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Charles Krauthammer

Beware of Linkage

With ﬁ’}? Soviets, it’s a tool to use sparingly.

w] 12173 : Z
It seems that every American politician

has his idea of linkage. In April, Sam Nunn
urged that an INF Treaty be linked to
reductions in the Soviet tank force. Jack
Kemp wants INF linked to rectification of
Soviet violations of previous treaties. Rob-
ert Byrd advised Mikhail Gorbachev that
Senate ratification of the INF Treaty would
be helped by a Soviet announcement of
withdrawal from Afghanistan.

The problem with free-for-all linkage is
that, given the number of things we want
from the Soviets and the number of things
they want from us, the number of possible
permutations on linkage is infinite. And too
much linkage yields none: the Soviets will
never know which linkages we are really
serious about. Instead, they are likely to
conclude that linkage is simply the Ameri-
can way of sinking—and then blaming the
Soviets for sinking—reachable agreements
by tying them to unrelated and impossible
demands.

Linkage is an important tool in dealing
with the Soviets, but to be effective it must
be used sparingly and logically. The cardi-
nal rule must be: link like with like.

1. Link arms control to arms control.
The president is now in a position to
conclude a dramatic START agreement.
The distance between his SDI position and
the Soviets'—whether or not to permit
testing in outer space during the next
seven to 10 years—is small. Moreover, the
Soviet position is the same as the Senate’s.
It is being imposed on the administration
regardless.

Time to cash in the chip. But for what?
For two things. First, a dramatic cut in
Suvict iand-Dased ballistic missiles, which
pose the threat of surnrise (first-strike)

!

attack. At the Washington summit, Reagan
asked for that and didn’t get it. In return
for agreeing to live by the narrow interpre-
tation of the ABM Treaty for seven to 10
years, the United States should insist on a
strict sublimit for warheads on land-based
missiles.

Second, link the SDI/ABM concession to
a new agenda for arms control—namely,
no more nuclear talks until the major
nonnuclear arms issues are resolved. Until
we have settled the questions of chemical
and biological weapons and the imbalance
of tanks and artillery on the central front in
Europe—no more talk about nukes. No
talk of further reducing our strategic nu-
clear deterrent. And no talk of eliminating
battlefield nuclear weapons in Europe.

Pressure is already building in West
Germany to get rid of battlefield weapons.
And it is a supreme Soviet objective to
encourage the denuclearization of Germa-
ny in the hopes of neutralizing and detach-
ing it from the Western alliance. Qur price
for SDI testing must be Soviet agreement
to table all talk of further nuclear reduc-
tions,

2. Link regional issues with regional
issues. The Soviets know they can no
longer win in Afghanistan. What they have
to show for their efforts is, in the words of
one diplomat, “socialism in one city.” They
want out. The longer they wait to with-
:r;lw, the longer they bleed. They want a

Why should we give it to them? We
should say to Gorbachev: Afghanistan is
your problem. You got in, you get out. You
were no help to us in Vicinam, and we
believe in reciprocity. It is in our interest
to see you leave Afghanistan by helicopter

off the roof of the Soviet Embassy in Kabul.
We want a rout, not a settlement.

You want our help to prevent a rout in
your back yard? Then you help us in ours.
You want a settiement rather than a defeat
in Afghanistan. We want a settiement rath-
er than a defeat in Nicaragua. We will use
our leverage to guarantee a nonaligned,
neutral Afghanistan if you use yours to help
guarantee a noncommunist Nicaragua. Our
opening demand: cut off military aid to the
Sandinistas.

3. Human rights. On arms control and
regional conflicts, there is some symmetry
between the superpowers. On human
rights there is none. We cannot link their
human rights issues to ours because they
deny their peopie freedom and we don't.
Nor does it make sense to link human
rights to arms control or to regional
conflicts. No preaident will or should re-
fuse an arms control treaty because of
low emigration rates from the Soviet
Union,

Our leverage on human rights must Be
nonmilitary and nonstrategic. Trade, for
example. Fortunately, the necessary law,
the Jackson-Vanik Amendment, is already
on the books. It needs only to be guarded
against those ready to deal it away for
Gorbachev’s sunny smile. If the Soviets
show themselves more humane to their
captive populations, we will reciprocate
economically.

Linkage is a good idea but only if you
don’t mix linkages. Don'’t link arms control
with human rights. Or regional conflicts
with trade. And don’t link INF with any-
thing, That trealy is done. The Ume 10
think about linkage is before you sign, not
after.




" Henry Kissinger

" bership in the nonaligned group. Only in -
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While Washington has been preoccupied
withthelran-contnafiair.aneventhas
occurred in Asia that will have a far more
profound effect on the future: Japan's deci-
sion to breach the budgetary ceiling of 1

percent of its gross national product on its

defense expenditures. The removal of the
tacit budgetary barrier coupled with the
increase in defense spending produced
by the growing Japanese GNP makes it
inevitable that Japan will emerge as a major
military power in the not-too-distant future,
At the same time Chinese economic mod-
ernization is proceeding, if in fits and starts.
All this imposes om the United States
the need to undertake a long overdue reas-
sessment of its security interests in Asia.
For more than a genera-

o |

"The Rearming of Japan-,

relations among Asian nations is analogous
totheumdmtotmeEuropeanbalanceof

power in the 18th and 19th centuries.

Asfor]apnn.A_me:imnleadusaeemt.o',

tion, the United States has
sought to match Soviet power
in Europe, but at the same
time has accepted a steadily
deteriorating regional balance
in Asia. Soviet deployments in
Asia are spreading along the

. coasts of Indochina and into

American forces have been _
withdrawn from Southeast Asia and thinned
out even in Korea and Japan. That America
must not be militarily involved on the mainland
of Asia has become an axiom of American
fomignpolicysincethewarinViemam :

It is a strange concept. By any rational
calculation, the United States has as vital an
iterest in the equilibrium of Asia as in
Europe. Hostile hegemony over Asia would
have at least as grave consequences for
America as the occupation of Western Eu-
rope. To be sure, Asian realities differ from
those of Europe. In Europe, security begins
with two opposing alliance systems. The Sovi-
et Union is perceived as the potential aggres-
sor. A large American military presence, an
integrated military command and a NATO
council of ambassadors underline America’s
determination to support its allies.

By contrast, the nations of Asia do not

" acknowledge a common threat. Some coun-

tries—for example, Japan and China—fear the
Soviet Union; others—like Indonesia or Malay-
sia—worry about China; still others—like Ko-
rea or China—are concerned about a resur-
gent Japan. Some nations of Southeast Asia
consider Vietnam the principal threat. India
and Pakistan are obsessed with each other.
The alliances that exist are quite different
from NATO. The U.S. alliance with Japan,
not buttressed by formal machinery, is in
the nature of a unilateral guarantee. The

American military bases in the Philippines -

have not precluded that country from mem-

South Korea are the lines drawn as in
Europe, though with a much greater reli-
ance on indigenous conventional forces.

.- From a security point of view, the nations of
Asia live in two different worlds. With respect

totheglobalbalanoeofpower,theyarein'the

nuclear age, and in the name of nonalignment (
theyrelyonanequilibriummah\tainedbyﬂ!e .

United States and the Soviet Union. _
On regional issues, however, they are

more ready to use force than the nations of N

Europe, which have been chastened by two

“world wars. Therefore, any increase in
produces almost :

strength by one country
automatic adjustments by all other nations

in a position to see to their own security. In Ry ®
that regard, the conduct of international

e v e—

“ Japan’s increased military
contribution is largely
unnecessary to maintaining
consts o Indocid 204 i ool equilibrium.” g

\

pmaforpmtectedmrketsmmebasisd;
nath\alsecurity.Atanﬁnimumitoouldhadtol
nations. To be sure, the United States cannot |
stopamjoraﬂyfrornpursuingitsnaﬁmal
objeaiv&s.btnitmstbemref\ﬂabomforcM'

the pace. |
_Japan's increased military contribution is <

largely unnecessary to maintaining global
equilibrium. Modest self-defense forces
alone can make a Soviet attack on the '
Japanese homeland extremely costly, and
such an attack would bring the American
alliance into play. Japan could make a more: :
significant contribution to global peace by
increasing aid to developing nations than '
with a large military program. Japanese
rearmament will therefore inevitably be
driven by considerations of Japan's role’in
Asia. When Chinese and Indian moderniza-
tions are well advanced, Japan will properly
insist on playing at least a regional role with
its own military forces.

It will make a huge difference whether Japan
increases its defense effort gradually or sud-
denly, whether it stresses defense as an out-
pouring of a new nationalism—political and
mercantilistic—or as a contribution to a coop-
erative world order. Thus a key objective of
American foreign policy should be to draw
Japan into larger political relationships before its
military might develops its bwn momentum.

The evolution of Japanese power will be
watched nowhere more intensely than in
China. For the greatest part of its history,
that country wmas the Asian equilibrium. It
would be reckless to forget that in an
important sense, World War 11 started with
the Japanese invasion of Manchuria in 1932.
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Faud the Rest of Asia /7.

Today, once again, the subjugation of China.
or even its humiliation would have consé--
quences for the global balance difficult to
distinguish from the coflapse of Europe.

The proud Chinese leaders often proclaim
that no such danger exists. But long-range -
planning must consider possibilities, not cer-
tainties. And one contingency is surely the

. Soviet reaction when China’s modernization

" power

becomes self-sustaining and irreversible.
The Kremlin may then conclude that it
cannot allow the emergence of a major -
along a disputed frontier where a
billion Chinese face 40 million Soviets. It
may seek to destroy China’s industrializa-
tion and create a buffer along its Asian

. borders on the model of Outer. Mongolia or

the satellites of Eastern Europe.
Whether this is more or less likely than an
attack on Europe is a matter of judgment.

. But in Europe the risk, however slight, of a

Soviet attack has evoked the deployment of
substantial armies. Is it too much for West-
ern policy makers to reflect on their attitude
in case of threats to China's territorial
integtity and political- freedom of action?

" - American planners must understand that in

such an event the United States cannot
possibly remain aloof.” .

To be sure, the United States can have no,
interest in increasing Chinese perils by pro-

_ vocative acts or pronouncements. It is neither-

necessary nor desirable for either Washington
or Beijing to agree on day-to-day policies. But

) intheendthepoliciesofbothWéshingtoﬁand
* Beijing must be constrained by the knowledge .

/ )

s

" interest to have ene Asian power _
- or group of powers so strong

that it can dominate the rest.”

“It cannot be in America

that they have a common interest to resist
“hegemonial” designs in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion. Hence they must be careful not to push

disagreements to a point where the other

feels the purpose is deliberately and consis:
tently to weaken it. o S
A wise U.S. policy will understand that-
China achieved the longest uninterrupted -
history of self-government of any nation
above all because of a sophisticated under-
standing of its national interest. China's
leaders need no instruction on the proposi~
tion that a change in atmosphere or even
limited agreements with Moscow- will not

* shorten the common frontier with the Sovi-

et Union. They will not lightly risk their -
American safety net by staking China's sur-
vival entirely on continued Soviet goodwill. -

.So long as both Beijing and Washington

Lo

understand the objective limits of each.of -

their relations with Moscow
Moscow’s faver, all

Should China navigate the passage.

domestic turmoil, a new situation will arise.

Such a basic change in the balance of power - '

is likely to bring about 2 substantial reas-
sessment of Soviet policy, It will also trans-
form the security problem of Southeast
Asia. Vietnam would need such large forces

on its Chinese border that it would be °

obliged to modify expansionist ampitions.

Nations such as Indonesia, suspicious of
Chinese designs, would look for additional -

reassurances. A triangular competition

among Japan, India and China -could well. . .. .

develop in Asia.

For. by that time India, t ,isﬁﬁelytoi\ave L
d modernization. It -

made major progress towar:

. will then be tempted to pursue the old British - '

-policyms_tofSu&.Itsmajorthemeofprevent-
ing Russian domination over Iran and great-
power hegemony over Southeast Asia js likely

they can both.. °
benefit from a relaxation of tensions, If either ..
- side permits itself to be lured into-a race for "
restraints by the other -
will be eroded; the security of both the United - -
. States and of China will be impaired.. .- ..-

o
" modernization without Soviet aggression or

'_tobenqdifferentnowdlatpolicyi;sniade_in\ -

~New Delhi since it was always driven by the .-~
'geopoliﬁwoflndian,notBriﬁsh,seanity This |

evolution is likely to improve India’s rel'atims

with the United States. For it is not natural far = -
India to treat the most remote superpower as. i

the most immediate threat to the indepen-

dence of South and Southeast Asia, In the long
urunWashingtonismreliketytoapp&rasa “

counterweight to the expan-

states. :
- Two conclusions follow:

nations count on American
support. They assume, how-
 ever, that American assist-
: ance will flow from an as-
sessment of common interests, not formal

sionist tendencies of ‘more.-

a With respect to aggres-
_sion that threatens the glob--
" al equilibrium, most” Asian-

commitments or troop deployments. There-

fore, continuity and bipartisanship in the

. essential. Constant changes of position are

elaboration of American foreign policy are- - ’

dangerous enough in the Atlantic area, -

where there is the safety net of institutions
elaborated over decades. They are even
more demoralizing in Asia, where few for-.

mal commitments exist and nations must ;

gear their- policy to America’s capacity to " -

. define its permanent interests, . _
" @ The United States in_pursuit of the global
" equilibrium must be ‘extremely sensitive to .

how individual Asian nations .perceive the

local balance of forces and their own role :

-. within it. Tt cannot be in America’s interest
 to have one Asian power or group of powers

. so'strong that it can dominate the rest. The. |
U.S. weight should be on the weaker side, *
especially with respect to matters that can":

over time affect the global balance, [ °

* " versation -a few months ago, he contrasted

: - A great deal depends, therefore, on Ameri<” =:|
*" ca's understanding of intangibles, No one has” =

 expressed this better than Japanese Prime -
Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone when, in a con=. -

7] -




Tof '.min'd.,-l'fmight}}_lh_z.i.v said some:

