening our ties with countries that are not

major powers, some of which, like Australia and Brazil, because
of their vast resources, are destined to be great powers in the

future. If I were to advise a young man where to go to seek his

fortune in the twenty-first century, I would recommend Brazil

or Australia. Brazilians fought courageously side by side with

U.S. troops in Italy in World War II, and I witnessed first-hand

the bravery and dedication of Australian and New Zealand

troops in the South Pacific. They were magnificent allies in war
and we should seek their advice and assistance in maintaining

the peace.

Canada, our staunch ally to the north, should not be taken

for granted simply because we share the longest unguarded

border in the world. The Canadians are our best customer,

buying 20 percent of our exports. But living next to an indus-

trial giant like the United States can be difficult. Their under-

standable desire to lessen American control of their business

enterprises should be respected and encouraged.

The United States is fortunate to have genuine allies and

not satellites. We should treat all of them as such—recognizing

that they are as important to us as we are to them and that their

judgment on great issues may at times be better than ours.

As long as alliances are needed, maintaining the strength

of those alliances will remain one of the President's chief re-

sponsibilities. Success or failure will often depend on the Presi-
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dent's personal skills in dealing with allied leaders, and their

personal assessment of the caliber of his leadership.

The "Bully Pulpit"

Presidents, particularly in this century, have often used the

Oval Office, in the words of Theodore Roosevelt, as a "bully

pulpit." The power of the President as moral leader of the free

world is immense, but to be effective, a President must use this

power with great skill. Most importantly, he must use it only

when the stakes are high and worthy of his commitment. The
area of human rights is one in which that power, properly used,

can be immensely effective. But it must be used selectively, with

a discriminating awareness of the many distinctions that exist in

the real world.

The tragedy of Iran is a case history of what happens when
the United States fails to distinguish between authoritarian and
totalitarian regimes, between those that provide some human
rights and those that deny all, between those who are our

staunch allies and friends and those who are our potential ene-

mies.

I first met the Shah in Tehran twenty-seven years ago

when I was forty years old and he was only thirty-four. He had

just been restored to his throne. He was only reigning, howev-

er, not ruling. Power was being ably exercised by General Za-

hedi, the father of the Shah's last ambassador to the United

States. I found the Shah to be intelligent, dignified, quiet, and

not too sure of himself. However, he was a good listener, and

he demonstrated a profound understanding not only of the

problems in his own country but of the world around him as

well. Iran's deposed, left-leaning anti-Western Prime Minister

Mossadegh had left the Iranian economy in a shambles. Eighty-

five percent of the people were illiterate. Women had no politi-

cal rights whatever. Iran was still in the nineteenth century.

Since then, I have met with the Shah on a number of occa-

sions. We became friends. I saw him grow in power and in wis-

dom. While I was out of office, during the 1960s, I made four

trips to Tehran to see him. By then he had matured into a
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world leader of the first rank. What was even more important

and exciting, he had made a revolution in Iran. In less than

twenty years he had brought Iran into the twentieth century.

Before he came to power, well over half of Iran's lands had
been held by less than 1 percent of its people. He initiated a

massive land-reform program, which included a wholesale di-

vestiture of Crown lands as well as forcing the wealthy land-

owners and Moslem clergy to give up much of theirs; for Iran's

peasants, this meant their first chance ever at owning their own
land. He launched an imaginative plan to give Iran's workers a

share in the economy, first through profit-sharing, and then by

encouraging workers to buy stock in the enterprises they

worked for; he even had the government lend them the neces-

sary capital to buy it. To help the rural poor, long one of the

most poverty-stricken and disease-ridden populations in the

world, he organized young Iranians into a Literacy Corps, a

Health Corps, and a Reconstruction and Development Corps

—

as alternatives to military service—and sent them into the

countryside. The number of schools and colleges skyrocketed;

the level of illiteracy plummeted; eventually, with the Shah's

help and encouragement, more than 40,000 young Iranians

were also studying abroad. Enormous strides were made in

health care. In what amounted to a revolutionary change in

Moslem Iran, women were given full political rights over the

bitter opposition of traditional Islamic leaders.

Even before the oil boom that began in 1973, Iran's econo-

my was growing at an impressive rate of 9 percent a year. Un-

employment and underemployment nearly vanished. The Shah

told me that Britain's Labor Prime Minister Harold Wilson

once commented that under the Shah's leadership Iran had

done more in achieving the goal of socialism—more prosperity

equally shared—than had Great Britain. The Shah also devel-

oped substantial military strength and was filling the vacuum

left by the British when they withdrew from the Persian Gulf

area.

He did not provide as much progress in political rights as

most Americans would have wished. Iran had no tradition of

democracy, and his government still used what by Western

standards were harsh measures to keep its political opposition

in check. But the people of Iran had made far more progress in
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political and human rights than any of their neighbors except

Israel. Under the Shah, Iran was advancing internally and was

secure externally. In one of the last comprehensive studies of

Iran done before the upheavals of 1979, under the auspices of

Stanford University's Hoover Institution, the Shah's rule was

rightfully judged to have been one that oversaw "Iran's transi-

tion from weakness to strength, from backwardness to prog-

ress, from poverty to wealth."

When I saw him in Cuernavaca, Mexico, in July 1979 I

found that the Shah had lost none of the dignity, character, or

courage that were his trademarks when he was in power. But he

was deeply depressed. Tears welled up in his eyes as he spoke

of the savage slaughter of his friends and supporters by the

new regime. But he was not sorry for himself. He was sorry for

his country. The clock had been turned back a hundred years

for the Iranian people. Women had lost their rights. The econ-

omy was in shambles. Four million people were unemployed.

Inflation was running at 40 percent. Iran was no longer the

staunch friend of the West holding back the forces, internal

and external, that threatened to cut our oil lifeline.

The Shah was hard on himself, admitting that he made his

share of mistakes. But he had tried desperately to do his best.

He still has great affection and respect for the United States.

He finds it difficult, however, to understand the policy of the

U.S. government toward him during his ordeal. Despite the

economic progress that had been made during his reign and

the slow but sure movement toward more democracy, the

United States, both privately and publicly, pushed him to do
more. He tried to comply. But, as he reflected, he feels now
that he may have tried to do too much too soon—both econom-
ically and politically. The more the people got, the more they

wanted. He had antagonized the Moslem leaders by forcing

them to give their lands to the peasants, as he had done with

his own lands, and by emancipating women. He had enormous-
ly increased the availability of higher education; but then thou-

sands of educated young Iranians—particularly those who had

gone to school in the United States—-joined his opponents and

insisted that he abdicate so that democracy and human rights,

American style, could come immediately to Iran.

Instead of rights, they got an Islamic dictatorship.
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He found it difficult to understand the attitude of the

French. Iran had been a friend to France, and even had con-

tracts to purchase at least $10 billion worth of goods from the

French. Yet the French government allowed the Ayatollah Ru-
hollah Khomeini to set up what was in effect a government-in-

exile outside Paris and to use it as a forum to attack him from
abroad and to direct and incite the mobs in the streets at home.

As he sees it now, the crucial mistake the United States

made was not in giving him support or failing to give him sup-

port, but in being indecisive. One day, he would receive public

and private assurances of all-out support. The next day, a story

would be leaked to the effect that second-level U.S. emissaries

were in contact with his opposition. The day after that, a state-

ment from the White House would indicate that the United

States, in the event that the Shah was overthrown, would accept

any government the people wanted. A vacillating United States

government could not seem to decide whether to support the

Shah unequivocally, force him to compromise with his enemies,

or leave him free to maneuver without its support.

The Soviets did not vacillate. They beamed inflammatory

radio broadcasts to Tehran and other major cities. They sup-

ported the small but well-organized Communist Party and oth-

er dissident groups. They did not expect to bring Iran into the

Soviet camp immediately. But they knew that chaos in Iran was

their ally, and if they could generate enough of it, over a long

enough period of time, Tehran would cut its Western ties, be-

come neutral at the very least, and perhaps move toward the

Soviets. Their strategy worked.

The Shah became a man without a country, hounded from

one refuge to another. American diplomatic personnel were

taken hostage, and Iran's Ayatollah Khomeini thumbed his

nose at the U.N. and the rest of the civilized world. While de-

mands that the Shah be forcibly returned to Iran have been re-

fused, the way he was treated by many of his erstwhile friends

once he fell from power contrasted shabbily with the way he

had stood by them in their own times of need.

The United States and the West have lost a staunch friend

in an explosive area of the world where we desperately need

friends who will act as a stabilizing force. Countries in the area,

such as Saudi Arabia, that have the will to assume that stabiliz-
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ing role lack the military power. Those, such as Iraq, that have

the power may not seek the same kind of stability. The Soviet

threat looms larger. Now the United States and our Western al-

lies must fill the vacuum, or have it filled in a way detrimental

to us.

Iran has lost an effective leader. The world has lost one of

those leaders who, far from being parochial, have a better un-

derstanding of the great forces that move the world than lead-

ers of most major countries. When I saw him in Mexico the

Shah gave me, at my request, an hour-long appraisal of devel-

opments in the Soviet Union, in China, in India, in the Mideast,

in Africa, and in Latin America. His knowledge was encyclope-

dic and his wisdom was incisive.

There are lessons for the future in this tragic development.

Especially when a key country like Iran is involved, we
must never forget that our choice is usually not between the

man in power who is our friend and somebody better, but rath-

er between him and someone far worse.

We must not set higher standards of conduct for our

friends than for our enemies.

We must not insist on forcing American-style democracy

on nations with different backgrounds and different problems.

They must move in their own way at their own pace toward the

goals that we in the West have taken hundreds of years to

achieve.

Above all, in the future we must stand by our friends or we
will soon find that we have none. After seeing what happened
to the Shah in Iran and how he was treated by the United States

after he left Iran, other rulers in countries that are very impor-

tant to us—such as Saudi Arabia—now wonder if the same
thing will happen to them if they come under attack from for-

eign-supported internal revolutionaries.

As the Wall StreetJournal observed:

The United States needs friends. And more often than

most allies the shah was willing to help, for example in fuel-

ing U.S. warships in the midst of the Arab oil embargo. If his

reward for this is infamy even in the U.S., how many future

rulers will take risks for the U.S. side? We can be sure that the

fate of the shah is carefully watched by Prince Fahd control-

ling the oil taps, King Hussein sitting next to the West Bank
and King Hassan holding one side of the straits of Gibraltar.
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To the extent the shah is ill-treated by the U.S., it is one more
incentive for them to cut the best deal they can with the anti-

Americans.

We must grasp the distinction between "totalitarian" re-

gimes, which deny all freedoms, and "authoritarian" regimes,

which may severely limit political rights but allow personal lib-

erties—for example, the right to free choice in education, reli-

gion, employment, marriage, friends, workplace, and family

life, and in some cases the protection of a system of jurispru-

dence, which while not as advanced as ours, is nevertheless far

more meaningful than the purely paper legality of the U.S.S.R.

or the Koran's protection in present-day Iran.

Many Third World countries are governed by authoritar-

ian regimes run by dictators, often military men. The Shah's fa-

ther was a military man who seized power and made himself the

new Shah; Franco was a general who prevailed in the Spanish

Civil War; the Greek colonels ran an authoritarian regime; so

does the Chilean junta.

One thing we should recognize about these and similar

regimes is that they are not run by zealots determined to im-

pose their iron will on every aspect of their citizens' personal

lives. For these authoritarian rulers, political repression is an

expedient to enable them to hold power and maintain order.

By contrast, the Cambodian bloodbath was a brutal effort to

transform a society and to destroy everyone who resisted

change. In this it differed only in degree, not in kind, from oth-

er communist regimes.

We must also grasp the distinction between those regimes

that threaten their neighbors and those that do not. As one

British writer put it, "We should distinguish between those sys-

tems, usually totalitarian, that wish to export their repression

and those, usually authoritarian, that don't. Even the simpleton

understands that no matter how obnoxious they may be, nei-

ther Chile nor South Africa has submarines lurking around the

oil fields in the North Sea." He might have added that unlike

Cuba, they are not exporting communist subversion to their

neighbors in Latin America, or sending their troups to serve as

Soviet Hessians in wars of "liberation" in Africa.

Exerting more pressure on friendly regimes that provide

some rights and do not threaten their neighbors than we exert
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on hostile regimes that provide no rights and do threaten their

neighbors is not only hypocritical, it is stupid. Alliances are ar-

rangements of convenience. Allies do not have to love one an-

other or even admire one another; it is enough that they need

one another. Beingjoined in an alliance neither obliges nor en-

titles us to deliver condescending lectures in political morality

to our partners. The "moral imperialists" who insist that other

nations be re-created in our image as the price of our friend-

ship do freedom no favor.

I do not suggest that we abandon our committment to

"human rights" in our relations with our friends. But to be ef-

fective, we need to adopt a policy of realism. And to do this we
must make a simple but crucial differentiation in our minds be-

tween the long view and the short view, between the ideal goal

and what is immediately feasible.

In the long term we should hold high the banner of the

American Revolution as the standard to which man aspires. But

in the short term—in the immediate, real world we must deal

with—we must recognize that for much of the world this is still

a distant dream. It took centuries for Western Europe, with its

relatively advanced civilization, to evolve democratic forms,

and even some of these countries have at times lapsed back into

authoritarian rule. American-style democracy is simply not suit-

ed for many countries, and if they tried it, it would not work.

Democracy is like heady wine—some can handle it and some
cannot, at least not right away.

In the world contest one of the West's most powerful

weapons is the idea of freedom. The communist nations have

proved that they can equal us militarily. Economically, they will

continue to try to match us. But in terms of human aspirations,

it is no contest—the West wins hands down.
As the free world's leader, the President must use that

weapon—the idea of freedom—to the hilt. But he must use it

precisely and effectively. It would be tragic if we misused this

powerful weapon, flaying about with it at random, hitting our

friends and foes alike and ultimately injuring ourselves. The
"bully pulpit" is a place for moral leadership, not for moral im-

perialism.
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No Substitute for

Victory

Russia fears our friendship more than our enmi-

ty. The Soviet dictatorship could not stand free inter-

course with the West. We must make Moscow fear

our enmity more than our friendship.

— Winston Churchill

The object in war is to attain a better peace. . . .

Victory in the true sense implies that the state of

peace, and of one's people, is better after the war

than before.

—B.H. LiddellHart

Nearly thirty years ago as a junior senator from California I

heard General Douglas MacArthur tell a joint session of Con-

gress that "in war, there is no substitute for victory." The mem-
bers rose to their feet. They cheered. Grown men cried. The
nation was then mired in a war in Korea. MacArthur, the hero

of the Pacific in World War II, had been fired by President Tru-

man from his command in Korea. MacArthur had wanted to

carry the war to the enemy. Truman was determined to contain

the war and to achieve a negotiated truce.

Historians and strategists will argue over which was right

in the circumstances of that time. But as we look across the bal-

ance of this century and beyond, as we think of the stakes in-

volved, we must conclude that in World War III there is no

substitute for victory.

279
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Victory requires knowing when to use power, how, and

where—not just military power, but all the different kinds of

power at our disposal.

History tells us that time and again nations that were

stronger militarily, stronger economically, even nations that

had the edge in will and courage, were defeated because their

enemies used power more effectively. In World War III the So-

viets have both a goal and a strategy for victory. Their goal is

total, unconditional victory, and unconditional surrender for

the West, and their strategy involves the use and orchestration

of all means as prudently as possible toward that end.

The nations of the world want to be on the winning side.

Most of them have lost wars. Most—and this especially includes

Japan and Germany—do not want to be on the losing side

again. The American people want to win. This is why Mac-
Arthur struck such a responsive chord, why he drew such a gut-

level response. One of the most devastating results of the out-

come in Vietnam was that America felt that for the first time it

had lost a war.

In World War III, in the long run the alternative to victory

is not an uneasy truce, but defeat in war or surrender without

war. This is not acceptable.

Americans are unaccustomed to thinking in global terms,

and uncomfortable with the exercise of power unless directly

provoked, as we were at Pearl Harbor. It should be clear by

now, however, that the Soviet challenge is such a provocation

on a global scale.

A somewhat oversimplified but useful way of looking at the

evolution of America's response to that challenge during the

thirty-five years from the end of World War II through the

1970s is to view it as a progress from confusion to containment

to detente. In the wake of the Soviet move into Afghanistan,

the 1980s began with a rash of hasty obituaries for detente.

Most missed the point of detente, of how and why it worked
when it did. Afghanistan interrupted detente. But looking to

the future, we need a steady policy that will again make it in the

Soviet Union's interest to negotiate with the United States on a

realistic quid pro quo basis. A successful detente can help make
victory for the West possible—without war. But first we must
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recognize that containment is an essential element of detente.

It is, in fact, what makes a successful detente possible.

Containment

In the immediate aftermath of World War II the West,

weary of war, disarmed and turned its attention to rebuilding

from the ashes of conflict. Europe lay devastated and power-

less. The Soviets moved into the vacuum, cementing their hold

on Eastern Europe. With Soviet support, the communists swept

to power in China and fastened their hold on North Korea.

In responding to the Soviet moves after World War II the

United States evolved what came to be known as the policy of

containment. On the European front the Truman Doctrine in

1947 and the establishment of NATO in 1949 checked further

Soviet advance. Then, in 1950, with both Soviet and Chinese

support, North Korea invaded South Korea. A swift military re-

sponse by the United Nations, with the United States taking the

lead, checked communist aggression there, and the American

policy of containment was visibly in place.

George F. Kennan, then the director of the Policy Planning

Staff at the State Department, set forth the principles of the

policy in an article he wrote anonymously—under the pseud-

onym "Mr. X"—for the magazine Foreign Affairs in 1947. In it

he urged "a policy of firm containment, designed to confront

the Russians with unalterable counter-force at every point

where they show signs of encroaching upon the interests of a

peaceful and stable world."

Kennan argued that by keeping the contradictions within

communism confined to the communist bloc and preventing

their escape via expansion, this policy would "promote tenden-

cies which must eventually find their outlet in either the break-

up or the gradual mellowing of Soviet power." In effect, he re-

flected the insights of that adviser to Catherine the Great two

centuries earlier, who had counseled that what ceased to grow

would begin to rot.

Kennan was wise enough to know that military prowess
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alone would not carry the day for a democracy. He said the

United States would have to create "among the peoples of the

world generally the impression of a country which knows what

it wants, which is coping successfully with the problems of its

internal life and with the responsibilities of a World Power, and

which has a spiritual vitality capable of holding its own among
the major ideological currents of the time."

He warned that if instead of firm containment and an atti-

tude of self-confidence and strength, the United States were to

exhibit "indecision, disunity, and internal disintegration," this

would have an "exhilarating effect on the whole Communist
movement." These tendencies would cause "a new jauntiness

... in the Moscow tread"; new groups of foreign supporters

would climb onto what they would see as the "band wagon of

international politics"; and, instead of a "break-up or the grad-

ual mellowing of Soviet power," "Russian pressure" would in-

crease "all along the line in international affairs."

Looking back over the thirty years since Kennan's words

were written, it is clear that his analyses were prophetic. Eight

countries in Europe and two in Asia became communist be-

tween 1945 and 1949. But in the twenty-five years from 1949 to

1974, with the policies of containment fully in place, only two

—

North Vietnam and Cuba—turned communist. Few foreign

policies have been followed so effectively.

During this period the only action the Red Army saw was

against the Soviet Union's own allies in Eastern Europe. In East

Germany in 1953, in Hungary in 1956, and in Czechoslovakia

in 1968 rebellions were put down and liberalization strangled.

The Sino-Soviet bloc became the Sino-Soviet split, the fissure

growing so wide that the two former allies came to the brink of

war in 1969.

Containment was well suited to the realities it was de-

signed to address. It utilized our great economic and military

strengths, and it took advantage of the internal weaknesses of

the enemy. But by the time my administration took office in

1969 containment alone was not enough. Conditions had

changed, partly as a result of the success of containment. There
were new opportunities. There were also new dangers. The So-

viets had grown much stronger militarily, but they had serious

economic difficulties. They were worried about nationalistic
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and democratic ferment in their Eastern European satellites,

and they faced an angry and bitterly resentful potential super-

power on their eastern flank.

We saw that the nations of Eastern Europe were quietly

and steadily pushing to expand their freedom of action. China
was beginning to perceive the U.S.S.R. rather than the United

States as its principal enemy. The policy of containment had
been designed to deal with a monolithic communist world.

Now there were deep divisions within that world that we could

exploit to our benefit. Our policies needed an added dimen-

sion.

Militarily, as we had gone from nuclear monopoly to supe-

riority to parity, the deterrent effect of our nuclear advantage

was no longer decisive. At the same time the dangers of miscal-

culation were increasing to a very high level. The tremendous

destructive force of the new weapons presented new and chill-

ingly clear dangers to both superpowers. The constant jockey-

ing for position, the unending moves and countermoves of the

cold war, had become ominous. There was a real and ever-in-

creasing danger that nuclear war could be set off by an unin-

tended and unwanted escalation.