T,

When earliér this year, as part of
a small private delegation, 1 met
General Secretary Mikhail S, Gor-
bachey, he -asked why I was-so
opposed to the Reykjayik formu-
la—key "parts of which are now

embodied in the Intérmediate Nu--
clear Forces aﬁreem'ent about to be .

examined by the Senate, [ told him
that some Americans want agree-

'Henry‘.K'z;ssilngeﬁ 5 L-l fi
:Arms-Control Fever .

ments virtually for their own sake -

regardless of content; others oppose

i, any agreement regardless of con-
.. tent, I'belong to a third group, I
.. Said, that wants agreemerits if they
* " really make a difference. Gorbachev

“began to plish me on what T thought
did make a difference; but he.soon
--decided. that it-was unwise. to ex-
_plore, before witnesses, alternatives
16 a formula so promising for Soviet

to other subjects, «

. Strategy as Reykjavik, and he turned

‘m "'W'es'teljn'_;Euig will Increase- its

‘=1 '_/?y i,

& “China’s economic 'refoms-will pro- .
portionately increase its military po-
te»;lug and jts weight in Inteznational

a “India, "alreddy the most poweriul | 7/
country in South Asia, will continue to
grow, It has shown every readiness to
use power to advance national inter-
est. .

cohesion in the political, economic and
military areas—in part as a reaction

to being a bystander while decisions,
about it security are being made by
the two superpowers, -* .1 ¢ -

'} be reflected in concrete negotiations
on political issues, It should deal with
S - areas of tensions and should address
AR what measures are permissible and
where, Under what conditions and
where s the sending of arms or the
.o conduct of intelligence activitles to
. take place? More complex toplcs must
£ 1| - also be Included, such as how to
“. .4 | - prevent tensions before they occur.
rom that point of view, the potential
Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan
..would be more significant than any
other negotiation, '

& “The developing‘countries are cer- ROV
tain to accelerate. their pressures for

:a more important role in world affairs

not causes, Th:g, undén{lying’ politi
crisis.may in-fact be accelerated

. the Soviet <point: -of, view, . thes
schermes have. a+corollary;; benefiti

¢) The current nuclear arms con-
~trol’ negotiations are too one-sided.
+, No_further. step should be taken to-
< ward nuclear arms control unless it is

Z'c‘f,‘mff,fic‘;,e‘f,‘,ﬁﬁ; styla.re;ml global the gradual deterloration” of Ameris :j»—'l‘hey, enhance the -Eﬁiobéénfpégse’o “linked with measures that reduce So-
“Never have 80 many changes'oe .88 leadership ‘role and the ﬂanse.r.;: Ampotence and may tempt geparate  viet preponderance in conventional

curred simultaneoisly in so°many di- - * that the Soviet Unlon may'bo tempts
ferent parts g;f{,th,el world, In the hast, quillty, however femporary, to tig

i St

This article serves as a substitute

what makes a :diff
had the Gpportunity’

resence

T,

thing like this: ~ <

t .~.."The nuclear superpowers con-
..~ centrate on their reciprocal nucléar-

arrangements, seemingly oblivious

;. that new power-centers are emerg-
i * Ing'which, by the!next century, are

certain to -feduce, siiperpower pre-
dominance, 'Historically -such - g
" process has always produced years,
sometimes decades, of political ten-
sions, And history leaves ittle doubt
. _about two other propositions; 1) Al-

- "most all wars have heen caused by

the failure to solve central political
issues, not by arms races, 2) Con-
ventional deterrence- rarely works,
Unfortunately, Reykjavik devalued

|+ + the puclear deterrent by producing

dgreements.on the zero option on

'+ medium-range missiles, and on the

totally unrealistic. objactive o abole;
- destructlon of strategic missiles as a

. first_ atep., Thug, ‘the "resolution of
political conflicts grows correspond- -

Ingly more urgent because it Is un-
likely that they can be contained by

. conventional deterrence “alone,

True; lip'service is being paid to the

™ - objective of a political dialogue, But

it has yet to receive appropriate

high-level attention or negotiating-

priority, ' P
“The outline of the world by the

" year-2000 i5 already apparent:

w “Japan \will become ‘an' important
military power as its formal ‘military
expenditures creep toward 2 percent

++ of-gross natlonal product, and expen-
ditures on matters“i'ele\;ant to:mill- .

tary capacity such as space research
will put Japan well above 2 percent,
Sy e A

¢ for that “aborted-discussion -about -
.. what mak e, 8318, haia SR ST Sy
. adjusted—afually -by ¢ war—to™ the ~
emerging 1

quisition, I am convinced that.argu- pecting-too much for him to”offer® -
ments based on the balance of power  concessions that have fiot been caked Tt we,af’om ;
. would have more meaning for a lead= . apd to refuse to take advantage of: ')t e e .
er whose entlre career has been in ¢ portunities presented on a silver': ’postulating a: oral ‘equivalence bé-* “enlng America’s abllity to retaliate
the Communist Party with its empha- thtgr. ‘The careful planners Il the tween East and:West that removes. . -from Europe. That would be another.

+ &is on the declsive role of “objective ..
! - factors” than do dentimental invoca-
. Ish.all huclear” weapons with the .

- occurred. The moast - conservative

- era is preoccupied—almost. ob- -
-, sessed—with. arms .control .and pers. -

. ‘scapism that dealt, with symptoms

~the Persian Gulf to Angola, from
- Southeast.: Asia to . Nicaragua—by,

'lca_‘n life; including . back-yard

- Agreements ‘dre " calléd . historic be-

, hrénically justified as, safe because
" performed by the remalning nuclear

favor, -
Technology was bound to reduce

ty. Yet American decisions have accel-
erated the process before adjustmen
could be made.” The. combination :of
inferiority, in  conventional . foreq
; %y and~-at. best—parity ‘I nuclear. d
AT structive pawer, todupledyyith) th

the emergence of even one new pow- . Defense Initiative, will soaner or fater.
er center has led to decades of tur: :: denoralize "allles that have’ relied ¢
moll as.the. balance_of power was .~ American miitary protection. Unless,
conventional’ balarioel: restored; ¢

ther by ‘bulldup-or- negatiation, . con
tions for- Soviet blickmail. will havi
been created in equal parts by“arms
policies and arms-contro} policles doms
Inated by short-teérm domestic’ consid
,‘eratlons, ‘But- the: Soviet- knowledg

ty, If the Soviet Union °
continues to'fuel all conflicts—from

weapons sales and intelligence’ and
political support to its friends, ‘some -
crisis inevitably will get out of‘control

with cataclysmic consequences, 'A prevent an expensive conventional

war between the United States and buildup weakens the Western bargaine
the Soviet Union would Inevitably Ing position in any negotiation to ree
hasten the relative decling of both tablish a conventional equilibrium, |

countries and the shift of the world's ma 8
center of gravity to other areas.” .+ seeking a respite; the internal’ sltua-

I do not know how Gorbactiey tion in the Soviet Union in fact glves
would have reacted to.such 8 die~ * him few other options,. But, it I3’ exs

. Gorbachev fay. well be sincere

emlin sirely ‘understand the’ pro-

tions of personal relationships or invi-
tations to see the “realities” of Amer-
b ters are located on the
swimming pools, . -, . o !
Atany rate, such a dialogue hasmot . tainment of ; Soviet’ . expanslonism
could come about not primarlly :as‘a
projection of American power.but asa

i

U.S.- administration of the postwar .

cohesion;-The-location of these:new.

Eower centers makes them.vulneras
le 4o Soviet- conventlonal gtrength,

however, and current Western po

sonal appeals to the Soviet leadership,
cause they abolish two categories of |
nuclear weapons but are then schizo- ts b

those burgeoning powers. before the
i . R sl o
; Thus the Rey pro o
make 4" differénce, But rather than
produce stability, they may over time

all ne military missions can be

arsenal. Agreement has become its
own reward. - )

The euphorla of the- Gorbachev *.* wreck what has been bul by biparth

visit may In retrospect appear a an -.. igan American-efforts aver 40 years,
- Whatever thelr stated purpose from
B . ; A Y *‘-(.{' ,'4':..: P2

RACTIRF IR

"

. . i . the glbbg! ‘balance of'poyver"-yy-it;a' .
" “Itis a'simple evasion for the 1 - .. -

. democracies to permit themselves to be
' by the persondlity of a.

_ d
R e

"..that economic conditions'are likely to¥

‘cess of historical change outlined ear+ 3

ders, If that process: succeeds, .cone

may tempt. the Sovists to.neutraliza..;

£

oviet Unlon may't % deald with M,
ed by the West's'yeaming for trans""" Federal.Republlc™ of .
+ Soviets canthen"seek to wrest con
cesslons front China before:that coun:- : nver
-+ try's economic Erogress makes it too:~tional deterrence by the "equality in
" aradualy America’s nuclear porior § et vlad firs

- gradually America's nuclear uperiorls-. 3 sumuit with Beljing niay be the f 1
step.in. this »directl?qnl -Such kapg..gut-é
come;In turn,
little"'choice. (
glon's"dominant reall

oscaw, ‘eBpeclally by.the;” ‘weapons, * )

0 ‘(ggnnani.' The' d) Immediate attention must be giv-
- ;e to the conventional balance. The
znumbers game of measuring conven-

achey's inyitation for .1 manpower and equipment must be
ti_abandoned,.It violates the most ele-
mentary lesson of history: victories
ledve Japan with- " are'won not by total numbers but by
udfust to'the res- ¥ the ability to concentrate force at the
‘relying on its i i
39
"o

dream

e&&"‘%@dﬂ rintain’zte independence, ,Fgr-é‘.’:gggai_djnm_‘Qnyg_\timmlﬁ arms “cone
e 888 Nﬁl c;ucla—ithe 4 l;l h‘.so . t.rol—d:a] much-tr}llegjected t?lubject.lfi_tis

i...many sisolationists<~would, hay ty not .dealt with soon, the upcoming
Lt nto Imprisoned AtV 1 _

1"shait,“the West's pollciesrun~ dominated by slogans and domestic
the'sigk of Incregsing long-term perilss . politics, Soviet spokesmen are already
“while"reducing’ Its ‘capacity’ to..deal 7 I
with them.’ All this will he'compound © Western aircraft, another step along
becat:!sfe}; io;l many In the dernacra: ¢ ~ the road.of leaving Europe under the
Justlty -the oA

erical”...# & 4 negotiations wil turn into another trap

. ‘promoting a trade of Soviet tanks for

by* ‘nuclear gun while even further weak-

.

¢

5 are im

\nuclear arms control unless it is linked
with measures that reduce Soviet
Preponderance in conventional

Asany;sense of danger or even perspecs
] 7 tive, espect
Pﬁr. -B!lxl:‘ they li:annot éml to recognize: \lecrgtgnh

- that almost all-emerging power cen | Gor| chey,” .ot ; Reagan,
gg‘v‘;et bor-.: [‘credit for Westemn conccsslon};?.r.. .
.+ & Negotiations with the Soviet Unjon”

: 888 . ward . coexistenoe;- Gorba
result of growing local strength.and x; |

r epshould be taken toward

{ ca and Europe,

. €) The highest priority for U.S,
policy must be to construct—with its
JAllies—a definition of vital interests,
to _determine what Is necessary to

Is

onic result, is tha

i whe' ge

71 o mport dévagd&wgm Mademn ' defend those Intereats and the appro-

wers tos:-" priate negotiating’ positions to adopt
5. per=. _ with the Soviet Union.

sonality-coupled {with -Soyiet Internaly Devising such a strategy is a diffi-
+1difficuldles may. provide ‘opportunities - cult, subtle but manageable task, Giv-"

1approaching that goal. But the procéss._ en the relative ecornic positions of
is. nelther! automatic nor¥can ‘It be " gy two, sldes, It must be easter for

based ' on “personal reladonsldrs. It the democracies to preserye the glob-
*

slgiof long+', ] balance of power than it is for the

tem Intereats; jncl mt.lhz'e{&ua ¥ Ik ;
) Clasnt g g the folloving: ¢ Saviet Union to upset . 1t 1.2 simple

XOPrO--~ eynsion for the democracies to permit

nt attempts to modemize the Soviety - themselves-to be 80 mesmerized by
stateThat I3 an Internal Soviet matter ¢ the- personality of a Soviet leader,
relevant to ths “temiocracles “only "I " powever able. and charming, They
gocompanied g_l,:‘: e i Saviet | have all the means to take charge of
%WHW i -thelr own future,

©1588, Los Angeles Timea Syndicato

% s 8tep, too, on the road toward separat-:
z;llf' from the 'y_ounﬁ; enst: Ing Amerl
I £t
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.4 By IRvING KrisoL

Theré-are Inherent ambiguitles In the
Amerlcan approach to forelgn affalrs. we
are being driven by a team of four horses,
each with a mind of its own, and it is no
easy matter to prevent them from tearing
the stagecoach apart. The four-horses, rep-:
resenting four established modes of
thought . about our , posture toward the
world, are: :

@ Moralistlc Isolatlonism, In which the
U.S. presents a shining example of popular
government to the world, in the hope that
the natlons of the world w otice, be im-
pressed, and eventually follow sult. We
may be saddened If they fail to do so, but it
is not our responsibility to guide them—
and certainly not to coerce them—along
this path, ‘At most, we may express ap-
proval or disapproval of thelr more ex-
treme deviations, .

¢ Liberal internationalisin, a 70-year-
old tradition that has taken tenaclous root
In the State Department, the medla, acade-
mia, and even—though to a far lesser de-
- §Tee—among sectlons of the populace at

nations are obedient to the rules of interna-
tlonal law, as lald down by the United Na-
tlons and the World Court—a ‘‘peace lov-
Ing" world to be.governed eventually by a
“parllament of man" (now re-designated

-Department is much attached to the legal-
isms generated by such a perspective.
Most of the other nations In today's world
pay little or no-attention to it
‘Democratic Capitalism’

¢ # Conservative internationalism, which
belleves the U.S, has an orlginal eommit-
ment to act unllaterally:so as to make the
world safe for “democratie capitalism,”

© National-interest “realism," which
generally-prefers unilateral ‘American ac-
tion to any multilateral commitment, but
asserts that we.should be seriously” con-
cerned only about:events abroad that af-
fect us seriously, less seriously concerned
by what affects us only Indirectly or ob-
liquely ‘or remotely, and not at all con-
cerned by what is likely to have no appre-
clable effect at all. This Is a more compli-
cated affair than many realists seem to
realize, since the U.S. Is a world power and

large, This envisions a world in which alf -

as a "parllament of persons™), Our State -

Inactlon can be equally  pendence from the Q.m"m.m. .E_m 1.he 4
Is: the most .venerable nounced that he Is working on some cont

about foreign polley, to  plicated scheme whereby .the varlous eth-
which most nations, most of the time,

both Its-action and
influential. But It
mode of thought

pay  nlc regions of the Soviet’ Unlon would gain
aobeisance. In the case of the U.S...it often not only a latge measure of autonomy, but
Is co-opted by one:of-the three other  also the right of secession after'a’ complex-

modes, since no one wants to assert that he
Is indifferent.to something called
tlonal Interest.” ‘

These four modes of thought’ are now
-thoroughly entangled In the case of Lithua-
nla, ‘Such’.entanglements are predestined.
We discovered this in the case of Vie :
Our moralistic onists—fewer then
than now—saw no reason for our becoming
bloodily involved in this faraway land, and

legal process of at least five years’ dura-
tion. This fnevitably nflamed nationalist
.aspirations in the Ukraine, Georgla and
elsewhere; Then—to;no one's great sur-
prise—lie sent troops-inte Lithuania.

He had an obvious, clear-cut alterna-
tve. He could have sald, right at.the out-
" set, that Lithuania would not be allowed to
secede from the Sovlet Unlon, but that it
would be accorded -a: real ‘autonomy,

*“the na-

Board-of Contribytors 7

Lithuania is mot a lucky country. wmﬁgwqw.
: Mot yet foreseeable, it will gain the independe
and deserves. But it s not going to \E%w:‘:oé.

Did
would have been content with a few sym-
bolle, diplomatic gestures. Our liberal in-
ternationallsts got us into the war in order
toaffirm the illegallty of aggression, direct
or Indlrect, by one natlon agalnst another.
Our conservative Internatlonalists, along

spelled out in some detall. For the world at
large, this would have pretty Inuch settled
the ‘matter. While nations ‘may _prattle
loosely about the-“right to self-detérmina-
tion," no natlon’ has. eyer recognized a.
right of secesslon, 5

. : N S
with our realists, were divided, depending - "True, the ‘case of‘the three’ Baltic-na:™ -bly,
on what they.saw to be at stake. Some said * tions 1s-special, since they weré dellvered

. that we should simply stay out, others that  to Soviet sovereignty by the noxlious Hitler-

we should boldly confront North Vietnam
(and perhaps China) to prevent a Commu-
nist-takeover of Southeast Aslit, and keep
open the prospects for democracy there,
uonm supported the limited war we did
ght,” ' ' ) -
-In the case of Lithuania, |t must be. .
sald, our confusion is more than matched -
by Mikhall Gorbachev's confused policies.
Indeed, one has the right to wonder: Do€s -+ ment-and most of
Mr. Gorbachev know what he {s doing? Is ~
there any rational explanation, however
devious, for his fumbling, Irresolute, in the
end bewilderlng and se -defeating ap- -
proach to this issue? o
1 don't see any such rational explana-
tion. First, he announced that he would not
use force against Lithuania, thereby incit-
ing the Lithuanians to declare their inde-

Stalin pact."Even so, it is clear that were
they to be iberated from Russian’rule, the
Ukraine—which produces about one-third
of the Sovlet gross national product—would
probably demand & similar liberation, af-
ter several centuries of subordination, And
so would Georgla, and Azerbaljan, and all
the other constituent provinces of Russa,

: f the world's™ delight,

made the bold decision to.preside over the
liquidation of the Soviet empire In Eastern

~Europe, But he dld not bécome president
of the U.S.S.R. to presidé over the liquida-
tion of the ‘nsz_._mm..oE ‘Russian empire—
an empire that 150 million ethnic Russlans'
_Sgww regard as an integral part of Russia
tself.

Only a political fantasist could mx,vms a

Photo Copy Preservation
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.

Mr.’ Gorbachev, to the World's amaze- -

)
withdrawal of Russla into lts anclent eth-
. e boundaries, Not even the more militant
+ reformers within the Soviet Union contem-
plate such a posslbility, In fact, these same
reformers have been prudently silent about
. Lithuanla, since they are well aware of the
.* larger and more explosive issue of national

&ﬂ:Sw..m:oz it poses. It is not imaginable
that any Russlan government, with or
without Mr. Gorbachev, would move down
this path. -

Lithuania {s not a lucky country. Per-
haps, in a future not yet foreseeable, under
clreumstances also unforeseeable, it will
gain the independence it desires and de-
serves. But it is not going to happen now,
and there Is nothing the Bush administra-
ton can dd about It. Meanwhile, the Lithy-
anians.wouldbe well advised to bargain
hard for the maximum degree of auton-
omy, s i

Nevertheleds;} the administration Is

.- comlng under much criticism for recogniz-

Ing this political reality. There is even talk
of economic sanctions against the Soviet
Union.:But this-is.ldle chatter. We tried
that under the Carter administration and it
backfired. Besides, not a single one of our
Eutopean allles would jofn us in any such
purely symbo| c; totally Ineffectual act,
Vulnerable:tg'Criticlsms -
The Bush.administration, quite sensi-
hasdecided that it is not In the na-
tional Interest for the U.S. to precipitate a
crists In our relations with the Soviet Union
< because of Lithuania and the other Baltic
natlons. In doing so, it has left Itself vul-
nerable to criticlsms emerging from the
* other currents of thought about American
forelgn poliey. As a consequerice, it has
difticulty articulating sharply, and defend-
Ing vigorously, its position, Any American
adrjnistration would find ftself in the
same condition, .

‘Back In the 1960s, we heard much talk
about “speaking truth to power." In the
case of Amerlcan forelgn policy, it is clear
that we have not yet learned how power
can speak unambiguous truths about our
‘national Interest to the American people.

Mr. Kristol, an American Enterprise In-
stitute fellow, co-edits The Public Interest
and publishes The National Interest,
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America’s Invulnerable Deterrent

By Joun TRAIN

The filn version of *'Hunt for Red Octo-
her” brings admirably to life the silent
duel of undersex naval forees. In one way,
hough, it s misleading. The Soviets can-
not now or for the foreseeable future locate
U.S. missile submartnes, or “hoomers.”
For many years they will remain our one
invulnerable deterrerit.

When you go.for a cruise on a'Trident
sub—the Michigan, in my case—you are
supposed to be Impressed by its size. How-
ever, on the surface, one sees only 4 sixth
of it, like an iceberg, and of course under-
water it's invisible. (The Russian sub in
“Hunt for Red October" was lifted partly
out of the water to overcome this prob-
lem.) Easy to grasp, however, are its
length (two football fields), the sinister
message of the double row of missile
hatches running down the deck, and Its
cost (about $1 billion).

In the center segment of the hull stand

24 orange Trident missile tubes, in two ver- -

tical rows of 12, Jike four-story-tall cans of

tennis balls. When the tirme comes to fire, .

each tube's hatch, which welghs several
tons, swings open, and the misslle Is flung

out by the exhaust of a small on-board

fixed rocket, - .

In addition to its missiles, a Trident can
launch eight wire-gulded torpedoes. The
torpedo, when its acoustlc sensor ‘“'ac-
quires” the target, Is turned loose to home
In on its own. It's-extremely hard for one
submarine to torpedo another underwater,
since a submerged submarine moves up
and down as well as forward., When a tar-
get sub detects an attacker's torpedo in the
water It pops out acoustic decoys to draw
the torpedo off, and fires a return volley in
the hope of forcing the attacker to maneu-
ver so wildly in avoldance that the guide
wire gets.cut, :
Russlans Shake, Rattle and Roll

A Trident missile sub is so qulet that if
you were out sailing you probably wouldn’t
niotlce it passing at slow speed 10 feet un-
der your keel. While there are lots of ways
of trying to detegt a sub creeping slowly
along way down deep, the‘Russlans have
had little success‘against ours. But partic-
ularly since a boomer on patro! cruises at

random In an area the size of Montana, ¥

where do they start, looking?

The U.S. Is far more sklliful than the
Soviet Unlon at large, highly engineered’
speclalty projects. Parts must be made to
flne tolerances, and flttings can't rattle, As
a result, U.S. subs have thousands of rub-
ber liners and seals, flexible machinery
mountings, Insulation between the Inner
and outer hulls, and, in the future, pump-
jet propuision. Soviet sub crews, like So-
viet hotel workers, are sloppy draftees. If
[van staspes his tool box, or even a big

wrench, out of. sight somewhere on board . -
30 It won't be borrowed, it may. createi,a,::r
wsound short.”’ A few such rattles and se-

curlty Is compromised, ' °

The Soviets often pul two reactors, two
propulsion systems, and two propellersop.
their subs, because they rightly distrust
the reliability of their equipment. This,
however, means that everything has to be
that much bigger. So Soviet submarines
frequently come larger than ours. (They
also occasionally sport oyerslzed names:
one of the noblest is'*Sixty Years of Sup-
port for the-Young Communist League.”)
The relfability of the Soviets' subs Is not
improved by thelr habit of fntroducing con-
stant new models, many more than we do,
On the contrary, this proliferation creates
a logistical mess..

A Job for Computers .-

Outfoxing an enemny attack submarine
depends on more than silence: you have to
hear him early, and decide quickly what to
do. It's much harder to identify an enemy
sub than you'd gather from *'Hunt for Red
October.” It can take hours, First you-
have to pick up his sound. To that end a
Trident has a Jistening pod in its snout the
size of 8 small house, contalning over a

... renovated. .o

thousand hydrophones. The sub also lows &
Jong passive array to detect hostile sonar.
The problem then becomes magnifying,
cleanslng and analyzing what comes in,

. and detertnining, as fast as possible, how

to react, That's a Job for computers.
The Michigan -carries a° couple of an-
clent Sperry Univacs, but the new BSY-1
(“Busy-One™), made, by IBM, ls coming
into service. The power of a highly classi-
fied systetn Is hard to describe, but in any

“evenb (L. occuples 117 refrigerator-sized

cabinets,:and welghs 30 tons. That's a lot
of thinking power, and is decisively ahead
of what the Russians canideploy.
$25 Million a Missile .

The U.S. Navy has 34 boomers, 22 of
which carry Trident misstles. ‘The Trident
I C-4 misslle carries elght 800-kiloton

MIRVd warheads more than 4,000 miles, ’

They have a celestial navigation system
that maneuvers the re-entry vehicle to the

. long In Michigan, transinits continuously
at very siow speed to all our submarines.
As needed, the sub, while staylng sub-
merged, floats up a.communications buoy
that sits a few feet below the surface, or
trails a long wire antenna, which recelves
‘messages norinally without providing a ra-
dar signature. Thete is also a backup air- .
borne communicatlons system, and a sat-
ellite laser network on the way.

Wil They Shoot? o
will the crew actually fire the misstles

if the president so commands? And might
a missile be fired by mistake? . -~
My answer to the first giestion is yes.
Like the crew of 2 bomber, the officers and
men on a Trident submarine are there be-
cause that's what they want to do. The.offl-
cers rotate back and forth between attack’
subs and missile subs, so it's completely In
their culture that these weapons can be

S.8. Michigan

i

DISPLACEMENT: 16,764 TONS (SURFACED) i
. 18

used. And the firing rotitines are practiced

70 i %

750 TONS (SUBMERGED)

HULL DIlAME’[‘ER:- 42FT.

or target than Western Europe because of
the range of the missiles.” A Danish mili-
-tary spokesman adds: "“Thelr range makes
Western Europe their only target, Militar-
lly, at least, the INF Treaty Is hardly
worlh the paper It's written on.”
On our side, with considerable hoopla
we take a Poseidon boat out of service
~each time we launch-a new Trident, in or-
+ der to observe the limitations on strategic
launchers. Some crltics clte this as an ex-
ample of milltary wastefulness: Why bulld
a new sub only to give one up? But
weapons, llke cars, have a finite life. Subs
last much longer than cars—a quarter cen-
. tury of conttnuous use, say—but not for-
‘ever. Our first. ballistic missile subs, the
xPolaris class, have all been taken out of
:yservice, And the 28 Poseidons, bullt from
. 1964 to 1969, are becoming impossibly ex-
_pensive to maintaln, and most of them
carry obsolescent misslles. So here agatn,
the treaty is mostly P.R.

=

MISSILE

DRAFT; 38 FT.
TUBES: 24

‘| @ Navigation center @ Pharmacy ™ g @ Wardroom -
| © Command/control center @ Missile control center - ery room 2 ) CPO Quarters +
-| ® Sonar room @ Ship's office ., - %, c @ Auxiliary machinery room 1
“| @ Integrated radio room (@ Officers' study @ Torpedo room 1

target after the third stage separates. The.

44-foot Trident: II D5, welghing twice as
much and carrying 12 MIRVd warheads, Is

being deployed this month in the Tennes- -

see, It costs $25 milllon a copy, Is believed

to have a 6,500-mile range,-and Is accurate - -
enough to destroy. enemy missiles in their - .

silos. 1t will eventually be fitted Into 24°
submarines. oy

The whole Trident program was mas-,
terfully planned, beginning In the early
1970s, and adjusted for inflation, has stuck
close to budget. The maln base at Bangor,
Wash., was bullt at the same time as the
first Trident subs, which were designed to
take both the Trident 1 missile and its
much larger successor.