Around the world the bipolar system of the postwar world

had given way to a more amorphous and complex international

structure. Fifty-one nations joined the United Nations at its

founding in 1945; twenty-five years later there were 127 mem-
bers and their numbers have kept increasing. A bloc of "non-

aligned" nations emerged, and most nations now categorize

themselves as belonging to this group.

Finally, the burdens that America had been carrying for

the rest of the world for twenty-five years had begun to take

their toll. Long before 1950 we had the great-power responsi-

bility for keeping the peace in Central and South America, as-

sumed under the Monroe Doctrine. When Japan attacked

China and the balance of power in Northeast Asia collapsed in

the 1930s, it was eventually the United States that restored it in

the 1940s and pledged to maintain it, especially after the Kore-

an invasion in 1950. In 1947 we took over the job that the Brit-

ish had been doing in Greece and Turkey, and in 1948 we

committed ourselves both to the defense and to the rebuilding

of Europe. After the Suez crisis in 1956 the credibility of Brit-
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ain and France as peacekeepers in the Middle East evaporated.

We assumed that responsibility as well, codified in the Eisen-

hower Doctrine in 1957. As the power and peacekeeping abili-

ties of the former colonial powers shrank, the United States

stepped forward to fill the gap, replacing the power of Britain,

France, Japan, Germany, and others in Europe, Northeast Asia,

Southeast Asia, and the Middle East. Even for us, this was be-

coming too much.

Just as the military balance of power began to shift to our

disadvantage, we committed ourselves to the most extensive

and most expensive military undertaking in the era of contain-

ment—the war in Vietnam. At the very same time the Johnson
administration launched a massive ''war on poverty" at home.
This enormous double burden on the social and economic

structure of our society came at a time of supreme self-confi-

dence, but also at a time when the power advantage that un-

derlay that self-confidence was being eroded. The double max-
imum commitment overloaded our systems, and we short-cir-

cuited.

When I took office it was a time for consolidation, for re-

trenchment, both at home and abroad. New conditions called

for a new strategy to deal not only with the old problems but

also with the new challenges and opportunities that had

emerged. That new strategy included the Nixon Doctrine, un-

der which we undertook to provide arms and money to nations

in the path of direct or indirect aggression, if they would pro-

vide the men. It included our opening to China. It included

new openings to nations of Eastern Europe that wanted to

reach out to the West. It also included a calculated move from
confrontation toward negotiation with the Soviet Union, in an

effort to channel as much of our competition as possible into

peaceful paths, to limit nuclear arms, to create a web of inter-

dependencies that would raise the cost to the Soviets of future

aggressiveness and would reduce the danger of nuclear war.

Detente—The Myth and the Reality

Much of the opposition to detente arises from a misunder-

standing of what detente is and what it is not. Detente is not en-



NO SUBSTITUTE FOR VICTORY 285

tente. An entente is an alliance between nations with a common
interest. Detente is an understanding between states with dif-

ferent interests. This is the situation that exists between the

United States and Russia. We differ in very basic ways from the

Soviet Union. Our interests are, for the most part, fundamen-
tally opposed to theirs and will continue to be so.

Theodore Draper writes that detente has become "a pro-

foundly ambiguous means to an evasively contradictory end."
And so it has. The meaning of detente, as originally envisaged

by my administration, has become so distorted, both by Soviet

behavior and by misunderstanding in the United States, that

the term has lost its usefulness as a description of Soviet-Amer-
ican relations. When detente is said to be the "alternative to

the cold war" it even becomes an obstacle to clear thought.

What I meant by detente was not an "alternative to the

cold war." Both detente and cold war are alternatives to hot

war, specifically to nuclear war, between the two powers. The
major object of detente is the avoidance of nuclear war. But de-

tente alone will not avoid nuclear war. Sufficient U.S. strength

to maintain the nuclear balance, and the demonstrated capacity

and determination of the United States to deter Soviet aggres-

sion, are indispensable to that purpose.

Competition is an inevitable element in Soviet-American

relations, but even so, some cooperation is possible and, in

fact, essential. Detente was an attempt to expand the coopera-

tive element and to place certain limits on the competitive. It

did not call for a relaxed vigilance on the part of the United

States or reduced opposition to Soviet attempts to advance

their interests at the cost of our own. Detente allowed hope, it

did not provide a basis for euphoria.

We did not expect that the Soviet leaders would abandon
their fundamental objectives, but rather that they might be

more cooperative in arrangements to promote our mutual in-

terests. We knew that they had no intention of ceasing their

struggle against the West. Brezhnev, during his talks with me at

three U.S.-Soviet summits, even in his most conciliatory mo-

ments, never backed away from the premise that the Soviet

Union would continue to support "wars of liberation." The
same was true of the Chinese leaders in my talks with them.

And I was just as firm in indicating that the United States would
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continue to resist such efforts, as we had in Vietnam. The Sovi-

et leaders called for intensification of the "ideological strug-

gle." To them, as Walter Laqueur has pointed out, that does

not "refer to philosophical debates over the merits of the re-

spective social systems but to real political struggle which may
well involve limited military operations. It means, for all practi-

cal purposes, the extension of the Soviet sphere of influence."

Detente did not require that we ignore that reality, and it did

not mean that we would fail to oppose Soviet attempts to ex-

pand their domination. In fact, to gain cooperation we had to

show the Soviet leaders that we were capable of effective oppo-

sition if forced to it. That is why my decision to mine Haiphong
and increase bombing of North Vietnam in reaction to the So-

viet-supported offensive against South Vietnam before the

1972 summit meeting in Moscow was essential. There can be

no detente without containment, for we must expect the Sovi-

ets to take advantage of any opening we give them. And that is

what many people have tended to forget, which is why the term

detente has become so distorted.

In considering strategies for dealing with the Soviets in the

future we should think of detente as a complement to contain-

ment rather than as a substitute for it. Containment, the task of

resisting Russian expansionism, must remain the sine qua non of

U.S. foreign policy, for if we do not present the Soviets with

penalties for aggressive behavior, they will have no reason to

be deterred from it. And detente, an attempt to avoid possible

fatal miscalculations, to reduce differences where possible

through negotiation, and to provide positive incentives for the

Russians and the Chinese to cooperate with us in maintaining a

stable world order, is only good sense in the nuclear age.

Containment without detente is both dangerous, because

of the awesome nuclear arsenals of the superpowers, and fool-

ish, because it prevents us from taking advantage of the differ-

ences between the U.S.S.R. and China. But detente without

containment is a hollow illusion. The Russians will have no in-

centive to moderate their aggressive behavior if they find that

aggression pays. If the positive inducements of detente are of-

fered without the threat of the negative sanctions of contain-

ment, then in practice detente will amount to self-delusion and
appeasement.
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If the Russians think they can get away with using detente

as a cover for aggression, either direct or indirect, they will try.

In recent years they have not only tried but succeeded, just as

they have succeeded in using aggression as a cover for shifting

the military balance in their favor. But this is not an indictment

of detente itself. Rather, it reflects the fact that the United

States has not demonstrated the resolve needed to make de-

tente work in our interests, while the Soviets have shown that

they can make it work in their interests. Detente can still pro-

vide a basis for a successful U.S. approach, but only in conjunc-

tion with those policies of strength, courage, and will that are

necessary to it.

Both containment and detente are appropriate policies for

dealing with a dictatorship. The British strategist B. H. Liddell

Hart succinctly explained why the Russians will understand us

when we speak the language of force: "The less that a nation

has regard for moral obligations the more it tends to respect

physical strength." He cautions:

It is folly to imagine that the aggressive types, whether

individuals or nations, can be bought off—or, in the modern
language, "appeased"—since the payment of danegeld stimu-

lates a demand for more danegeld. But they can be curbed.

Their very belief in force makes them more susceptible to the

deterrent effect of a formidable opposing force. . . .

While it is hard to make a real peace with the predatory

types, it is easier to induce them to accept a state of truce

—

and far less exhausting than an attempt to crush them, where-

by they are, like all types of mankind, infused with the cour-

age of desperation.

The Russians understand power and they respond to it far

more readily than they do to high-sounding calls to cooperate

for the good of all mankind. They actually trust us more when

we talk the language of power than when we preach to them

about our ideals.

Winston Churchill once said, "I cannot forecast to you the

action of Russia. It is a riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an

enigma; but perhaps there is a key. That key is Russian national

interest." Now, as then, the Russians will not cooperate with us

unless it is in their interest to do so.

Detente does not magically eliminate differences in atti-
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tudes, values, and interests that are grounded in the outlooks

nations inherit, the ideologies they embrace, and the economic

and military realities they face. Instead it is a process whereby
nations seek to live with their differences rather than die for

them. The differences cannot be obliterated. The options are

limited to trying to come to grips with these tensions and man-
aging them, or letting them totally determine the nature of in-

ternational relations. One of the best rationales I have heard

for detente was expressed by the British Governor-General of

Australia, William Slim, when I saw him in 1953. He felt

strongly that "we must break the ice. If we don't break it, we
will all get frozen into it so tight that it will take an atom bomb
to break it."

This is what detente is about, from the American stand-

point—breaking the ice, where that is possible, and trying to

approach our differences rationally.

The negotiated Berlin agreement of 1971 is an example of

what detente can accomplish. In 1948, and again in 1958, ten-

sions over Berlin threatened to involve the United States and
the U.S.S.R. in an escalation that neither wanted. Afterward,

Berlin—divided between East and West, and located deep with-

in East Germany—remained a sore spot for both sides and a

constant source of possible confrontation. In 1971, after six-

teen months of intense negotiation, we reached agreement with

the Soviet Union on access to Berlin and on other related and

potentially dangerous problems. These Berlin agreements cov-

ered matters that might in themselves have seemed relatively

minor, but that were extremely touchy for both sides, and the

dangers they eliminated were very great. In reaching the agree-

ments we had successfully replaced confrontation with negotia-

tion. It was the Berlin Agreement that paved the way for the

first U.S.-Soviet summit of my administration in 1972. We felt

that if we could resolve our differences on such a thorny, long-

lived controversy, we might be able to reach agreement on oth-

er issues.

What detente can do is to reduce the possibilities of a mis-

calculation leading to nuclear war, and eliminate some of the

trouble spots by replacing confrontation with negotiation.

There are many things detente cannot do. It cannot sud-

denly turn the Russians into "good guys." And it cannot elimi-
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nate the fact that we are in competition with them all over the

world and that some of these tensions are inevitably going to

lead to confrontations. What we can hope is that detente will

minimize the dangers in the minor areas by replacing confron-

tation with negotiation, and provide ways to resolve peacefully

the confrontations in the major areas. As superpowers with the

ability to destroy each other, we both have a stake in seeing that

confrontations are not allowed to get out of hand.

Some apparently think that if we really tried to get to know
the Russians we could resolve all our differences and come to

an understanding. To believe this is to ignore centuries of to-

tally different national experiences, to disregard the effects of

diametrically opposed ideologies, to lose sight of the tense geo-

political and military rivalry that pervades our relationship with

the Soviet Union. "Getting to know you" does not necessarily

mean getting to like you. In fact, in this case, it may mean find-

ing out that we like each other even less than we thought.

Liking each other is one thing. Learning to live with each

other is another. If we can talk to each other, at least we stand a

chance of finding and cultivating some areas of common inter-

est and avoiding the miscalculation and suspicion that occur

when two sides are isolated from each other. If we do not talk,

we will not find anything on which to cooperate and our differ-

ences will only grow and our hatreds harden. Then it may real-

ly taken an atom bomb to break us out of the ice.

Churchill remarked many years ago that "Russia fears our

friendship more than our enmity. The Soviet dictatorship could

not stand free intercourse with the West." His solution: "We
must make Moscow fear our enmity more than our friendship."

This concept is central to a successful detente. We can make

the Soviets fear our enmity more than our friendship by show-

ing them we are a dangerous enemy, but it also will help if we

can demonstrate that we are a worthwhile friend. Economically

they desperately need our cooperation. This is something we

can offer them—if they moderate their aggressive behavior.

Detente is not a matter of changing the Russians' inten-

tions. It is a matter of changing their cost-benefit calculations.

It is a matter of making their aggressive actions more costly,

and therefore less worthwhile, and their peaceful initiatives

more beneficial from the viewpoint of their own national inter-
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est. The usual academic search for clues to Russian behavior is

not only futile, it misses the fundamental point, which is that

what they do depends on what we do. If we demonstrate a will-

ingness to stand up to them when they try to push us around

and to sit down with them when they behave more reasonably,

they will be more accommodating. The key to the behavior of

the Russians lies as much with us as it does with them. In order

to be able to sit down with the Russians you must first be able

to stand up to them.

The optimists have naively believed that detente can erase

all the problems and conflicts of national interest between us

and the two great communist powers. The critics of detente are

equally in error in concluding that because detente cannot do

everything, it can do nothing. The fact is that the Soviets are

committed to the expansion of their power to as great an extent as

they can safely and profitably achieve. They will not stop pressing

us, testing for weak points, probing for areas of expansion. If

we demonstrate that the economic and diplomatic payoff to

them will be greater if they cooperate with us rather than con-

front us, they will draw the obvious conclusion. But if we are

pushovers in opposition and niggardly in friendship, they will

again draw the obvious conclusion. The choice, in many ways,

is ours.

Detente—The Personal Equation

Stating general principles for a realistic detente is one

thing. Applying those principles is another. No area of foreign

policy is covered with more mine fields for an American Presi-

dent than this. A misstep—whether by being too soft or by be-

ing too tough—can lead to disaster. It is vitally important to

avoid violent swings between euphoria and total disillusion.

One major problem a President has in carrying out a policy

of detente is to justify following what appear to many to be two

completely contradictory concepts. Throughout my public ca-

reer I had earned a reputation for adamantly opposing commu-
nism and all it stands for. My visits to China and the Soviet

Union in 1972 puzzled, disappointed, and even outraged many
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of my strongest supporters. How, they asked, could I possibly

tip tea cups with Mao, drink mao-tai with Zhou Enlai and vodka
with Brezhnev? How could I justify proposing toasts, ex-

changing gifts, smiling and shaking hands with these ruth-

less, atheistic leaders of oppressive, aggressive regimes who
opposed everything we stood for? Did this mean that I had
changed my views with regard to the threat that totalitarian

communism posed to the West? If not, what good purpose
could possibly be served by "fraternizing" with those whose
avowed goal is to impose their system on us and all free na-

tions?

When I went to Moscow in 1972 I had no illusion whatever

about the aggressive nature of Soviet intentions. During my
first three years in office the Soviets had tested us in Cuba, in

the Mideast, and in South Asia; they tested us again in Vietnam

just two weeks before the summit. The fact that we had stood

firm in each case, and had even met with the Soviets' deadly en-

emies in Peking before going to Moscow, did not "torpedo"

the summit, as some had predicted it would. On the contrary, I

am certain that our firmness helped to convince the Soviets

that they had no choice but to negotiate with us.

I did not expect that personal meetings with the Soviet

leaders would change their views. I knew that Brezhnev and his

colleagues were all dedicated communists. However, I believed

then, and I believe now, that while such meetings will not erase

major differences in basic philosophy, they can be useful for

narrowing the areas of potential conflict and exploring the pos-

sibilities of cooperation for mutual benefit. In a broader sense,

the Soviet Union and the United States are the only two world

nuclear superpowers; we therefore have an obligation to our-

selves, to each other, and to the rest of the world to explore ev-

ery possible avenue to see that our awesome power is not used

in a way that could bring massive devastation to ourselves and

to civilization as we know it.

It is essential to keep in mind the limits of what detente can

achieve. It is equally important to know our adversaries and

how to deal with them if we are to achieve even these limited

goals. The Soviet leaders I have met, going back to 1959 when

I first visited Moscow as Vice President, are very different from

the old stereotypes of the bomb-throwing Bolsheviks of the
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twenties or the sleazy subversives of the thirties and forties. As

individuals, Russians, and communists, they are far more com-

plex—less forbidding but potentially more dangerous.

As Russians, they are very hospitable hosts; they are gener-

ous, strong, and courageous; above all, they are proud of their

Russian background and extraordinarily sensitive to personal

put-downs or affronts.

As Soviet communists, they lie, cheat, take advantage,

bluff, and constantly maneuver—trying always to win by any

means necessary to achieve their goal.

As individuals, they differ widely in background and per-

sonal characteristics. Khrushchev was crude and boorish, with a

quick intelligence and a devastatingly effective sense of humor.

Brezhnev gave the appearance of being warmhearted, earthy,

and very physical—in the way he would often grab my arm to

make a point he reminded me of Lyndon Johnson. While not as

quick in intelligence, he was more steady and less impulsive

than Khrushchev. Kosygin was cold, aristocratic, a smooth

technocrat; if he had been born in Chicago instead of Lenin-

grad, he might well have ended up as the chief executive officer

of a U.S. multinational corporation. Gromyko was dour, tough,

maddeningly persistent, and inflexible in pushing his govern-

ment's foreign policy line. Dobrynin was enormously able,

smooth, gregarious, and sophisticated; considering the respon-

sibilities he had, he was without doubt the best ambassador in

Washington in my memory. Suslov, the hard-line Marxist theo-

retician, talked and acted with the dignified self-assurance of an

American college profesor on tenure. All of them appeared to

be genuinely devoted family men and, with the exception of

Khrushchev, had good manners and dressed impeccably.

Considering these traits, several rules for conduct in nego-

tiating with the Soviet leaders emerge. As individuals, they of

course should be treated courteously. As Russians, they are ex-

tremely sensitive to being treated as inferiors. As Prime

Minister Harold Macmillan once told me, the Soviet leaders

desperately want to be welcomed as equal members of the in-

ternational club of top world statesmen. In nations as well as

individuals insecurity often breeds belligerent aggressiveness,

especially if the sensitive party thinks he is being insulted or

ridiculed. Overt put-downs infuriate the Russians and cause
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them to become more belligerent. We must be sensitive to

these concerns.

I am not suggesting that good or bad personal relations

will have a major effect on state relations. However, the two

cannot be separated; one affects the other. We should not as-

sume that better personal relations will automatically improve
bad state relations. Still, poor personal relations will make it

more difficult to improve bad state relations, and could even

aggravate them.

I would suggest these rules for those who negotiate with

the Soviet leaders:

1. Any President who believes he can get the men in the

Kremlin to change their policies by "charming them" or simply

through personal persuasiveness is due for a rude awakening.

Franklin D. Roosevelt tried at Tehran and Yalta and failed. The
disillusionment that quickly dissipated the euphoric spirits of

Geneva in 1955, Camp David in 1959, Vienna in 1961, and

Glassboro in 1967 is stark testimony that charm and concilia-

lory rhetoric have no lasting effect on the tough, pragmatic So-

viet leaders.

2. Conduct on the part of the President that conveys any

sense of weakness or indecision can lead to miscalculation by

Soviet leaders and to a testing of American will, as was the case

when Khrushchev followed the Vienna summit of 1961 by put-

ting missiles into Cuba in 1962.

3. While mushy sentimentality should be avoided, a Presi-

dent achieves nothing by bluster and belligerency. The Rus-

sians are masters of the bluff and can usually detect that tactic

when it is used against them. Bluster and bad manners may in-

timidate the weak but never the strong. Talking softly but firm-

ly, while carrying a big stick is the most effective way to deal

with the Soviets.

4. The Soviet leaders are taught to be conspirators virtual-

ly from birth. Therefore, it is important not to lay all your cards

on the table. Above all, never tell them what you will not do;

they may think you might do more than you can or will.

5. We must not make the common mistake of attributing

our values to the Soviets. For example:

(a) The West is affected by world public opinion; the Sovi-

ets are affected only by their interests. UN resolutions con-
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demning their actions not only fail to constrain the Soviets; the

Soviets greet such resolutions with contempt.

(b) Ruling out force is considered an act of virtue in the

West; the Soviets and other potential aggressors consider it a

sign of weakness. Ruling out American use of force provokes

the use of force against us.

(c) "Sincerity" is an idealistic Western concept that means
nothing to the Soviet leaders. Our former ambassador to Rus-

sia, Charles E. Bohlen, once told me, "Trying to determine

whether the Soviet leaders are sincere about anything is a use-

less exercise." Pointing to a coffee table, he added, "They are

pure materialists. You can no more describe them as being sin-

cere than you could describe that table as being sincere."

(d) Western and communist attitudes toward peace also

are poles apart. Before I went to Moscow in 1959 I asked John
Foster Dulles what he thought of the view of some foreign poli-

cy experts that my major purpose should be to convince Khru-

shchev that the United States was for peace. He replied, "I

totally disagree. He knows we are for peace. You must try to

convince him that he cannot win a war."