Each boomer has two crews: .’blue’’
and "‘gold.” When the sub comes in from
its -70-day- patrol, .the” 165-man’ “blue”
crew—let's say—goes ashore, and thie yard

“ takes over for the next-18 days, working -
ry on board Is’

three shifts. All Ll hi

schedule, so that the'ship :
ice for a major refit only after about I5
years, when the reactor core is taken out,
Thus,-of the elght Tridents at Bangor, six

.Qr so are always at sea, with maybe two in
“port. (Two more are based at Kings Bay,:

Georgia.) When the ship puts to sea again,
the “gold" crew takes over while the
“blue’* crew trains on the base's simula-
tors. These can run exerclses that would
be too dangerous to try on board, such as
repatring leaks as powerful and nolsy as,
Nlagara In pitch-darkness. |

. Nuclear subs go on an i8-hour-day . "
schedule; six hours Lo sleep, six hours on

watch, six hours of work. One's body
adapts easlly. This proves to be more con
venlent than the four hours on-four hours
off formula used in most surface ships to
give everybody thelr share of daylight.

Communlications :

/The ELF (Extreniély Low Freqlency) *are refurbishied, tg carry SS-21 balllstic

system, using antennas hundreds of miles

- a-brother of any other

’take, no: to0 many stéps. But could sev-

‘Boés‘out of serv; ml

* that in practice Ait's>unimagi

every reason to bellevé:that the'task’ for«

constantly: sometimes-with: an’ ex
trigger and sometimes with the real trig-
* ger, which reposes’ iy safeywithin
the: same compartment.’Th Vy's psy-
‘!ound'.tt_tngt' , Offic

) -
tantly repeated;multi-stage ritual .of . fir
-ing=a _sort of:Black Mass—relléves any
one partictpant of respons/bllity..Would the
- Michigan captaln; the-'executive’ officer

and the chief petty-officer who manages
the mien who push the buttons, and the fir-
ing officer who squeezes the trigger, all ac-

e could be
y d answer is,
es, they. wouldy ﬁgunt o it. - .

} Coild a missl) fired improperly, as
onteniplated d October”? By mis-

ingly different sorts of me

7

eral fanatics with polson gas bombs that
ey, sinuggled on board somehow take
Bver? IEwould favertohe:m wholeban

‘experlenced SSBN personnel;: ppo:

}alnly not as shown in the'fllm.

Treaty was an
"The U.S: traded away s
siles,-notably the Pershing, for obsolescent
Sovlet ones. And the same Western Euro-
pean targets, are, now jg:pvee{ed‘,by viet
1 Sub-horne mlssiles anywny.:gf’ L e
- iSays & Norwéglan dé“fené spokesman
in‘the Armed Forces Journal: “\We:have:

_merly lassigned to Soviet] land-based nu-
clear weaponry4n Europe Is now (assigned
to] the Northern Fleet. . , . [We see]a pat-
tern of-Yankee-class subimarine patrols in ,
the Norweglan and Northern:Seas, These

missiles . ..v [and] can h’aye no other task
IR N & |34

tually do it? The four of them are surpris- -

roreeerrrn %

M

As

rthe Sovlets, former Navy Secre- -

4 tary John Lehman Jr. observed of Mikhali

" Gorbachev's. announced removal of Golf
subinarines.from the Baltle that they dre
ancl ickety . machines that add ‘al-
thing to the military equation and

. expensive-to. maintain,”- .
“tiative to'pratéct the sub deterrent. So do
. we need SDI at all? Few Pentagon insiders
. belleve in.the extreme SDI concept of the
general population umbrella. Many, how-
.ever, reagon;that it's {llogicul to have a de-

o't negd the Strategic Defense Ini- -

“*tarrent that can be destroyed quickly, and -

that therefore we-should at least protect
our land missile silos. The latest develop-
ments in SDI indicate that It's becoming

so the argument that you can overwhelm
any defense If you want to badly enough
fails; Nobody commits limited resources
~ad infinitum to an unsuccessful strategy.
We shouldn't leave our Jand missiles as sit-
ting ducks, but rather, by erecting a strong
defense, let the enemy expend his force
against them instead of, for Instance, our
', can .also argue,

S 8re o o s,
& Bt WI/DOtHER fing,
‘once we have in place a
enemy can find, let alone successfully at-
tack; one that can be used (o counter-at-
tack his military hard targets as well as
his cities; and one that can sort out an at-
ck- before having to respond or be de-
royed?.

Consider the numbers: We have 10 Tri-
dent subs, each with 24 missiles carrylng
eight MIRVs (12 with Trident 11), or al-
most 2,000 warheads. When we reach 20
Trident subs, we'll have almost 4,000 war-
“..heads. Perhaps that will be enough, and
“perhaps the land-based deterrent can be
phased out—and with it all but a “light”
strategic defense sufficlent to break up a
_missile launch from one of the dozen-odd
gecondary powers expected to have ICBMs
by the year 2000. .
A-limited attack—from one enemy sub
sitting in the Atlantic, say—could do a lot

g,

Do Your Workers Really MentaRalse? -

The effort to control salaries has be-
come a critical problem for companies
competing in the global marketplace,
Some are pursuing a solution that may
seem extreme: severely paring or even
abolishing the annual salary Increase.

While to many this may appear hope-
lessly reactionary—or even downright un-
American—the almost-automatic ratchet
ing up of employees' salaries every 12
months has been common practice only
for the past 25 years or so, spurred on by
cost-of-ltving adjustments.built into union’
contracys. More impartapt, the philosophi-

TRy I ThE duhad et ?w

i

year, after taxes, this represents more
than 10% of net profit. In a poor year,
much more. :

Of course, some merit-increase

confidence in the process, it Is extremely
difficult to win them back.

How can companies extricate them-
selves from the merit-increase morass?
There are several new approaches already

Manager’s Journal

By )i'aw

¥ ' .
. pro-
grams work well, But these have become

the exception, And once employees lose !

crease under the traditional program. Pre- .
liminary employee reactions have been }-
positive, and profits continue to risei

Such performance-based programs are :

not guaranteed to work magic, e_r'xgender"
instant employee “commitment,-“or . turn

around-an afling: company. ‘As when"‘any*|"

other new Ingredients are {ntroduced into
the management mix, groundwork and
communication are vital. ™

For instance, in an environment where

i employees do-not express ftrust:in_ thelr.
management, most new :comipensation

plans will fall flat—unless, of course; the

cs\ml ny 11‘5} W?ﬂ%ﬁ' to ehange that per-
MU TR AV i B aililie
e
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of damage. The risk of such a strike (from
a Third World attacker, or perhaps in what
the military terms the "mad captain” sce-
narlo) Is the best argument for u lmited
“form of SDL

_ The most stable of all strategic worlds
may. be two invulnerable submarine mis-
-sile fleets. Perhaps that's what the Soviets
are_telling us by not even trying to track
" ourTridents, However, the history of war-
fare, s full of surprises, and for fear of a
breakthrough tn antisubmarine techinology,
a strong SDI research program, and a
gghl verston of SDI deployed, remains pru-

ent,

i _Mr. Train, who writes on military and
‘oreign affairs for the Journal, is presi-
«dent_of Train, Smith Investment Counsel,
New York.

detertent that no"

T Iy

cheaper to defend a site than to attack It,
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“The’ Great Tllusion;%

modern ti
had made; war Tutlle;

clal]y and

fore the outbry
. Angell's argum

»simo i Liondon'might be
thari Attila himselfi b
‘the dlfferen

’As pollcy _analysts ‘and: k-

worry over "The Endof History'“and con+** thin’ alrand the valte of even the bést of
gratulateeach-other about "‘The Obsoles-
‘cence of Major War," It might be wise to-
temper all the' glddy optimism with the -
_recolléction;that: -we:have been*heresbe*“vEngland ag-a‘éommerclal rval:[T Jode-"|*
“fore, In 1910,'an English journallst nhamed
Norman‘Angell published ona of the'most
“Influential-books of the early 20th century.

2 fin,
ren Hered: them
‘miore- dependent“me'one upon,
the'otlier/ithanwere thelenf

“the long-and} _refu[ preparatlons"the

“make. forfltssuggest. nauons don't"make «

*war out’ ofénflamed: ‘passlon;

; because.thgy lnk\mercnn‘prol b
ﬂ.\ 3 v.xm

pe e e Dlal ec
therefore;?isei‘”}l‘he G’erm

I

( _-reat

woulci"lﬁ'nd that? iﬂs 'ow

i "“The Great Illuslon 5" thesls wﬂl ba fa

millar-to* any reader of oped pages;. The

rever.more*fitimate?connéction betwéen

the leading. econom!es*and the advent of
mmunlcaﬂ

_epsage -Wwes understandably a
rnany peoplea “The' Great
a§fpubllshed~1n half & dozen’is

ultar ouslykand sold mmor,
“than a ml]llon  coples; '}ln the !o% .years be

-'I'hey llght
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,u

Delusion .

B4

nlellectu s fBan
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E&lance “in the
‘Berlin woild have: vanished Into

‘his lnvestments dwlndled as though by
mlracle

‘ Nor could Germany hope to ellmlnate

stroy. thet commerce‘quo million; people

Germany, would haye
and;iron;mines, t
 charac
. ulation:?

r, and reSotircefulness of. thq pop-
t0 destrby;:{n short, the determi-

nation o£:40 nilllion‘people to make their

t.swag ol
rreaders §#'The Grand Illusion’! can be

llvlng by the.work ‘of thelr, hands." "y . |,
. Angell, passlonately denled )
ever having.sild that ‘war wag Impossible. -

He insisted.thait he hdtonly glaimed that | -
modern* tlnance A

" makes New.York depeénident upon 'Lofidon, ;
.| Londortipon Parts, ‘Parls upon Berlin'to a afgxcuseduor having#y
greater,degreé than has gyer yg} been the ﬁﬂemonstra,tlon of th

|.case-in- history.L This. i R

;| pendence ig3the- result.of the )

*| dadly use of those contrivances '

'|-of civilizaion yhich date, from 4 rf*
‘yésterday--the rapid post.’ the™

;| -Anstantaneous

After .19]

(ntless. " Still, the? trightened

understood “Angell's’
e:{nistant financtal di-.
t:would hit any mod-
y.in wartime'as.a -
R guarantee that war could never -

Jt would be over within

é l‘ﬂp:f

23, feel 1o Kill other largd:masses, ol'f

193} ﬁnd won‘th

d:war, ‘even’ moré,tgr- A
{butalsoithe creation :

) destroy thelr coal |
stroy the renergy, |

come agaln; or that if it did [

*of the lea.st i

i peoplesBut!war etupted :mywary1 Angell o
‘malntatned’ that, the* 1914, war “onily>e !
$ Jirmed: hls*ldeas, and..others!agre

mxknlghted
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fanot unarmed students, we kul d:
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any reai constituency in either
group.,«,;,-;:c-.- Lo ra W

- Why then, in’ lhlS uncemun and

dﬂmd context, do we not support the

, beople who favor: the policies we

*-lwant? And why do.Western' elites
! Iseem to be havmg such difficulty rec: bachev postpones it?, -’ A ;” £
jognizing the powerful modern forces . ., ,.Realpolitik has nsuses.butdoesn't
. ﬂthatareshapmgand motlvatmg these” x-lt*have to pay:some hee& to the real

power status by abandoning’ lrlbdeml-
strateglc

. Do we really beheve that our. for-

‘bearance will drive internal economic_

reform forward, even now as Mr Gon
1

~,-p(39ple" It, is 35le the*reformers are world'?

3 Y over the pamchlal terestsN N,
.\ rDlxon, both-bli Tliiols: sg'ﬁ woulds help:i£ & * Along with Iawyér $tepheh Glazié’r’
+! bring’] ‘back thie: immlﬁdmwkmwer«x: we-have argued; that:the Constxtiltipn
@ ithat Convres took awdy : in,t'hfg 1974 a]ready glyes the’ Presmeni thie power:
- ibdget ."reform<bil. .\ ,6
 lctats; inéludling Fritz Hollings, ‘Joe Bi
“#idén; David Boren and; Howell Heﬂm

ale
;. . appropriations
U wnetherthey are calléd: *bills” or. not

Lifisirancs.

gress could: overrlde .the veto s.with a"vorable 80 6 vote indicatfs that opin- |-
.1 simple majority-in both Hoyses. ‘An-, U fon on’ Capitol, Hill “is’, beglnning.
B ¢ y, IN0Ye A0 that.di

:Xt!mfght have been' expected that,'th&fust: ;»

“Tegimes’ “of -Eastern, Eyfope ‘would
‘_:been a.giddy- celebrati

Coitintie, b 1,55
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before lhe age of .one tharf a bal bom"" nelghborhoods every day, finding pregnant .
.in North, quea or, Bulgarlzi “These; S ame women, reminding theni of their appoint-
*ful ‘statlstics persist desylteu the 93 ‘féderal R ments and getting them there if they have
programs-and $7 billion. 2 ‘year that the “ no’ !mnspoﬂaﬁom Nor are private practi-
country spends to’ keep children dlive. ,g: = tibrers in short supply: Unlike many other.
“Most Llnnkmg ‘about infant Ioortality fo~ ‘ areas of the country, D.C. -has plenty of, ¢
cuses on ways'to ' provide medical insuf:. ohstemcal care providers, many of whom
ance for the one-sixth.of all women who ~cater to: the Medicaid ‘clientele" and are
both uninsured and ineligible for- Med-, ’convemently located® s throughout the city.

1ca1d or o, deliver;health carein their o pwn &Altooemer D.C. sperids 5105 mmrm on its
nelghborhoods to . women who might g residents’ health. ; 2e :
Hmidated: bythospitals or- clinics. m‘ ' ite ‘all Gf. thi
-.But thse proposals iall fo add :

mortality’ rates, lies in the staggeringly oLtb o!her"
. high number of babies born; bstan
abiising women ‘Ethel Hawkins? director of- ¥ 'aYso fitiportant* causes of 1w birthweight .
social services at’D. C General Hospital, - and infant mortality. American Enterprise ;
- estimates that *‘well ‘over 60%”of the ba-r ) Institute researcher Nicholas Eberstadtre-
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Realpohtlk in an Informatlon Age

cord.ed Mikhail Gorbacheva degree of
individual responsnbrllty for his nat
tion's future. ‘perhaps ‘not- seen since .
the'reign of the Sun King. Similarly,
‘Mr.” Gorbachev’s persona may be
blmdmg policy. elites to the real
course of events.