6. We should never negotiate from weakness. No further

arms control talks, for example, should be held until the United

States has firmly in place a credible program for restoring the

military balance, vis-a-vis the Soviets, across the board. Other-

wise, the Soviet leaders will be looking down our throats. At

the conference table we can only negotiate on the basis of what

we and they are definitely going to have in the arsenal.

7. Consistency coupled with firmness is absolutely indis-

pensable. As UPI's veteran Moscow correspondent Joseph Gal-

loway recently pointed out:

In my dealings with the Russians like many before me I

found it best to state your purpose, your aims, and your

course clearly and firmly at the outset, and then hew to that

line with every ounce of determination and doggedness you

can muster.

If you bend even the smallest of your principles you con-

vince the other side that there is at least a chance you will

bend the larger ones, and that possibility is enough to keep

the Russians working on you forever.

The conduct of American diplomacy with the Soviet
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Union over the past two and a half years has broken those

simple rules of conduct time and again.

Unilateral decisions have been made without seeking any

Soviet concession in return. An amateurish eagerness to

reach agreement has been displayed at the outset of difficult

negotiations. Extraneous issues have been raised and the

American prestige committed in their support, only to be al-

lowed to fade and die. Rather than a single determined voice,

the Russians hear a babble of diametrically opposed hard and
soft lines from official Washington.

Many U.S. opinion makers regard the Soviet leaders as less

formidable than I have found them to be. Arthur Schlesinger,

for example, argues that: "Our hard-liners like to think that the

Soviet Union is a dynamic and purposeful state following a

policy laid down with consistency, foresight and coherence. But

it may as well be that the Soviet Union is a weary, drab country,

led by sick old men, beset by insuperable problems at home
and abroad and living from crisis to crisis. ..."

I would like to think that he is right. But looking at the So-

viets' virtually unbroken record of successful conquests over

the past five years, I fear he is wrong. And what we must con-

stantly bear in mind is that the new generation of Soviet leaders

will be at least as tough as the old; possibly tougher since, un-

like Brezhnev, Gromyko, Kosygin, and most of the other pres-

ent members of the Politburo, they will not be inhibited by

vivid personal memories of the horrors of World War II. Of
one thing we can be sure: like those they succeed, they will have

a strategy of victory. Only a firm strategy of victory on our side

will avoid defeat. The West must match them with leaders just

as strong, just as intelligent, and if anything, more determined

to defend what is right than they are to pursue what is wrong.

Victory

We can lose World War III, or we can win it.

We can lose it by defeatism: by imagining that the contest

is unwinnable or unworthy. We can lose by waking up too late
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to the importance of the conflict, and thus acquiescing too long

in those incremental gains by the Soviet side that cumulatively

can amount to a major, even a decisive, Soviet victory. We can

lose by disdaining allies that are imperfect, or contests that af-

front our sensibilities. We can lose by self-indulgence, by tell-

ing ourselves that the sacrifice can wait until tomorrow, by

postponing hard decisions until the need becomes so obvious

that the decision comes too late. We can lose through a sort of

"paralysis by analysis," concocting overly intellectualized ratio-

nales for each new Soviet advance, and using these as an excuse

for inaction.

Or we can win—if we decide to.

The first necessity is to recognize that we can win, and that

we should win.

The next is to insist that we must win, and to make and

stick to the basic political decision that we will do whatever is

necessary to ensure victory. This sounds simple. It is not. It re-

quires a conscious return to the concept of peace through

strength. It requires discarding a lot of well-worn intellectual

baggage and abandoning a lot of popular slogans. It requires

overriding the clamorous voices of a lot of separate interests,

all insisting that someone else sacrifice instead of themselves. It

requires accepting risks.

America and the West need to be jolted into a sense of ur-

gency. We no longer have the margin for error that we had

even a few short years ago. That margin vanished with our ad-

vantage in strategic weapons.

When the United States had a decisive advantage in strate-

gic nuclear power, relatively minor shifts in the geopolitical

balance were of relatively minor consequence. But with the loss

of that advantage, these shifts, when they go against us, are far

more ominous, just as a misplaced step matters more to the

tightrope walker than to the sidewalk stroller. With the West's

oil jugular—the Persian Gulf—now directly imperiled, we are

losing our margin of safety along with the margin of error.

More than two decades ago the late Dean Acheson wrote

of

the myriad decisions which will cumulatively determine

whether or not our country becomes what it must be, and
does what it must do, if the non-Communist world is to be

pulled together, held together, and led, still strong and free,
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through "peaceful competition," or "cold war," warm war, or

hot war, or, perhaps, all of them separately or together.

These decisions will be put to us not with the dramatic sim-

plicity with which the thunder of bombs posed the issue at

Pearl Harbor. A democracy can seal its fate with a gradualism

and apparent inevitability which seems to blind its leaders to

the nature of the road ahead, as they were blinded in the

years before the Civil War.

Acheson's observation is even more true today.

We can drift down that path of gradualism. Or we can pull

ourselves up short and decide to change course.

We can afford a vastly increased defense effort—if we de-

cide to. We can postpone desirable social goals in order to en-

sure survival—if we decide to. We can carry the twilight war to

the enemy—if we decide to. But we have to make the decision.

Having made the decision that we are going to do what is

necessary, we then have to pursue it through a carefully coordi-

nated strategy that embraces the short term and the long term

simultaneously.

Containment and detente have both been essentially de-

fensive strategies, designed to keep the Soviets from advancing

and to keep World War III from escalating. Now, with the West

having let down its guard, the walls of containment have been

ruptured and the Soviets have made ominous moves toward es-

calation. We need a defensive strategy in the short term to

counter these Soviet thrusts. We also need a forward strategy

for the longer term. Soviet strategy is not defensive; it is de-

signed to secure victory. The only answer to a strategy of victo-

ry on the Soviet side is a strategy of victory for the West.

The Soviet goal remains what it has been: to win without

war if possible, with war if necessary. Victory for the West does

not necessarily mean victory in war. But victory without war re-

quires us to be strong enough to prevent the Soviets from win-

ning either with war or without it.

We must restore our military strength, so that once again

we will unquestionably have both the power to defend our in-

terests and the capacity to project that power to trouble spots

around the globe. This will take time, and time is running out.

If we begin quickly and vigorously, we can lessen that period of

acute peril during which the Soviets will have military superior-
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ity over us. A 5 percent increase in the military budget is wholly

inadequate to turn the tide. This would still leave the Soviets

outspending us by a wide margin, and therefore widening their

military lead over us in the dangerous years of the early and

mid-1980s. All a 5 percent increase will do is reduce the rate of

increase of Soviet strength relative to that of the United States.

This is not a mark of resolve. It is a mark of temporization.

Our friends and adversaries alike are well aware that either

a guarantee or a warning by the United States is only as strong

as the forces backing it up. Further, it is only as strong as the

demonstrated will of the President to use those forces if neces-

sary. When a President repeatedly makes a political issue out of

the claim that no American has been killed in combat during

his administration, he wins points at home but loses clout

abroad; other leaders must wonder how far he would let him-

self be pushed before he would risk that record.

A strategy of victory requires that we move urgently to re-

store both the intelligence and the covert arms of the CIA, so

that we can have better information and more means of dealing

with threats to ourselves and others—and so that we too can

fight the twilight war on those many hidden fronts on which

our adversary is engaged, now too often without effective op-

position.

We should restore honor to those who fight the nation's

wars, whether in the uniform of the armed forces or in the of-

ten more hazardous mufti of the CIA.

The nations most directly in the path of Soviet ambition

are often weak and unstable. Aggression in World War III

comes more often under borders than over them, in the form

of Soviet-supported coups or insurgencies. The United States

has been taking a beating all over the world because the deck

has been stacked: neutral or Western-oriented nations have

been open hunting grounds for the Soviets and their proxies,

while Communist-oriented countries have been privileged

sanctuaries; and the Russians have been giving their clients

guns, while we have been giving ours lectures on human rights.

On both these counts the United States should serve clear

public notice that its policies are going to change. The Third

World is the battleground on which much of the present phase

of World War III is being fought. It is in the interests of Third
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World peoples and nations, as well as our own, that our side

prevail. If we win World War III, all peoples can survive and go
their own way, with the chance to advance toward freedom and
prosperity. If the Soviets win, all will become slaves and satel-

lites.

Nations confronting Soviet-supported threats need arms
to defend themselves, and this includes the majority of such re-

gimes that are nondemocratic as well as the minority that might
be called democratic. We should not collapse in a flutter when
accused of being "arms merchants." In World War II we
proudly declared ourselves "the arsenal of democracy." In

World War III it is just as vital that our friends have the arms to

defend themselves. We should be less fastidious and more
forthcoming in supplying arms where they are needed to stem
the Soviet advance. We should stop condemning a friendly

government and refusing it aid when its existence is threat-

ened, merely because its elections are no more honest than our
own have sometimes been in places like Boston or Chicago.

Even if the regime is repressive or authoritarian, the commu-
nist alternative is likely to be not only worse for the West, but

worse for the people of the country itself.

A more fundamental step we should take is to knock down
the "no trespassing" signs that surround the Soviet empire and

that have limited the war to our side of the border. We should

declare that henceforth we will consider ourselves as free to

forage on the Soviet side as they have been to forage on ours.

This does not mean automatically supporting any and all

liberation movements within the Soviet sphere. The same sort

of practical constraints that kept the West from intervening to

help the Hungarians in 1956 and the Czechs in 1968, for exam-

ple, still operate, and it would be a cruel disservice to hold out

false hopes of assistance to those who would not receive it. But

we should consider ourselves free to support those we perceive

it is in our interest to support, either overtly or covertly, and we

should do so without apology. A popular, pro-Western rebel

leader such as Jonas Savimbi in communist-ruled Angola

should not be turned away when he comes to the United States

seeking support.

A strategy for victory requires, over the long term, that we

check Soviet strengths and exploit Soviet weaknesses. The
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principal Soviet strength is military, and Soviet strategy is

based on force. Economically, we outproduce them. In terms of

providing what people want, of satisfying the strivings of the

human spirit, there simply is no contest between the two sys-

tems; the West wins hands down. The Soviets can conquer, but

they can never persuade. Moscow has been very successful in

extending its domination over other nations, but totally unsuc-

cessful in winning the support of the people of those nations.

More than 2,000 years ago the ancient Chinese strategist

Sun Tzu set forth this principle: Engage with the ch 'eng—the

ordinary, direct force—but win with the ch'i—the extraordi-

nary, indirect force. In his wisdom he saw that the two are mu-
tually reinforcing and that the way to victory is by the

simultaneous use of both.

In our own time we have no choice but to engage with the

ch'eng—to counterpose our military strength to that of the Sovi-

et Union, to hold our alliances together and increase the com-
bined strength of the West. This is the way to avoid defeat; this

is the way to contain Soviet advance. It is an essential first step,

just as the tide has to stop coming in before it goes out. The
next step—to go on toward victory, to win with the ch V—is at

once more complex, more subtle, and more demanding. Yet

here again the West has the greatest advantages, if only we can

marshal and use them.

This requires patience. It requires perseverance. The pat-

tern of Soviet advance has been two steps forward and, occa-

sionally, one step backward; the pattern of a successful reversal

of that advance will be one step backward and two steps for-

ward.

Defeat, if it comes, is likely to be incremental, coming
upon us with that "gradualism and apparent inevitability" that

Acheson warned of. By the same token, victory, if it comes, will

come step by careful step, and it will be achieved by avoiding

missteps. We have to learn to recognize incremental gains as

real gains. The direction of change, the momentum of history, as

it is perceived by the leaders of other nations, will be a vital ele-

ment in our success or failure. WT

e will have to work at the small

victories that, cumulatively, will reverse the backward momen-
tum and signal those leaders looking for a bandwagon that the

West is moving forward. WT

hen a river floods, those who live



NO SUBSTITUTE FOR VICTORY 301

along its unprotected banks gather up their belongings and flee

to safety. But those who live on protected banks are secure
against the flood. The combination of the West's military

strength and its demonstrated will to use it is, in effect, a levee

that will contain the rising river of Soviet expansionism. As
long as that levee remains high enough and sound enough, the

nations that live along its banks will have the courage to stand

rather than flee. As more stand successfully, more will be em-
boldened to join them in making a stand.

The Soviets' goal is total victory and everything they do is

designed to achieve that goal. Their favorite tactic is to identify

a potential Western or Third World weak point, and then con-

centrate overwhelming force on that particular point. At var-

ious times that weak point has been an unstable government, as

in Italy; an unpopular government, as in Nicaragua; a nation's

will, as in their attempts to win the Vietnam War on the Ameri-
can home front; or guilt, as in their efforts to make the West
defensive about anything to which the communists attach the

label "imperialism." They have had some very significant suc-

cesses with these tactics, but they too have weak points, on
which they are extremely vulnerable.

One weak point is that they consistently act in ways that

make them intensely unpopular. Their aggressive bullying

breeds an angry response in others. To the Soviets, alliances

are only a pit stop on the road to satellization; other nations are

targets of aggression, potential Soviet Socialist Republics.

When Lenin commented that "we will support Kerensky as the

rope does the hanged man," he neatly defined the nature of

Soviet friendship. This has not been lost on those whose

friendship the Soviets seek to cultivate.

When they do get a foot in the door, the Soviets often be-

have so boorishly and heavy-handedly that their hosts throw

them out. Soviet advisers were thrown out of Egypt in 1972

and Somalia in 1977. Pro-Soviet governments were ousted in

Chile in 1973, in Peru in 1976, and in Ghana in 1966. Nor do

they always manage to establish a foothold when they try. Com-
munist or communist-backed rebellions have been put down in

many countries, including Greece in 1949, the Philippines in

1953, Malaya in 1960, the Congo in 1962, and Oman in 1975.
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Communist coup attempts have been successfully foiled in the

Dominican Republic and Indonesia in 1965, in the Sudan in

1971, in Portugal in 1975, and in many other places as well.

The Chinese formerly referred to the Soviets as their "el-

der brother"; now China has become the Soviet Union's bitter-

est enemy, a giant that shares 4,000 miles of border with the

U.S.S.R. and claims parts of its territory.

There has been a great deal of talk about "playing the Chi-

na card." This talk is insulting to the Chinese, who do not like

to be considered a "card" to be "played." Some say we sought

closer relations with Peking during my administration so we
could use the Chinese against Moscow, and that Moscow was

then forced to seek better relations with us. This is a valid as-

sessment, but it is only a half-truth. Even if there had been no
differences between Russia and China, it would still have been

in our interest to improve relations with China. Further, as

Henry Kissinger has pointed out, the notion "that we use Chi-

na to annoy the Soviets as a penalty for Soviet conduct" is dan-

gerous for two reasons: because "China is an extremely

neuralgic point for the Soviet Union and they may not react ra-

tionally," and also because "it may even have a bad effect in

Peking. If we improve our ties with Peking in order to punish

the Soviet Union, this may leave the implication that if we want

to improve our relations with the Soviet Union or if the Soviet

Union makes some concessions to us, we may lower the level of

our activities with Peking. So we ought to have a settled, long-

range policy."

It is in our interest to have a strong China, because a weak
China invites aggression and increases the danger of war. We
and our European allies should do what is necessary to see that

China acquires the military strength necessary to provide for its

defense. For their part, the Chinese want to see a strong and

resolute United States. If they see us backing down before the

Soviets, they may decide that their interests lie in a rapproche-

ment with the Soviet Union—not because they will suddenly

agree with the Soviets or stop hating and fearing them, but be-

cause the combination of Soviet strength and U.S. weakness

will cause them to reassess where their interests lie.

Promoting Sino-Soviet rivalry cannot, in and of itself, be a
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U.S. policy. But the rivalry is there, and it provides an opportu-

nity, an environment, in which to design a policy. Triangular

diplomacy can work to our advantage or our disadvantage. As
long as that rivalry persists, however, it not only ties down a

large portion of the Soviet forces militarily and affects the over-

all balance of power; it also seriously undermines the Soviet

position in the Third World. In speaking to many Third World
leaders China has credentials the United States cannot match.

They will listen to Chinese warnings when they might discount

our own.

The Soviets have reason to feel insecure. Theirs is a sys-

tem that can only be kept in power by force. Wherever their ca-

pacity to exercise force weakens, their rule is threatened.

The peoples of Eastern Europe hate their Russian over-

lords. In the short term the chance that any of these nations

will detach itself from the Soviet embrace is slim. The Soviets

have shown that they have the will to use whatever force it takes

to crush an East European rebellion. They know how shaky

their hold is on Eastern Europe and how vulnerable the whole

area would be to the "domino effect" if one nation should suc-

cessfully break free. But Eastern Europe will remain a perpetu-

al problem for the Soviet Union. The peoples of Eastern

Europe have tasted freedom, something the Russian people

have never tasted, except for a few brief months in 1917. Even-

tually, unless the Soviet Union first succeeds in its goal of

world domination, the nations of Eastern Europe will become
free.

Until they do, suppressing their urge to freedom will be a

constant drain on Soviet resources. When they do, the Soviets

may find that they cannot post a "quarantine" sign on their

own borders to keep out the contagion of freedom.

Among the strongest potential allies we have in the strug-

gle against the Kremlin leadership are the people of the Soviet

Union. As one of the most powerful voices of the Russian peo-

ple, Alexander Solzhenitsyn has pointed out: "All oppressed

peoples are on the side of the West: the Russians, the various

nationalities of the U.S.S.R., the Chinese, and the Cubans.

Only by relying on this alliance can the West's strategy succeed.

Only together with the oppressed will the West constitute the
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decisive force on earth. These people are communism's Achil-

les heel. They can be freedom's secret weapon if we recognize

their immense strategic importance."

History shows that among nations, alignments change. In

World War II we and the Soviet Union fought together against

Germany and Japan; now Japan and West Germany are our al-

lies against the Soviet Union. China was our ally in World War
II, then our enemy in Korea and Vietnam; now China is, not

our ally, but our friend, and the enemy of the Soviet Union.

As we look at the potential strengths of the Western side,

we can count among them not only our allies but also those

other nations that stand in an uneasy relation to the Soviet

Union, half in and half out of the Soviet embrace. Even if they

do not come over to our side, we gain when they move away

from the Soviet side.

The freely associated nations of the West can use all their

forces to ward off aggression. The Soviet Union has to use part

of its forces to keep its "allies" under control. The Western
alliance is strengthened by the innate desire of man to be free.

The Soviet Union is vulnerable to the innate resistance of man
to tyranny.

In this struggle, the strength of the Soviets is military.

They seek victory through aggression and intimidation; in or-

der to achieve this, they seek military superiority. They rule by

force, and they seek to extend their rule by force.

We must check this ambition. We must have the strength

and the will to prevent their winning by force. But then we
must carry the struggle into those areas where they are weak
and we are strong. Despite their strength militarily, they fail ut-

terly at providing what people want.

People want peace. They want material progress. They
want to be free from foreign domination. They want the "high-

er values"—freedom of speech, travel, worship, choice; liberty

in all its aspects.

The Soviets promise peace, and bring war; they promise

economic progress, and bring poverty; they promise "libera-

tion," and bring a new imperialism; they promise freedom, and
bring slavery. In all these areas, their own record is the best an-

swer to their rhetoric. Wherever the Soviets and the West are

matched in competition, there simply is no contest.

i
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We must hold the line against aggression, both direct and
indirect, so that those who opt for the West need not fear that

they will be on the losing side. We must stand by our friends,

so that those who want to be our friends will not fear to be our

friends. We should use our enormous economic power to fur-

ther the progress of our friends, and to squeeze our potential

enemies.

In the short term—if we restore the strength of our de-

fenses—we can halt, and then turn back, the tide of Soviet ad-

vance by concentrating our efforts in the immediate target

areas and showing a steadfast determination to do what is nec-

essary to keep aggression from succeeding. As the nations of

the West grow stronger, as they visibly muster their will, as they

demonstrate that they will not repeat the mistakes of Munich,

two things will happen. Third World leaders who want to ride

with a winner will look more respectfully on the West, calculat-

ing the advantages that friendly relations with us can bring.

And the Soviet leaders will reevaluate the costs of adventurism,

recognizing that as the strength, cohesion, and will of the West

increase arithmetically, the costs of aggression will go up geo-

metrically.

Over the longer term we can encourage peaceful evolution

within the Soviet Union itself. However, this is a task not of

decades but of generations. Pressed too rapidly, it would bring

a brutal repression; developed gradually, so that it less directly

threatens those in power at any given time, it can gradually

show results, just as it did under the Tsars in the nineteenth

century.

The task that confronts us is not one for the United States

alone. As the present threat to the Persian Gulf makes starkly

clear, the entire West has an immediate stake in the struggle.

So do the threatened nations themselves. It makes no sense for

the United States to provide the arms, the money, and the men

to meet every crisis. There are more than 3 billion people out-

side the Soviet bloc, of which only 200 million are Americans.