:The Bush administration has spent
the ‘past several weeks wrestling with
the. . question of Lithuanian sover-
eignty. There now is some prospect
that'the Lithuanians and Moscow will

Wofk out a .compromise of sorts N
~ Tiananmen Squdre. We haveread of a

around the idea of “‘suspending™ i

dependence for two years. If this com-‘
Jproniise is reached, it will be seen as-~
-vahdatmg the administration’s desire’

not to do anything that would jeopard- -
jjize Mr. Gorbachev and the reforms he .

: Gorbachev 4

'l‘he court of world opmion has acz

ing

‘Soviet Umon that FMikhail Gorbache
once a- proponent*ot the; pohcm fa
vored byiheest! oy hiow, be ari ob-
stacle tofthose policiess At the least,
the U.S..ought to be commrtﬁng itself
to achiéving a set of policies inside thé.
Soviet Union, instead of committing to
one man whether he follows those ppl-
icies or not. P AES

Mr. Gorbachev is a figure caught .

in a polarization between reformers
and the old guard. For example, he
recently gave a presidential cabinet
appointment to Valentin Rasputin,

iT3

living ‘il t.he age of telecommumm—
thllS, while the’ pohtrcrans are Tiving
in the. Age of Talleyrand. £ %

- Ever since thé shipyard workers of
Gdansk formed themselves into Soli-
darity, the words, actions and beliefs

of democratic reformers, in one part
of the world have béen transmitted
via print, satellite feeds and fax ma-
chines to their counterparts -else-;
where. We have. seén~Lech Walesa-
and Vaclav Havel describe the demo-
cratic spirit before the U.S. Congress
and a Statue of Liberty erected in

Czech brewery worker leaping onto a°

‘factory table to recite Jefferson’s Dec-

laration of Independence-and of Latin
‘Americans braving death’ threats to
cast a free vote.

The nLithuanians—as-well as the
Ukralmans in Lvov. ready to sign eco-

nomic agreements with Vilnius—see

emselves as partof this sime demo-
cratic. force; Like"jt or, rot; the U.S.
sits at the center of this maelstrom of
dr_ancl ‘change as a moral an-
abidin, symbol of what de—

‘the' KGB's troops, cut .off ‘Lithuania’s
economic lifelines will avoid civil war
among a Soviet population that is a
seething time bomb? -

Do we really believe that any arms

amwamnaarss ba olre il WinA Wi g

.| tence’on a m ;
‘| Lance ‘missilé" now deployed in Europe, he:
25 . 3 ithat .a” new‘anns-contmh” {

i

- ﬁ The nght Kmd of Missile Ban for Europe

By RICHARD Pmu-: -
" President Bush was right to stoppres
ing NATO plans for a new American short—*
range. nuclear. missilé in’ Eurape: Siich a:
missile is militarily unnecessary and politi-
“cally infeasible. But how the president and
his NATO colleagues decide the more, fun’,
damental issue of the future of nuclear
weapons in Europe is another matter. .
American nuclear, weapons:in Europe,’
and specifically in West Germany, are cru-
cial to the safety.and stability:of Europe:
-Without them, Germany would face then
clear- almed Soviet Union with only non-nu;

clear forces. The result wouldbe'd danger-'*:

ous imbalance in the center, of Europe.
And. whatever Germany may say or think_
today, this imbalance would in time lead
Germany to seek nuclear weapons of lts

OWIL

The French and Brmsh understand the
unphcauons of this and have strongly sup-:*
ported a continiing American- nuclear
presence on German soil. The Germans,
given as they are to romanticism, pacifism
and self-absorption, aren’t sure whether
they will allow American nuclear weapons
to remain in Germany much longer. Those
Germans who don’t want the missiles seem
to believe one of two things: Either that no
Soviet military threat exists any longer, or -,
that even, if they send us and ouriweapons .
packing, the U.S. will, ‘continue t
Germany with its Amencan baséd, strate- -
gic weapons.. . LR
"Wild Suggestions ; %
¥ The signs- from Germany are, disgmet-!

the decis’lom‘tmrevexse -his, earher;: insis-
lssile 16 Teplace the’aging,

i

rotect -

'*\(‘Sll

t_yprcal*stayement is the oné made?,@clu £
h'y Oount %teo Lambsdorif the. leader of Fhash

5§~ A treaty banning all short-range mis
siles would be a.good, thing. But only-if it

covers all of them. A treaty that allowed -
1 the Soviets to;keep:some limited number"
g:)uld ‘be hopelessly unverifiable. If they'

ose to cheat; i4heére isn't a prayer that we
could know how many the Soviets had.

. With a total ban on’ short-rangé mis=

es, however, we could have substantially
iflore confidence ‘in Soviet compliance.

is is because the tesung of short-range..
issiles and the training of troops to fire -
thkem would also be banned.*Testing and:
tfaining are much easier to verify than the 4 4

agtual number of weapons Weapons are’s

H

would give ‘the Soviets the mllnary pred(r clear presemce on German soil will not be a3

minance they. consistently sought, but:
failed to achieye, during the long ‘twilight -

“if Western victory in the Cold War were to;*
:brmg Moscow its most elusne Cold War
goal.

Yet the unnamed sources who leaked
the president's decision gave an argument
which, more than.any othet, drives thé
Germans - toward denuclearization: That .
short-range weapons, can strike targets
only on Gerruan temtory. This idea, ex-
pressed in *the pernicious slo “the
shorter the range, -the. deader " the Ger-

Without- U.S. nuclear forces in Europe,. Germany =
would face; the nucleararmed Soviet Union alone. In B
time, Germany would'seck nuclear weapons of its own.

ea ily hidden while test and training activi- ¥

tie§-are not.

roperly negotiated, the elimination of «

. the; entire class of short-range missiles’
.wotld-wide could have theé added advan- *
tage of taking them from the likes of Syria
andiIraq, both of whom posSess Soviet mis- .

sil -and the potential to use them with-

: mafy'and elsewhere in"Europe:: :These in

8 bombs‘*"dehverable'xby“&European

whidli “havebeen receutly modemrzed.

ere is a ]ustlﬂable Afear-am
¥'rench ;and; somg Amerlcan,poh
that a’ treaty,eluninating s

this""'

fzaticli'of Western Europe; a-dream of
viet E)reign» policy since” Stahns day

dnical weapons. A treaty bannmg the

¥in Europe, the U.S, would sfill have a ;
& 4 S ..n nurmiber of nuclear weapons in Gel

1 aircratf and arﬁllery shells; some of ; i iy

CY_'@ ’acceptable use’ on’ German territory?,
oo

-mans,” misses the central point: Nuclear
weapons with small, controllable yields
would be used only against invading forces
tie. the Red Army) in the Battlefield.

Properly developed, deployetl and con-4 arepan ‘of the response, Soisa’ reorienta--
trolled, tactical nuclear weapons would ben _tion of NATO's nuclear doctrine away fmm‘
used only against military targets and,: *
even then, only in the most extreme ctrg

cumstances. The probability of an invasiol

that would warrant their use has/always '
* been slight. With the Cold War now reced-

ing into history, it is“smaller than ever.
:Thus the prmcrpal»purpose of. American
;. nuclear weaponsin Germany WUuld be to
;deter the use of | : i

Gemxanvtemto

‘Germany. might somehow lead to thelr

:down the path of ‘changing American nu:

_standlng with the German governiment that ;

eans wamng until after the German elec’
onis in December. A:negotiation on these

emotional SI_u_rm und Drang of German

. Even after the Gennan elecnons. Secur-

:Europe. without an under-

ould provrde for- -4 continuing American i’ i
uclear . presence ‘there.:, This probablyw

ssues now would become caught up in the -

g German approval for a continuing nu-

~easy. But the Germans can.hdrdly expect * .
the U:S. tor France or Britain) to assume ,’

- of the Cold War. It would be ironic rndeed» the risks entailed in a nuclear- guarantee

for Germany if they opt for the illusory se-3
curity ‘of a nuclear-free zone. . . g
Keep Nuclear. Element ."'_'
A continuing American nuclear guaran- ‘
tee for NATO would mean a continuing .
American troop presence. The number of
- troops could be sibstantially fewer tlran
the 305,000 there now. Almost any of the
numbers now being discussed, from a high'*

I3

of 225,000, to figures on the order of 100,000, t

should be consrdered Whatever number of .,
_ troops remain though, the U.S. should ln-
.sist -that, they not face Soviet nuclear .
weapons without nuclear weapons of a simi-
ilar nature close at hand. The issues of
troops and weapons are inextricably bound
. up together. Both are in turn woven deep

. in_the fabric of NATO strategy.

“That strategy ¢an and should adapt to’
the collapse oi,thg Soviet empire in East- -
ern .Europe, and the disintegration of the
Warsaw Pact. Reciprocal force reductions |

‘a readiness to use nuclear weapons early .
ina war to comp_ensate for conventxonal

[ ;the pmfound changes now’ sweepin
iirope’ The U.S. had better take ts tim
‘and get it right. The Cold War was too
portant to be left to the generals. The’ way,
--the world organizes for peace lmpo

‘a e
Amenmn Enterpnse Institute, served
assistant secretary of defense in the: R
gan admrmstmlmn N

. Do we_ believe “that loolnng the
other: ‘way while Mr:’ Gorbachev and

By HARl\lEEl‘ K. D Swo .
It is a tragedy and a source of embar-
rassment that the U.S. ranks: 20th in the
world in preventing infant m ity. Sin:t
gapore and Hong Kong,"as well as Japan
and most of Western Europe, all do better.

eiatinge mrn marsiantanl had far il

worker,- even a\ dentlst and also be re-
ferred for drug treatmenmt. .
D.C§has marketed its services well. A
hiehly visible media campaign, called
“Better Babies, "-has posted ads on buses
and posters, and broadcast them on televi-
cinm and radin arammd the rity The ATO\Y

’availahility nor msurﬁcrent outreach isthe ~
. addicted to crack. Use of drugs, riot-poor

answer. “Most’ u; the women I come into
contact with know they can get free care,
but a lot of them don't really take prenatal
care all that seridusly. Some of them say
they didn't even know they were pregnant
mtil nratty late in the nregnancv.’ renorts

bables bom in New. Yokhospks were

nutrition; is the leading cause of low blrth\
weight. You hear a lot about how nutri-
tional deficiencies, lack of funds of WIC,
etc.. are responsible for 10w birthweight,
but that's simply false. Low birthweight in

~
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Mr. Chalrman and members of the committee, I am pleased to appear before
‘ ybe today to discuss three of our most important strategic programs, First,
I will review the Administration's proposal to provide mobility and
survivability to the ICBM force through deployment of Peacekeeper Rail
Garrison and Small ICBM. Then I will turn to the B-2 program, which 1s an
essentiai addition to our strategic bomber force if we are to have confidence
in our ability to penetrate improving Soviet air defensas in the late 1990s
and beyond. Finally, I will discuss the Strategic Defense Initiative or SDI
program that could, in the future, Tead to a better balance of strategic

offensive and defensive forces and enhanced national security.

Following my brief remarks on each prbgram, I would welcome any

questions you might have.

Our recent review of national security po11cy reaffirmed the
desirability, from the standpoint of deterrenca end stability, of maintaining
at least a portion of each Triad leg in a survivable posture. Alert bombers
and SSBNs at sea meet this criterion; today there is no cemparably survivable

counterpart within the ICBM leg. -

This'Adminfscration's ICBM Modernization Program 1s designed to make
a portion of the ICBH force survivable and to do so in a way that 1s
affordable, has minimal impact on the environment and can achieve political o
consensus. I am encouraged that the House Armed Services Committee (HASC)

has recommended approval of the funding requested in FY 1390 to carry out the




.
.
-
3
v
(B

Adiinistration s proposal. Under this pldn. two mobile missiles wil} be
dep1oyed-- Peacekeeper Rail Garrison and Small ICEM.

.-
.

Rebasing fifty Peacekeepers from Minuteman stlos to rail garrison is the
quickest way to correct the growing vulnerability of our ICBM force, which is
now based exclusively in silos, and -to-provide-a counterpart- to the already - -
deployed Soviet mobile ICBMs. Initial operational capability (10C) for the
rebased Peacekeepers is set for 1992; full operational capability (FOC) wili
be achfeved two years thereafter. - Peacekeeper in rail basing 1s also our -
least costly means for making a portion of our ICBM force mobile--
development and procurement for rafl basing will require less than $6 billion

to complete.

The Small ICBM will make U.S. strategic.forces more. robust. ang viable
under all conditions - 1nc1ud1ng an attack executed without strategic
varning. Although such an attack 1s considered unlikely today, it may become
more plausible in the future if the Soviets develop Capabilities that would

increase their confidence that a surprise attack could be successful.

The Small ICBM offers more than a hedge against a surprise attack that
could threaten other ICBM systems, as well as nonalert strategic bombers and
submarines in port. It a1so provides greater targeting flexibility and
efficiency than highly MIRVed systems. It may be preferred over.highly. .
MIRVed systems for striking 1solafed targets or newly emergent targets that
require retargeting. Small ICBMs thus w1f] allow other U.S. strategic forces -
to be planned more efficiently.




n addition, the Small ICBM promotes strategic stability, It is an
unattractive target for surprise attack because of the highly unfavorable
exchange ratio to the attackér.a-tnduring strategic stability, and with it
enhanced national security, {s the primary goal of both our strategic

sodernization program and our arms control negotiations. The ICBM

- modernization p1an--a~two-phased deployment of Peacekeeper Rail Garrison and

S=all ICBM--strengthens our security with or without arms control. It also
improves our START negotiating position and our chance of achieving

meaningful arms reductions.

These two systems will be deployed sequentially, rather than
simultaneously. For technical, strategic, and fiscal reasons, we have
elected to deploy Peacekeeper Rail Gafrison before the Small ICBM. Initial
deployment of Peacekeeper Rail Garrison is planned.for FY.1992 and 1n1t1a1
deployment of the Small ICBH s planned for FY 1997. This two-phase approach
makes the total program affordable since investment in Rail Garrison will be

nearly complete before procurement begins for Small ICBM.

The President and I are committed to the two-missile ICBM Modernization
program. We have ﬁnderscored our commitment by pledging to increase
requested funding for the Small ICBM by $947 million in FY 1992-94 over what
was initially proposed. With this addition, funding requested for the Small

. ICBM 1in the Five-Year Defense Program will support development of both the

missile and its basing mode and provide for a 1997 IoC. However, decisfons

on how many to deploy, where they should be based and what their optimum -

payload should be need not be made now. We will be examining these 1ssues to -

determine the most cost-effective means of deploying this systeﬁ.




8-2 Program

Several months ago 1n testimony to the Congress, I sald I would examine
the total program cost and the “technical status of the B-é. Since then I
have taken a very close look at the program, including a visit to Northrop's
engineering and manufacturing and aircraft final assembly piants. This visit
‘enabled me to see firsthand the progress that has been made, as weii as the

‘resaining hurdles that need to be overcoma. In addition to the visit, I have

received the results of the Defense Acquisition Board review of the program, -

an updated report by the Defense Science Board, and a considerable amount of

other information on cost and technical risk.

Now that I have had time to reyiew all these inputs carefully, I would
like to give you-my views on why we need the B-2, how much 1t will cost, the
potential implications of ‘the HASC reductions in progran funding. and what
further risks remain. .

The Triad of strategic forces has supported our national strategy of
deterrence and maintained the peace for over 30 years. We continue to
maintain the Triad consisting of diverse ICBM, SLBM, and bomber systems that
provide a robust retaiiatory capability and hedge against unforeseen

vilnerabilities or failures in any one element of our strategic forces.

The bomber leg of the Triad is itself a diverse combination of systems,
composed of penetrating bombers delivering gravity weapons and short-range
attack missiles, bombers launching cruise missiles from standoff ranges, and .

shoot-and-penetrate bombers that combine a-standoff Cruise missiie attack

uith a penetration mission. These various systems each have their own means.




of defeating defenses. Additionally, they reinforce each other. For
example, the large number of air launched cruise missiles can saturate and
disrupt enemy air defenses, thereby increasing the Tikelihood that

penetrating bombers will reach their targets.

Although modernization of the U.S. bomber force with the ALCM-8 cruise
missile and the B-1B bomber has kept pace with Soviet air defense
developments to date, the systems we have in place will find it increasingly
difficult to penetrate Soviet afr defenses over the next decade. The
effectiveness of the B-52 and, to a lesser extent, the B-18 as penetrating
bombers is steadily eroding due to the proliferation of improved Soviet air
defenses, The capabilities of those systems'that do not fully exploit
stealth technologies are projected eventually to erode to Unacceptable levels

as Soviet defenses continue to imprave and prd!iferate. »

The B-2 offers revolutionary low observable technoIogy to offset the
ongoing and expected alr defense improvements. Its low radar cross section
will shrink the engagement zones of radars to effectively nullify their
capabilities. Unlike the B-52 and B-1B bombers, we assess that the
effectiveness of the B-Z will be relatively insensitive to the extent to
which Soviet air defenses are attrited by preceding ballistic missile
attacks. Thus, the B-2 will reduce the dependence of bombers on the other
legs of the Triad. . Also, the B-2 does not rely on electronic countermeasures

whose effectiveness against a changing threat is difficult to assess.

Tpe B-2 remains the cornerstone of the two-bomber program started in

1581 to modernize the strategic bomber force. As YOU may recall, the




modernization program outlined an ambit{ous schedule for the production and
deﬁloyment of the B-1B to address near-term'shortfalls-in bomber force
capabilities. The deponmént,o? the B-18 has provided time for the orderly
development of stealth technologies necessary for the revolutionary B-2
design. |

Let me turn now to the closely related subjects of program cost and-
technical risk. Assuming that the acquisition profile in President Bush's
budget 1s not changed, our best estimate of the total acquisition cost of the
B-2 program 1s $43.8 bi111on 1n 1981 dollars (the program's base year), or
$70.2 billion in then-year dollars. The difference between these figures and
the corresponding figures for the initial Fy 1990 budget submission primarily
reflécts 4 one-year delay in the full rate production program, which I
directed.according to my general policy of praceeding .slowly in the early _ .
stages of very high technology programs. The $70.2 billion program cost
equates to a total flyaway costvof $315 miliion per aircraft. Total flyaway
cost 1s the cost to put an afrcraft on the flight 1ine ready to be fueled,
armed, and flown. It does not 1nclude support equipment and technical
orders; nor does it include research and development costs, most of which are

behind us.

In addition to the planned buy profile, the $70.2 billion program cost
estimate is based on key assumptions in three areas: protecting existing
fixed-price options for certain subsystenms, starting a multi-year. procurement
in FY 1993, and achieving. planned cost-reductipn initiatives. We -examined
all of these assumptions carefully and believe they are realistic. However,

we will need your support on some 1tems.§uch as the multiyear funding. The




cost eﬁtimate we have now for the B-2 program is based largely on costs

aétua]ly realized so far on the 11 aircraft (six research, development, test,

and evaluation aircraft and five production aircraft) now in various stages
of manufacture. This does not mean we know ?or certain the costs of the
program, but it does mean we know a great deal more about B-2 costs than we
did one or two years ago, particularly since these alrcraft are befng built
on actual production-line tooling. Program risk and cost risk remain, of
course, and I must emphasize that achieving the $70.2 billion estimate
depends to a large extent on the rate at which the B-2 is procured.

Let me briefly address the fmpact of the recent HASC reduction of the
B-2 RDT&E funding by $300 million and procurement funding by $500 mi1i1on
from the Amended FY 1990/1991 Budéet request. (The HASC will consider a
request to reprogram $300M from procurement: funds to keep RDTLE fully

funded.) Without a reprogramming of procurement funds into ROT&E, the change

would drastically interfere with current production, staffing, and
contractual plans. It would result in up to an 18-month stretch of the
flight test program, a significant increase in development costs, and up to
an 18 month delay in the production program (with a corresponding delay in
10C). '

If, as the HASC.suggested, we took the entire cut in procurement, the

magnitude of the cost increase would depend on our ability to maintain the

key program cost controlling strategies: the fixed-price options; cost- . ..

reduction Initiatives; and multiyear procurement for the last four production

Yyears. The total 3800 million cut could affect our ability to realize the

econonies planned from both the fixed-price options and the cost-reduction .




inftiatives, but DoD would do everything possible to mitigate the possible
cost Increases. The reductidn probably would not affect our ability to

-

exercise a multiyear procurement in the latter B-2 production years.

Assuming that there were no increases from disruption of fixed-price
options or curtailment of cost-reduction initiatives, the totalyincrease in
program cost {is estimated to be about $700 million to $1.4 billion (then-
year), accompanied by a slip 1n initial operational capability of about four
-onths. Reduced savings from fixed- price options ($2,800 million at risk)
and cost-reduction 1n1t1at1ves (83,600 million at risk) could add
substantially to that figure.

~While cost risk underlies much of our mutual concern, I would also like
to address the risk associated with the advanced technology applications.
These technical considerations, 11ke those 1n all development programs that
challenge the state of the art, must be put in perspective. We have done
such more in the way of risk reduction activities, including extens1ve wind
tunnel and avionics testing, than is normally done prior to flight testing.
¥e have demonstrated, in an inflight simu]ator. the flight control
algorithms, and we have matured the radar and navigation subsystems in an
avionics f1y1ng testbed. The Defense Acquisition Board recently completed an
in—depth review of the B-Z‘program and concluded that the data avai]abfe for
the B-2 far exceeds that which other programs have available at this stage.
I -ust emphasize that this is a critical time in this program. Ouring the
‘coming year, our understanding of both cost and risk will increase immensely.
This was the reason, not any major technical difficulty, that led us to hold
the production rate steady for another year. I recognize the delayed first .
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'f]ight and cost increases have heightened your concerns about the program's
technical health and affordability. Those of us who recently visitad and
toured the contractor's faéilif& are led to a different conclusion. The
components we have seen, the major subassemblies, and the assembled afrcraft

ftself, all attest to a dedicated work force producing a quality product.

I firmly belfeve that both the cost and technical risks ha;é beén.fﬁlly
assessed, and that it {s prudent for us to proceed. Given the lessons
learned in other programs, the current and'projected fiscal climate, and the - -
degree to which the B-2 is pushing the state of technology, I believe we have
reached a balance of both risk and cost which puts us 1n the correct position
to move forward with this very fmportant program. I will not mislead you py
guaranteeing there will be no future cost increases, but I y111 do everything
I can to avaid them. There are still some risks in this program, but I

believe they have beéﬁ"reduced to a prudent level.

It is time, however, that we move this debate from the question of
simple cost to one of strategic value. I fully support this program because
the country needs it. The B-2 will be a cornerstone fn ouerveral] strategié
~ deterrence well into the next century. Without it, we nou]d be unable to
saintain the effectiveness of the'bombér leg of the Triad agafnst‘rapidly

improving Soviet air defenses.

The B-2 program has made great progress and the Department is ready to
procged as prbposed. I look forward to your support and cooperatibn in

helping me achieve the goals of this vitally important progfan.




Strateqic Defense Initiative

As yoh know, | am a strong supporter of the Strategic Defense Initiative}
(S0I). I am therefore deeply concerned that this cmngittee cut the SDI
program by $1.1 billion and reallocated those funds to other programs. [
would 1ike to 5r1ef1y review for the committee what the Bush Administration
is trying to achieve in the proposed Five-Year Program for SDI, which
requests $4.6 billion in FYS0 and calls for a total funding of $33 billion in
Fr90-94.

When President Bush entered office he called for a comprehensive review
of our national security strategy and objJectives. In doing so.'he ﬁ;esséd u§
to 'cﬁa11enge assumptions® concerning previous national security palicies and
programs, including SDI. We did and, based on that review, the President has.
concluded that the fundamental goal of the SDI program--to enhance deterrence
by placing it on a more stable defensive foundation--is sound. If planned
experiments yield the results that appear likely, the SDI Program should soon
demonstrate its ability to contribute to deterrence--not only of Soviet

“aggression, but of countries that may develop their own missiles armed with

muclear and chemical warheads.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have provided requirements for an initial
phase of strategic défense, which they consider would provide meaningful
1111tary capability. These initial defenses would increase an enemy's
uncertainty that it coqu realize wartime objectives by disrupting its -
ballistic missile attack. The recommended SDI Five Year Program is

structured to permit the President to make, within the rext four years, an
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1nforﬁed decision on whether to recommend to the Congress and the people of
this country that strategic defegses be deployed. The SOI program provides
options for layered defenses composed of both space- and ground-based
elements and woﬁld permit deployment on a.schedule as close as possible to
that envisioned in the previous FY 1990-94 FiQe-Year Defense\Program

submitted to Congress in January.

I[f SOI funding is reduced below the President's request to the level
recommended by the HASC, then we will seriously delay a decision oﬁ
deployment of an initial Strategic Defense System, and curtail advanced
technology efforts. This could postpone indefinitely moving to a position
where we could deploy defenses to meet the JCS Phase I requirements. In
essence, this level of funding if sﬁstained beyond FY90 would drive the SOI

program toward a techhdlogy-only-effort.

The proposed SDI program retains the important balance between research
on an initial system and development of advanced technologies for follow-on
systems.: Budget reductions would require us either to sharply reduce
directed energy and ofher advanced technology programs so as to maintain
potential initial deve]opmént and deployment schedules, or to forego a timely

deployment decision by applying the reductions "across the board."

The first alternative would not permit timely development and deployment

of follow-on systems to contain the evolving Soviet threat. The second .

alternative would create an unacceptable delay in making a deployment
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decision, prevent demonstration and validation of advqnced technologies, and

increase program costs.

To accommodate the funding level recommended by this committee, we would
have to reduce the scope of the program drastically by delaying or cancelling
one or severa] of the following efforts:™ the Ground-Based Interceptor (GBI)
program, the High Endoatmospheric Defense Interceptor (HEDI) program, various
directed energy programs, space-based defense concepts such as Brilliant
Peb61es, ind programs with our allfes on theater missile defenses. The cuts
would force us to cancel vital experiments and demonstration tests and resylt
in the loss of up to 6,000 highly skilled workers. In shoEt. we would waste
mch of the progress the SDI Program has achieved to date.

Moreover, the reduction would undermine our negotiators in arms control. .

dealings with the Soviet Union.

This year, the proposed SDI cuts are particularly troubling because the
funds in effect would be diverted to programs with less military utility such
is the V-22 Osprey, new F-14 production, and even high definition television.
I made particularly difficult choices in producing the Department's budget,
and these programs competed unsuccessfully with the SOI Program for funding.

In conclusfon, we have reached a key decision point with regard to the
SOI program. The fssue before the Congress with regard to the leve] of SDI.
funding s whether we are to protect the option for deployment of militarily
significant defenses in the 1990s. I believe that we should not eliminate
the possibility of deployment of defenses for our country in the 1990s. by




reducing the SOI program to a technoldgy-only effort. Funding of $4.6
bilfion {s the ainimum required to implement the President's program. The
Commfttee's action of s1ash{ng}funds requested for the SDI Program and
reallocating them for other programs disregards the priorities of the

Administration and the tough choices it made to provide Congress and the

American people with a lean defense budget.
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The use or threat of force is a part of the human condition;
it is not possible to organize national societies without the
ultimate sanction of force to maintain order, to deal with
criminals, to protect the weak against the strong. In a
world composed of sovereign nation states, the same principle
applies in the international context. The first essential
duty of any government is to ensure the safety of its
citizens; and to do that it has to maintain effective
security forces and be prepared to use them in the last
resort.