As the French have shown in Africa, sometimes our allies can

respond more effectively than we can, especially in areas with

which they have a long familiarity. The oil-rich Moslem nations

of the Persian Gulf share a common interest in defending their
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own independence, and Islam, against any expansion of the So-

viet thrust into Afghanistan. But the West does look to the

United States for leadership. And the Soviets do look at the

United States in calculating what they can get away with.

If the Soviet leaders look westward and see an American

leadership that eyes their moves in a measured way, that clearly

refuses to bow, that walks without faltering, that knows what it

is doing, that is determined to do whatever has to be done in

order to ensure the survival and security of the West, then

those Soviet leaders will not be tempted to gamble all in a high-

stakes throw of the dice. They will make their cost-benefit anal-

yses, and postpone or abandon ambitions that no longer seem
worth the candle. Then we will see how preparation for war can

help avert war; how having strength can free us from the neces-

sity of using it.

I have often cited Sir Robert Thompson's equation: na-

tional power equals applied resources plus manpower times

will. The will to use power multiplies its effectiveness; when
that will is clearly perceived by the adversary, the actual appli-

cation of power may be unnecessary.

Power by itself is neutral; it can be used for good or for

evil. Its results are not measured by intentions. Power used

with good intentions, but ineptly, can be as destructive as pow-
er used with bad intentions. The greatest tragedy of all, howev-

er, occurs when those who have power fail to use it, and

because of that failure lives and even freedom itself are lost.

The human spirit has time and again transcended the most

terrible assaults on it; civilizations fall to barbarians, but even-

tually barbarism succumbs to civilization. But this victory of the

spirit takes place over a very long term. Our challenge now is to

show that a particular civilization—ours—can triumph over a

particular barbarism—Soviet communism—so that freedom
will be preserved for our children and grandchildren.
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The Sword and
the Spirit

There are only two powers in the world, the

sword and the spirit. In the long run the sword will al-

ways be conquered by the spirit.

—Napoleon

Britain's former Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, still crisply

lucid at eighty-five, recently compared the present situation in

the world with that in Europe before World War II. "Speaking

honestly," he declared, "I would say that we are now at 1935 or

1936." He went on to warn: "We can save ourselves only by

looking at the realities, and by organizing the resistance which

we must create if what we have won in two world wars we shall

not lose in the third."

In the late 1930s the nations in Hitler's path had time to

stop World War II before it started, but they ignored the warn-

ings and frittered away that time.

In his "Iron Curtain" speech at Fulton, Missouri, in 1946

Winston Churchill recalled:

Last time I saw it all coming, and cried aloud to my own

fellow-countrymen and to the world, but no one paid any at-

tention. Up till the year 1933 or even 1935, Germany might

have been saved from the awful fate which has overtaken her

and we might all have been spared the miseries Hitler let

loose upon mankind.

There never was a war in all history easier to prevent by

timely action than the one which has just desolated such great
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areas of the globe. It could have been prevented, in my belief,

without the firing of a single shot, and Germany might be

powerful, prosperous and honored today; but no one would

listen and one by one we were all sucked into the awful whirl-

pool.

The nations in Moscow's path today have time to avoid the fate

of those in Hitler's path in the 1930s; but only barely.

The outcome of the "protracted conflict" between East

and West will depend on our military arsenals, our strategic vi-

sion, and our control of those material resources that are need-

ed to build the weapons of war and the sinews of peace. But it

will also turn on how we use another resource, the most pre-

cious of all, and the one that for each and every one of us is fi-

nite: time. If the West loses this conflict, MacArthur's warning

will be its epitaph: "The history of failure in war can be

summed up in two words: Too Late."

The whole history of freedom is a narrative of the struggle

to become free and remain free. Freedom is not cheap and

maintaining it is not easy. Fate, history, God, chance—to what-

ever we may ascribe it, we hold a responsibility to the future

unique to our time and place. Nothing that today's generation

can leave for tomorrow's will mean more than the heritage of

liberty. That heritage is under more severe threat now than

ever before.

Today's "new frontiers," unfortunately, are the frontiers

of Soviet expansionism: the frontiers of Soviet advance in Afri-

ca, in the Middle East, in central Asia; the frontiers of more and

more commanding Soviet influence through indigenous Com-
munist parties in Western Europe, through "liberation" move-
ments, through the calculated rewriting of history, through

agitation and propaganda and attacks on those institutions and

those governments that stand in the way of Soviet ambitions.

The plain, harsh fact is that on all of these fronts the West
is in retreat and the Soviet Union is advancing; freedom is in

retreat, and totalitarianism is on the march.

The Soviet Union has 6 percent of the world's population

and 10 percent of its production; yet it successfully bullies its

neighbors and threatens the world. The other 94 percent of the

world's people, with the other 90 percent of its production,

seem increasingly helpless in the face of Soviet ambitions.
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Why should this be?

The answer is that it shouldn't be and it needn't be.

Unless a great power acts like one, it will leave a power
vacuum that another great power will fill. The United States

has been floundering, uncertain and irresolute, and the Soviet

Union has rushed to fill the vacuum created by our inaction.

The United States and the U.S.S.R. form the two sides of the

basic power equation that will dominate the final decades of the

twentieth century. The direction of future world history will be

set by the direction in which the balance between our two na-

tions appears to be shifting.

The Soviet leaders may be crude philosophers but they are

sophisticated wielders of power. Lacking those qualms of con-

science that inhibit the West, they can be utterly ruthless and

totally opportunistic in their uses of power. In a time of power
equivalence this makes them a formidable adversary. Only if

the West develops a sense of purpose equal to theirs—though

different from theirs—can we hope to shift the balance in our

favor.

There was a famous Frenchman, Emmanuel Joseph Sieves,

who somehow managed to get through the ten grim and tumul-

tuous years between 1789 and 1799, between the time when
the Third Estate met in the tennis court at Versailles and the

time when the Consulate was established. When he was asked

much later, "What did you do in all those years of revolution?"

he replied, "I survived."

This is the immediate task the defenders of liberty face in

the grim years just ahead: to survive, and by surviving to keep

liberty itself alive. Unless the West survives these decades

Western civilization as we know it, with all its ideals, its culture,

its high aspirations, will crumble into the dust of history.

With this priority clearly in mind, the West can survive.

Without it, the dawn of the twenty-first century may be the

opening chapter in a new age of barbarism on a global scale.

For survival is no longer automatic. We are entering a period in

which we have to work to ensure it, in which we have to sacri-

fice other priorities in the name of that supreme priority. We
will have to compromise some of our cherished ideals, as well

as spend more of our wealth than we would wish on weapons

and other forms of defense.
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To say that we must oppose the march of the new despo-

tism with every effort required does not mean launching a holy

war; it does not mean launching a war at all. It does, however,

mean arming sufficiently to dissuade the other side from

launching a war; and it does mean active intervention where

necessary to thwart Soviet expansion at those points at which

Moscow is testing the limits of its new frontiers.

It would be comforting to rely on Napoleon's comment
that "There are only two powers in the world, the sword and

the spirit. In the long run the sword will always be conquered

by the spirit." But the comment says more for Napoleon's mod-

esty as a soldier than it does for his accuracy as a historian.

The spirit may prevail in the long run, if we measure the

long run in millennia. But in the shorter run of decades, gener-

ations, and even centuries, time and again the spirit has been

extinguished by the sword. For the generation whose cities are

sacked, whose sons are killed, and whose liberties are crushed

by a conquering army, the prospect that a millennium hence

the spirit might rise again is cold comfort. In that short run in

which we all live, the sword is the essential shield for the spirit.

One of our strengths in this struggle, however, is that the

spirit itself can be a weapon—and while the Soviets have the

sword, ours is the side that has both the sword and the spirit.

In 1839 the Marquis de Custine visited Russia and noted:

"One word of truth hurled into Russia is like a spark landing in

a keg of powder." Today, the fact that the Soviet system lives

on lies makes it extremely vulnerable to the truth. Truth can

penetrate borders. Truth can travel on its own power, wherever

people and ideas of East and West meet. Russia has heavy cen-

sorship, but its people are starved for the truth. Sending the

West's message through every totalitarian barrier—whether by

exchange of visitors, or books, or broadcasts—will give hope to

millions behind those barriers, and will gradually eat away at

the foundations of the Soviet system just as seeping water can

erode the foundation of a prison.

We should not shrink from the propaganda war, either

within the Soviet empire or in the rest of the world. We should

revitalize Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty, and set up

counterparts of them that can compete directly with Soviet pro-

paganda in those areas of the Third World the Soviets have tar-

geted for aggression.
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Khrushchev often challenged the West to competition with

communism. In 1958, in an address I made to the English-

Speaking Union of the Commonwealth at Guildhall in London,
I urged that the West both accept the challenge and broaden it.

I said then:

We say—broaden this competition and include the spiri-

tual and cultural values that have distinguished our civiliza-

tion. . . .

Man needs the higher freedoms, freedom to know, to de-

bate freely, to write and express his views.

He needs the freedom that law and justice guarantee to

every individual. . . .

He wants the freedom to travel and learn from other

peoples and cultures.

He wants freedom of worship.

To us, these are the most precious aspects of our civiliza-

tion. We would be happy if others were to compete in this

sphere and try to surpass our achievements.

Whether or not the Soviets choose to compete in these

areas, we should compete with all the vigor at our command.
Let the idea of liberty hammer at the barricades, reach through

the bars of the prisons, take tyranny by the throat and shake it.

The Soviets need contact with the West. They need our tech-

nology and our trade. They cannot keep out our radio broad-

casts. They cannot seal themselves off totally from the world.

When they crack open the door to reach out for what they

want, we should push through it as much truth as we can. And
in those parts of the world where their police power does not

reach—in the target areas, where the immediate battles of

WT

orld War III are being waged—we can wield truth as a sword.

Marx dismissed religion as the opiate of the masses. To-

day's Kremlin leaders are finding it an unbreakable rock. Pope

John Paul lis triumphal return to Poland forced the Soviets to

chew hard on Stalin's words in the 1930s, when he contemptu-

ously asked, How many divisions has the Pope? The Pope does

not have armored divisions, but the forces he has cannot be

crushed by Soviet tanks. The emotions he has unleashed reach
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to the core of the human spirit; religious faith is a force often

underestimated by those who do not understand it.

In the final analysis victory will go to the side that most ef-

fectively builds, maintains, concerts, and uses its power—not

just its military power, but all of its strengths combined.

The road to victory is circuitous. Like a mountain trail, it

sometimes doubles back before going on. Like a mountain

trail, it requires patience and perseverance to traverse. The one

who tires and drops by the wayside does not attain victory.

Power is the ability to make things happen, to influence

events, to set the course of history. Some kinds of power oper-

ate effectively in the short term; some only over the course of

many generations.