It is sometimes argued that all that would be irrelevant and
unnecessary if only we had some kind of World Goverrment
ordering all our affairs from some grand headquarters in
Brussels, or Geneva - or perhaps in Outer Space. But would
it, really? How would the World Goverrment ensure peace,
order and stability? The simple fact is that no-one would
have the first idea how to organize an orderly society at any
level - national or international - without the sanction of
force. War will not be abolished until sin is abolished -
and I think that might reasonably be regarded as a fairly
long-term perspective.

THE BACKGROUND TO GORBACHEV

The persistent desire for a world without war, or the threat
of war, has, nevertheless, been powerfully reinforced by the
Gorbachev phenomenon which it is my intention to analyse in
this paper; it has led to fundamental and significant changes
in western perceptions of the conduct and management of
international relations.

The first term and the early part of the second term of
Ronald Reagan's presidency were characterised by consistent
denunciation of Soviet foreign policy; a commitment to the
maintenance of strong defence and deterrent forces; and a
marked scepticism about the wvalue of arms control
initiatives, especially those  involving  substantial
reductions in the inventory of muclear weapons. By contrast,
the current thrust of American and western foreign policies
in the area of east-west relations seems to be based on an
increased willingness to accept the pacific nature of Soviet
intentions and consequently to accord a lower priority to
defence preparedness.




My purpose in this paper is to speculate on the causes and
consequences of this significant change in the foreign
policies of the West. It is not enough to suggest that
President Reagan wanted to be remembered by historians as a
great peacemaker, and that he could only achieve this by some
dramatic nuclear weapons agreement with the Soviet Union
before the end of his second term. It is difficult to
believe that any American president, especially a Republican
with Mr Reagan's distinctive record in foreign affairs, would
gamble with national and alliance security unless he believed
that other factors in the equation tended to minimise the
risk and maximise the chance of success.

There are, of course, economic and political pressures in the
United States which might create a desire for accommodation
with the Soviet Union and consequential reductions in
military expenditure; but the principal factor in the new
calculus of international power is Mr Gorbachev. He has,
undoubtedly, transformed the face of Soviet diplomacy. He is
not only intelligent and knowledgeable; he has a geruinely
attractive personality - so, incidentally, has his wife - and
he appears to be ready to exchange ideas, whereas previous
Soviet leaders have tended to commmicate in slogans and the
sterile dialectics of Marxism and Leninism. Even DMrs
Thatcher, who is not easily susceptible to the exercise of
personal charm, has described him as ''a man with whom it is
possible to do business'.

Furthermore Mr Gorbachev understands the subtle techniques of
diplomacy more thoroughly than his predecessors. He has
grasped the central fact that in a negotiation, the most
powerful instrument is commmication - not only with the
other parties to the negotiation, but also with those who can
bring influence and pressure to bear on them. By the skilful
use of public relations techniques, superimposed on the more
traditional Soviet use of disinformation and propaganda, he
has succeeded in exploiting those currents of opinion in the
west, which, through irrational fear of nuclear weapons, envy
and mistrust of the United States, or just plain ideological
persuasion, are likely to be useful to his purposes.

GLASNOST AND PERESTROIKA

Mr Gorbachev's political strategy is generally perceived in
the West - both by his sympathisers and his antagonists - as
being reflected by two Russian words which have, in a
remarkably short time, been absorbed into the language of
international debate - perestroika and glasnost.




These are words now used by journalists, analysts, and
assorted experts often without any idea of their literal
meaning, much less of their political significance. They
have come to have that positive emotional connotation which
was mordantly satirised in 1066 and All That. Perestroika
and glasnost are instinctively regarded as ''good things’,
especially by those who regard the United States and nuclear
deterrence as ''bad things''. It is, therefore, important to
look a little more closely at these words and at what they
signify, not just what they mean.

Perestroika is a fairly familiar Russian word deriving from
the root stroit - to construct or build, together with the

prefix pere, signifying change or development. In other
words - reconstruction. But in the lexicon of Mr Gorbachev's

political strategy it means much more than that, - or much
less, depending on how you look at it. Gorbachev's own
conception of perestroika implies a radical transformation of
Soviet society. He sees it as a 'mass initiative' designed
to overcome stagnation, to revive and intensify the Soviet
economy and to eliminate from society what he calls
"distortions of socialist ethics'. One of the most
significant of his interpretations of perestroika, however,
is that it is designed ''to revive the Leninist concept of
socialist construction both in theory and practice'.

Whatever reconstruction, or perestroika, is to take place in
Soviet society is therefore to take place within the strict
limits laid down by the Party. It may be worth recalling
that the two major state-controlled newspapers are called
Pravda and Isvestia - meaning Truth and News. There is a
sardonic comment among Soviet dissidents to the effect that
there is no truth in Pravda and no news in Isvestia. It is
tempting to comment that there is no reconstruction in
perestroika; that it has become, like the words socialism,
democracy and peace, a magic formula to describe whatever the
Party wants it to describe; and that it would be foolish for
anyone in the West to believe that it has any wider or deeper
significance.

Similarly, it would be wise to look with a sceptical eye at
the word glasnost. Even the literal translation of the word
is uncertain - but generally speaking the West has tended to
regard it as signifying something desirable - in English
something like opemness; in French transparence; in Italian
apertura; a suggestion that the obsessive secrecy and
manipulation of opinion associated with life in the Soviet
Union is giving way to something like the freedom of
information which is a characteristic of most western
democratic societies.




This would be going much too far. The themes and assumptions
of glasnost are still controlled and manipulated by the
state. Gorbachev himself has set out the rules of the game.
"Criticism'' he says "must always be conducted in the spirit
of the party'". The Soviet press may now print comments and
opinions which would have been unthinkable in the
pre-Gorbachev era, but there are no doubts in the minds of
editors and journalists about the limited nature of this
aspect of glasnost; as Pravda has insisted, '"the power of the
press is exercised according to the direction of the party'.
The bewildered reaction of the Soviet press to the results of
the recent Soviet elections made them incapable of comment
until President Gorbachev had laid down the party line.

In spite of all this, the western media have proved
predictably ready to take glasnost at its face value, some of
its representatives in Moscow swallowing every rumour,
sensation and revelation served up by the glasnost industry,
with the result that coverage of the Soviet Union in the
Western press, radio and television is now more liberally
laced with disinformation than it was in the past.

I am not, of course, suggesting that glasnost and perestroika
are concepts designed solely, or even principally, to deceive
the West. '

They have a much more immediate and uncomplicated purpose.
When Mr Gorbachev came to power in the Soviet Union he
inherited what can only be described as a disaster area. The
agricultural and industrial infrastructures of the country
were hopelessly inefficient; its bureaucracy was cumbersome
and incurably corrupt; the people were wretched, demoralised,
and lazy; a massive defence budget - at least 147 of the GDP
- made it impossible to provide enough food, clothing and
other consumer goods for the majority of its citizens. Only
the nomenklatura, the governing elite, enjoyed anything
remotely resembling an acceptable quality of life.

THE GORBACHEV STRATEGY

Mr Gorbachev recognised that the Soviet Union could not
continue indefinitely along that road. He resolved to remove
the stranglehold of the bureaucracy, especially in the
regions; to improve the morale, productivity and efficiency
of some of the people by raising their standard of living and
lifting some of the relentless pressures of the police state
which has, over more than half a century, crushed the spirit
of the Russian people. These are, you may say, altogether
praiseworthy objectives; and indeed, for the Soviet people,
they are.




If Mr Gorbachev succeeds the Soviet Union will be a happier,
more self-confident, more efficient and more prosperous
society. Should not the West, therefore, wish him well and
support him in his efforts?

Before answering that question too readily, it would be wise
to look at the future of Soviet foreign policy. What role
will this rejuvenated and dynamic society play on the world
stage? Here it is vitally important not to allow hope to
triumph over experience. We have had alleged transformations
in Soviet society before. There have been changes of
political emphasis and there has even been a degree of
flexibility in the tactical direction of foreign policy; but
one thing has been constant and unshakeable - the commitment
to the guiding principles of Marxism-Leninism. Mr Gorbachev,
both in his speeches to the Party Congress and in his book -
aptly entitled PERESTROIKA - has made it clear that he has no
intention of departing from these principles.

Soviet foreign policy, therefore, continues to be based on
the assumption of a world divided into two camps - socialist
and imperialist - with the Third World as a giant bone of
contention between them. The United States is the principal
enerty, and one of the central aims of foreign policy is to
separate, or ‘''decouple', the Americans from their principal
allies the west Europeans. One of the decisive factors in
this equation is military power - and especially the power of
the muclear weapon, which prevents the Soviet Union from
employing its massive conventional forces agains Nato.

To engage the United States in an arms race with the aim of
achieving muclear superiority as well as conventional
superiority would have been a hopeless task, doomed to fail;
and the attempt would have imposed even more intolerable
strains on the precarious Soviet economy.

Mr Gorbachev's current diplomatic strategy is designed very
elegantly to overcome these obstacles using the seductive
language of arms control. The agreement on Intermediate
Range Nuclear Forces - the INF Treaty - provides for the
elimination of all medium and shorter range muclear delivery
systems based in Europe. This is to be followed by a 50% cut
in long range, or intercontinental systems. The eventual
aim, which President Reagan was persuaded to endorse at
Reykjavik, is the "nuclear free world'. At some stage in the
process the elimination of the British and French muclear
deterrents will be demanded by the Soviet Union as the price
for some new and superficially attractive arms control
agreement.




The ''peace"" movements of western Europe will Dbe
activated by the Soviet disinformation apparatus to
accelerate the process.

If this plan succeeds, many of the aims of Soviet foreign
policy will have been achieved - the dismantling of Nato, the
isolation of the United States, the Finlandization of Europe,
the reduction of the Soviet defence budget and the removal of
the principal effective deterrent to the employment by the
Soviet Union of armed force as an option in its foreign
policy operations. Furthermore they will have been achieved
at a time when we do not even know whether or for how long Mr
Gorbachev will survive. It is by no means out of the
question that the newly confident and prosperous Soviet Union
will pass back into the hands of the Stalinists just at the
moment when the West has rendered itself most vulnerable to a
revival of Soviet global expansionism.

THE WESTERN REACTION

If all this is attacked by Western observers as irredeemably
hawkish, it 1is partly because many people are being
conditioned by perestroika and glasnost to believe that the
Soviet threat is a figment of the imagination of cold
warriors and that powerful invention of the radical
constituency - the "military-industrial complex''.

It is important to maintain a degree of intellectual clarity
about these matters. The division of the world into two
camps is not a Marxist invention; nor is it the result of the
"arms race'', the intransigence of hawks, the devious
manoeuvres of the CIA - or, for that matter, the activities
of the KGB.

It is real, an objective phenomenon which cannot be
evaporated by wishful thinking. On each side of the division
lie two political and ideological systems which have little
or nothing in common. In one the state, however imperfectly
organized or managed, exists to serve the individual. In the
other, the individual exists to serve the state.

It is, of course, possible to argue that these two systems
are capable of existing side by side. Furthermore, that the
worst excesses of totalitarian commmism are being eliminated
by Mr Gorbachev. There is, however, one important difference
between the two systems. One of the central aims of
Marxism-Leninism is, eventually, by whatever means may seem
most expedient, to impose its system upon the free world and
to bring about the destruction of capitalism.




Mr Gorbachev, a child of the Komsomol and a protege of
Andropov and the KGB, has never given any evidence throughout
his career of dissenting from these aims; nor does he now.
Until he does, to believe that there can be any lasting
reconciliation with the Soviet system is as great an illusion
as perestroika and glasnost - and infinitely more dangerous.
The greatest threat to 1liberal democracy 1is still
totalitarian commmism.

How, then, should the West react to President Gorbachev's
diplomatic offensive?

From what I have said so far, it might be inferred that I
regard the present global military confrontation as
acceptable, and all attempts to change it as dangerous myths.
This is very far from the truth; and before explaining why, I
would like to refer briefly to a concept which is often much
misunderstood. It is known in the jargon of strategic
thinking as MAD, or Mutual Assured Destruction. What it
means, in simple terms, is that, in the present mnuclear
confrontation, each side is deterred from attacking the other
because the threatened side has the power, even after an
attack, to destroy the cities, towns and population of the
attacker.

This is the reality of the current strategic position. There
is, today, no defence against muclear weapons; that is why
they are such a powerful deterrent. There is a belief, still
cherished by some people, that this has to be accepted as a
permanent, unchangeable fact of 1life. This is not so.
Intelligent, realistic defence and arms control policies can
transform this balance of terror and even eliminate it. Let
us reflect for a moment on how this might be achieved; but
first, let us remind ourselves of the aims of serious arms
control.

THE ARMS CONTROL FACTOR

Arms control, in its current comnotation, is a relatively new
expression. In the years between the wars there was much
talk about disarmament; and when, in the 1950s, negotiations
on the subject began again in Geneva, they tended to fall
into two categories, one known as GCD - General and Complete
Disarmament; and the other as Partial Measures - signifving
measures which fell short of GCD, such as demilitarization of
the Antarctic or of outer space. Among the sometimes cynical
delegates at Geneva they were privately referred to as
"agreements not to do things which nations were incapable of
doing or had no intention of doing anyway''.




Gradually, however, there emerged a mmber of measures which
seemed to offer some real prospect of constructive agreement
among the great powers; and at the same time the phrase "arms
control' came into use to describe them. The United States
Government established in 1961 an organization called ACDA -
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency - to formulate policy
and advise the State Department; and when I went to the
British Foreign Office as Minister of State in 1964 (with the
somevwhat misleading but politically convenient title of
Minister for Disarmament) one of my first acts was to set up
an Arms Control and Disarmament Research Unit, to carry out
the same functions as ACDA although on a more modest scale.

So what, precisely did, and does, Arms Control mean? In
simple terms, I would define it as the search for
international agreements designed to control and restrict the
use of armed force at all levels, with two principal aims.
The first, to make war less likely; and the second to make
war, if it ever does happen, less destructive. Arms control
agreements do not, necessarily, involve the removal or
reduction of armed forces and weapons - they may be designed
simply to prevent a further rise in the level of armaments,
or, sometimes, to make sure that any rise in that level is
controlled and limited.