Traditionally, the Chinese think in terms of millennia, the

Russians in terms of centuries, the Europeans in terms of gen-

erations, and we Americans in terms of decades. We must learn

to take a longer view. Then we will be more likely to take the

actions in the short term that are necessary to achieve the re-

sults we want in the long term. Then we will recognize that vic-

tory, if it comes, will come incrementally, and therefore that

each front in World War III is important, that each battle is im-

portant, that all of them will combine to bring us either defeat

or victory.

Woodrow Wilson spoke of making the world safe for de-

mocracy. Our task today is to make the world safe for liberty.

Democracy is political, a system devised by human reason.

Liberty is personal, a striving of the human spirit. Democracy is

a particular form of government, which evolved out of the par-

liamentary traditions of Western Europe, which was brought

here to North America by the European settlers and then de-

veloped as our country grew. Liberty is a human condition.

Liberty can survive and even flourish in other systems be-

sides democracies. In this country, thanks to centuries of politi-

cal evolution, we are fortunate enough to have liberty and

democracy. We should not make the mistake of attempting to

impose instant democracy on nations not ready for it, and in

the process pave the way for the destruction of such liberties as

they have.

Making the world safe for liberty, then, does not mean
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establishing democracy everywhere on earth. It does mean
making liberty secure where it exists: secure against overt ag-

gression, and also against externally supported subversion. If

we make liberty secure where it exists, then by the force of its

example liberty will become the wave of the future.

To the extent that the United States prevails, the world will

be safe for free nations. To the extent that the Soviet Union
prevails, the world will be unsafe for free nations. Soviet-style

tyranny survives by expanding. Liberty will expand by surviv-

ing. But to expand, it must first survive.

De Gaulle once said of France, a great nation is never its

true self unless engaged in a great enterprise. Ensuring the sur-

vival and ultimate triumph of human liberty is the greatest en-

terprise to which a nation can be summoned.

Victory without war requires that we resolve to use our

strength in ways short of war. There is today a vast gray area

between peace and war, and the struggle will be largely decided

in that area. If we expect to win without war, or even not to lose

without war, then we must engage the adversary within that

area. We need not duplicate his methods, but we must counter

them—even if that means behaving in ways other than we

would choose to in an ideal world.

The uses of power cannot be divorced from the purposes

of power. The old argument over whether "the end justifies the

means" is meaningless in the abstract; it has meaning only in

concrete terms of whether a particular end justifies a particular

means. The true test of idealism comes in its results. Some
ends of transcendent moral value do justify some means that

would not be justified in other circumstances.

Preserving liberty is a moral goal, defeating aggression is a

moral goal, avoiding war is a moral goal, establishing condi-

tions that can maintain peace with freedom through our chil-

dren's generation is a moral goal. Failure to take whatever

means are needed to keep liberty alive would be an act of moral

abdication.

Victory does not mean being "the world's policeman." It

does mean establishing, very explicitly, that we regard the fron-

tiers of Soviet advance as the frontiers of our own defense, and

that we will respond accordingly. And it does require a firm,
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unflagging faith, as Lincoln would put it, that we are on God's

side, that our cause is right, that we act for all mankind.

It may seem melodramatic to treat the twin poles of human
experience represented by the United States and the Soviet

Union as the equivalent of Good and Evil, Light and Darkness,

God and the Devil; yet if we allow ourselves to think of them

that way, even hypothetically, it can help clarify our perspective

on the world struggle. As the British writer Malcolm Mugger-

idge has pointed out, "Good and evil . . . provide the theme of

the drama of our mortal existence. In this sense, they may be

compared with the positive and negative points which generate

an electric current; transpose the points and the current fails,

the lights go out, darkness falls and all is confusion."

The United States represents hope, freedom, security, and

peace. The Soviet Union stands for fear, tyranny, aggression,

and war. If these are not poles of good and evil in human af-

fairs, then the concepts of good and evil have no meaning.

Those who cannot see the distinction have little claim to lec-

ture us on conscience. It is precisely because so many have

"transposed the points" that the light of reason has dimmed
and a dangerous confusion has spread. Ending that confusion

is the first step toward seeing the path to victory.

America recently celebrated the tenth anniversary of man's

first walk on the moon. That adventure captured the human
imagination as few events in history have, but the venture that

now beckons is in its own way greater still. In traveling to the

moon, man stepped into the heavens. In meeting this great

challenge here on earth, we can make the world safe for liberty

and thus achieve what for centuries philosophers have set as

mankind's goal.

Space caught man's imagination less for its technical wiz-

ardry than for its mystery. And yet it was not mystery that took

us there. It was the genius, vision, courage, perseverance, and

the dogged hard work of thousands of human beings joined in

a common enterprise.

The obstacles confronting us in our present enterprise are

no less formidable—and like our venture into space, this too is

achievable.

This is a struggle of titans, the like of which the world has

never seen. We cannot prevail by the short-term expedient of
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declaring a sudden emergency, and creating the illusion that

the challenge can be dealt with quickly and then put behind us.

The challenge we face will not end in a year, or a decade; to

meet it we have to prepare ourselves for a sustained level of

will and fortitude. Victory in this struggle will come through

perseverance, by never giving up, by coming back again and
again when things are tough. It will come through the kind of

leadership that in one crisis after another raises the sights of

the American people from the mundane to the transcendent,

from the immediate to the enduring.

If we determine to win, if we resolve to accept no substi-

tute for victory, then victory becomes possible. Then the spirit

gives edge to the sword, the sword preserves the spirit, and

freedom will prevail.
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Author's Note

This book is the final product of my time in San Clemente, California,

where I bought a home and established the Western White House in

1969, and where I later lived for exactly five and a half years after re-

signing the Presidency—from August 9, 1974 until February 9, 1980.

During those five and a half years I wrote two books, my Memoirs and
this volume. It was a time of intensive reflection on the lessons of a

third of a century in public life, and of attempting to apply those les-

sons to the challenges facing the West in the years ahead. Essentially,

the Memoirs were a look back, whereas this is a look ahead.

In the process, I found that no longer being either a public offi-

cial or a candidate for office has certain advantages, not least of which

is that it allows greater directness and candor. Former British Prime

Minister Harold Macmillan, who also served as Foreign Secretary,

once said that a Foreign Secretary is "forever poised between a cliche

and an indiscretion." Being out of power and thus unable to shape

events directly is often frustrating, particularly after having been at

the center of events, but not having to be so discreet is one of its com-

pensations. If I have stated my views more bluntly in this volume than

people were accustomed to when I was Vice President or President,

the bluntness reflects that freedom.

It is much easier to pinpoint when the work on this book ended

than when it began. I completed the basic manuscript in the summer

of 1979, then continued editing and updating during the usual phases

of a book's production; as it worked out, the final page proofs arrived

from the printerjust before I left San Clemente to move to New York.

I corrected page proofs during a brief stay in Florida en route from

San Clemente, and delivered them back to the publisher on the same

day that I arrived in New York to live—February 14, 1980. Several

people who read the original draft in September 1979 commented
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that it was a mistake to feature the Soviets' 1978 move into Afghani-

stan so prominently in Chapter 1; by early 1980, after the Red Army
moved in, they no longer considered it a mistake.

In one sense, the work on this book began after I completed my
Memoirs in April, 1978, when I turned to the writing of this volume as

my principal activity. In another sense its roots go back thirteen years,

to 1967, when I began work on a book on foreign policy prior to the

1968 presidential campaign. It soon became clear that the demands

of the book conflicted too much with the demands of the campaign,

so I laid the book on the shelf—though much of the work I had done

on it found its way into speeches, and the ideas I was developing in it

found their way into the policies of my administration.

In a more fundamental sense, however, this book's origins go

back more than thirty years, to my early days as a Congressman in the

period immediately following World War II. It was then that I toured

war-devastated Europe as a member of the Herter Committee, as we

sought to chart what America's role should be in helping its recovery.

From then on, foreign policy was the chief focus of my concern in

public life. In 1953, during my first year as Dwight D. Eisenhower's

Vice President, I made a seventy-day trip to twenty-one countries, the

most extensive that had ever been undertaken by an American Presi-

dent or Vice President. On that trip I visited Hanoi, when it was still

French; Mrs. Nixon and I were Japan's first state visitors since World

War II. The leaders I met ranged from the Shah of Iran to South Ko-

rea's Syngman Rhee; many of the insights I picked up from them and

from the trip itself have stayed with me ever since. I continued exten-

sive foreign travels throughout the eight years of my Vice Presidency

and the eight years as a private citizen that followed. By the time I

took office as President, I had already visited seventy-three countries.

A book speaks with its author's voice, but is the product of many
hands. The views expressed on the complex and controversial issues

discussed in this volume are my own and are not necessarily shared

by those who assisted me in preparing the manuscript. But many did

help, and any listing can only be partial.

For their help in producing and keeping track of the manuscript,

I want to thank my long-time associates Rose Mary Woods and Loie

Gaunt, and also Marnie Pavlick and Cathy Price.

Many friends and associates offered information, ideas and coun-

sel; four whose help on the book was especially extensive were former

ambassador to NATO Robert Ellsworth; Lt. Gen. Vernon G. Walters,

formerly deputy director of the CIA; Dr. William L. Van Cleave, di-

rector of the University of Southern California's Defense and Strate-

gic Studies Program; and John Lehman, formerly a senior member of
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my National Security Council staff. Two recent graduates of Harvard
College and the Harvard Business School, respectively, Hugh Hewitt

and Todd Leventhal, worked with me for many months on the pro-

ject, and provided enormously useful research and editorial assis-

tance. Raymond Price, formerly chief ofmy White House speech staff,

helped me throughout the project as my principal editorial coordina-

tor. His encouragement and wise counsel were indispensable ele-

ments in enabling me to produce the final manuscript.

—R.N.
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the relative military capa-
bilities of the nations of
the world.

In a strategy no thinking
citizen can afford not to

consider carefully Mr. Nixon
details what our course
must be in decades to

come. How we must
counter the amoral pur-

poses of the Soviet bloc by
supporting our friends,

whether or not their internal

governments fulfill our
idealistic democratic re-

quirements. How we must
use our trade, our aid, our
food surpluses to encour-

age in our enemies depen-
dencies they cannot afford

tojeopardize by military

adventurism. How we must
assume our role of global

leadership to make sure the

war of annihilation can
never happen.
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"This book is a cri de coeur,

addressed not only to our political

leaders but to leaders in all walks of life —
to take hold before it is too late, and to

marshal America's strengths so as to

ensure its survival."

Richard Nixon
from