In effect, therefore, arms control is a facet of military
security policy, mnot, 1like disarmament, a perceived
alternative to it. Yet this important truth has been
forgotten as much political opinion has come to regard arms
control as a desirable end in itself, to be pursued
single-mindedly without much concern about whether it
increases national or international security; and this is the
first and perhaps most dangerous myth about arms control -
the belief that any arms control agreement is a good thing,
irrespective of whether or not it meets either of the two
basic criteria - will it make war less likely or less
destructive?

So how can we, by developing arms control policies as a facet
of defence policy, make war less 1likely? The first
requirement is to build a measure of confidence between the
powers which still confront each other - to remove some of
the more destabilising elements in weapons systems, force
deployments and military activities. One of the most
destabilising factors in any military confrontation is the
fear of surprise attack - a fear which might at any time

provoke what is known as a pre-emptive attack, when one side
becomes so afraid that the other is about to mount a sudden
assault, that it launches its own (what Welsh rugby coaches
call '"'getting your retaliation in first").




It should be a cardinal aim of arms control to ensure that
the balance of forces is such that neither side could
contemplate a surprise attack with any realistic hope of
success. And here I have to inject one of those notes of
realism which are so unpopular in some quarters. It is this
- the most effective way of ensuring that no potential enemy,
however powerful, will ever launch a surprise attack, nuclear
or conventional, is to possess a weapon which, after all the
calculations have been made, will appear to him to be the
ultimate deterrent. At present, whether we like it or not,
that is the nuclear weapon; and to give it up before the
possibility of sudden attack - from anyone, not just the
Soviet Union - has been eliminated, would in my view be an
act of gross irresponsibility.

But, if all the calculations go wrong, and war does come, how
do we try to ensure that its destructive power is limited?
This 1is, of course, partly a matter of technology and
military engineering. Such developments as real-time
intelligence and target acquisition, precision-guided weapons
and enhanced radiation warheads will tend to confine
operations to the battlefield and reduce what is known in the
jargon as ''collateral damage'' - in simple English, death and
destruction among innocent civilians. We must also take very
seriously the possiblity that modern technology will enable
us to achieve at least a partial defence against muclear
attack, thus enabling us to move away from the familiar
balance of terror, or mutual assured destruction.

A WESTERN STRATECY

So let me move into the final section of my paper with the
essentials of what I believe to be a practical, realistic
political strategy for the West.

I repeat that arms control negotiations are complicated and
intellectually demanding; and I can do no more in this brief
paper than to sketch a broad outline - to set up some
signposts, not to attempt a detailed blueprint. That is for
govermments and their professional advisers.

The first, essential principle is to advance simultaneously
on all the arms control fronts. One of the most dangerous

temptations is to deal with categories of weapons in
isolation - muclear weapons, so-called "offensive weapons”,
tanks or intermediate-range missiles. Arms control must be
a seamless web, so that, at any stage in the process neither
side has an advantage over the other, real or perceived,
which would lead him to believe that he could embark on a
military adventure with any chance of success.
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Within that general context, there are a mumber of obviously
essential elements, and I outline them now, not in any order
of importance or precedence, because, I repeat, they must be
elements of a coherent, across-the- board, arms control
strategy. '

We must, of course, reduce the level of muclear stockpiles.
At what level deterrence will remain effective is a matter
for careful analysis. It is no good simply talking of a 507
cut. It is necessary to think seriously about categories of
weapons - their mobili% and vulnerability, their range,
accuracy and ability to destroy 'hardened military targets.
So long as the balance is preserved at all these levels,
there is no reason why there should not be deep cuts in
strategic ruclear systems.

At the same time, however, it will be necessary to continue
the research and development of defence against missile
attack - both land-based and space-based cdefence. This is
vhat the Americans are trying to do with their Strategic
Defence Initiative (SDI) and the Russians with their own
strategic defence research programme. If it proved possible
both to reduce the mumbers of strategic missiles on both
sides and to provide an effective defence against those which
remained, the danger of surprise nuclear attack would be
substantially reduced, if not eliminated.

It is, however, essential, as I have said, to maintain a
balance at all levels; and here I must express some doubts
about the wisdom of the INF Treaty, removing all intermediate
range land based nuclear missiles from Europe. I believe
that it is essential, by going ahead with the modernization
of short-range mnuclear weapons in the Nato area, to
demonstrate clearly that this is not a step towards a
"miclear free Europe''.

Perhaps the most important of all the arms control
negotiations will be those concerning the balance of
conventional forces in the European area. One of the main
threats to the security of the West for the last thirty years
has been the enormous superiority of the Soviet forces facing
Nato, especially on the central and northern fronts. The
imbalance in favour of the Warsaw Pact has been especially
great in weapon systems and troop formations capable of
mounting large-scale offensive operations, and seizing and
holding territory.

For 15 years, talks on mutual and balanced reduction of these
forces have come to nothing. Now Mr Gorbachev has announced
a unilateral reduction of 500,000 in the Soviet Armed Forces,
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and the withdrawal by 1991 of six Russian tank divisions from
East Germany, Czechoslovakia and Hungary. He has also, more
significantly amnounced the withdrawal of assault landing
troops and assault river crossing units. This is of special
irportance because of the association of this kind of unit
with aggressive, as opposed to defensive, operatioms.

All this signals the need for new thinking and constructive
reaction in the West. The Mutual and Balanced Force
Reduction (MBFR) talks have now closed down after their 15
vear existence and recently in Viemma a new set of
negotiations on Comnventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE)
began, with a mandate to reduce conventional force levels
"from the Atlantic to the Urals'.

In the past, one of the main obstacles to agreement has been
the question of "asymmetrical reductions''. To explain this
simply, let us take a single example of military equipment -
main battle tanks. Let us suppose, for the sake of argument,
that between the Atlantic and the Urals the Warsaw Pact has
about 53,000 main battle tanks and Nato has about 22,000
(2.4:1) (these are, in fact, close to the real figures). If
you apply symmetrical reductions to these forces, it is
obvious that the imbalance gets worse. If each side reduced
by 10,000, the figure would be 43,000 to 12,000 (3.6:1);
another 10,000 makes it 33,000 to 2,000 (16.5:1). What I am
really saying is that in this way you would soon reach a
position in which the Warsaw Pact had 31,000 main battle
tanks and Nato had none.

What is essential, of course, is asymmetrical reductions so
that eventually the numbers remaining are roughly equal - a
process which the Soviet Union has so far resisted. There
are now signs that their approach may be changing, and when
the CFE talks opened in Vienna in March the West should have
been proposing at once a mumber of clearly worked out
proposals - an overall limit (at a balanced level) on the
sort of armaments that are most destabilizing - tanks,
artillery, armoured persormmel carriers, for example; limits
on forces stationed outside national boundaries (at present
the Soviet Union has 500,000 ground troops in East Germany,
Poland and Czechoslovakia, while the United States has only
200,000 in western Europe) and also a system of ''glasnost" or
openness, so that each side can always be confident that the
other is not planning some unpleasant surprise.

I have left until last the one aspect of the problem of arms
control which I believe it may be safe and even prudent to
deal with in isolation - chemical weapons. A separate
meeting on the subject began in Paris in March.
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For the West this is a very important issue since, at
present, the Soviet Union has a very powerful chemical
weapons force deployed in Eastern Europe; Nato has none in
western Europe.

Yet this may prove to be the most complicated negotiation of
all. Certainly it highlights one of the indispensable
ingredients of any effective arms control agreement -
verification. Arms control agreements must be of a kind
which can be properly monitored and inspected to guard
against cheating by either side. Arms control agreements
which cannot be thoroughly verified are more dangerous and
destabilising than no agreements at all.

CONCLUSICN

Let me, then, attempt to arrive at some kind of conclusion.
As I said at the beginning I am no opponent of arms control -
far from it; it 1is an essential facet of national and
international security policy. Furthermore, I believe that
President Gorbachev's recent initiatives call for a careful,
positive and constructive response from the West.

Having said that, however, I cannot resist ending on a note
of caution. It is essential to remember that the Soviet
Union has the most powerful military apparatus in the world.
It has over 5 million troops on active duty and over 55
million reserves - a military establishment roughly equal to
the entire population of the United Kingdom. The Soviet
Union has two hundred divisions of ground forces.

They have more than 50,000 main battle tanks; 48,000 pieces
of artillery, mortars and multiple rocket launches. They
have 1400 intercontinental ballistic missiles; and so on.

None of this is meant to suggest that the West is about to be
attacked by these hordes; it is only to point out that the
military power of the Soviet Union is enormous; and, whatever
may be said about the intentions of Soviet leaders, that vast
arsenal of men and weapons was built up for one purpose - to
be an instrument of Soviet foreign policy.

Now, President Gorbachev has said that he will reduce that
force by 500,000 men - 500,000 out of 5 million. It is not a
sensational move but it is a start, and it cannot be ignored;
however, when he has completed his reductions, the Soviet
Union will still have armed forces larger than those of all
the Nato armies put together. Furthermore, the Gorbachev
experiment may not succeed; and if he goes, that immense
military power may fall into the hands of someone with very
different policies.
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It is against that background that we have to analyse the
problems of security in the Gorbachev era. It was Edmmd
Burke who said that "power is a dangerous thing to leave
lying around'.

I do not suggest that nothing of importance is happening in
the Soviet Union or in the climate of East-West relations.
The changes now taking place are the result partly of Mr
Gorbachev's glasnost, in which he is appealing to all of
Soviet society to be critical of past history and practices,
and partly of substantial popular pressure from below - from
the people - which is the result of persistent and dreamatic
Soviet failures. Economic failure is the most -evident and
. probably of the most immediate concern to most citizens.

Glasnost lifted the 1lid on the perception, widespread among
the various peoples of the USSR, that Soviet society is in
crisis. The result has been that, as the researchers of
RFE/RL have pointed out, everyone has begun to talk openly
and apparently without fear.

Thus we find workers and peasants castigating Mr Gorbachev
himself publicly for the scarcity of food and of elementary
essentials of life on shop shelves. We find intellectuals
publicly exploring the extent of the Party's culpability in
some of the worst crimes of modern times and the mendacity of
past Soviet leaders, including even Lenin. We find turmoil
in every corner of the Soviet empire, as non-Russians demand
a new political contract with Moscow or, as some others are
demanding, outright independence. In the past eighteen
months virtually every sacred icon of the Soviet period has
come under fire by one group or another.

More recently we have had the much-reported elections
throughout the Soviet Union. Although it would be foolish to
regard these as a serious move towards democratic pluralism
(over 907 of the candidates were members of the Commmist
Party, and no election which does mot allow the voters to
change the way in which they are governed can be described as
democratic) at least the citizens of the Soviet Union were
able to choose between individuzl candidates.

This underlines the truth which needs to be bornme in mind by
those who are responsible for planning in the West. If
Mr Gorbachev succeeds in making the Soviet Union more
efficient, prosperous and self-confident without changing the
political structure of the country or the nature of Soviet
foreign policy, the world, for the West, is likely to be a
more dangerous place; and so far there is no evidence to
suggest that Russia under Gorbachev is any less totalitarian,
expansionist and opportunist than it has been in the past.



I recognise that this is a very pessimistic analysis, but it
is not intended to be entirely negative. If the dangers are
clearly perceived, it is possible to identify a mmber of
positive approaches and initiatives.

Critical problems now confront the Soviet leadership, faced
with the familiar '"pressure-coocker' effect inseparable from
attempts to carry out limited measures of liberalization in a
hitherto closed and oppressive society. These present the
West with an opportunity to evolve imaginative new political
strategies, which, if they are subtly but firmly pursued,
might result in the peaceful unravelling of the Soviet Empire
and a progressive move towards a more pluralist and
co-operative Soviet Union, thus removing or, at least,
diminishing the threat to international stability which it
has represented for almost half a century.

(end)
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Space Is Part of Our Security

Some Defense Functions Can Only Be Conducted From Above

By EDWARD L. ROWNY

THe United States is destined to become
the world’s premier space-faring nation in
much the same way —and for many of the
same reasons—it came of age as a seafaring
country during the last century. We are
entering an era in which space will be
looked on as a medium rather than a barrier
tq man's progress, just as the world’s
occans provided mobility rather than ob-
stacles to human development.

Civil and military operations are in space
to stay. Space capability will greatly
influence the relationships among nations
by the end of the century. The ability to

rate beyond the bounds of the atmos-
phere is rapidly becoming a major determi-
nant of national power.

The United States, as leader of the
Western democracies, should not hesitate
to assume the mantle of being a “space
power,” just as it did not shrink from
becoming a sea power. As a sea power, the
United States continues to scrupulously
uphold international law, established
through custom and treaty, assuring free-
dom of the scas for all nations. Similarly,
our support of space law such as the
Cuter Space Treaty recognizes the com-
mon interest of all mankind in the guaran-
teed right to explore and use space freely
for peaceful purposes.

Space has captured the American imag-
ination through programs such as the space
station and the evolving plans for plane-
tary exploration. Indeed, space has become
a practical part of most of our lives. Its use
a9 a place for basing navigation, communi-
cation, weather and Earth observation
satellites has saved many lives, is providing

i

valuable environmental information and
serves as a catalyst for world commerce.

Within the U.S. defense force structure,
the space component has been designed to
ensure uninhibited access to space for all
such peaceful uses. Unthinking critics have
labeled those portions of U.S. defensc
policy related to space as the “militariza-
tion” of space. The Soviets in particular
have unfairly characterized both civilian
and military programs like our space
shuttle as moving the arms race into space.

We must not be misled by Soviet charges
that we are contributing to a so-called
arms race in space. Unlike our space
activities, which are largely for non-mili-
tary purposes, those of the Soviet Union
are 30% military in nature. This situation
reflects the Soviet Union’s commitment to
provide its armed forces with all the
resources necessary to ensure maximum
space-based military support for offensive
and defensive combat systems on land and
sea, in air and outer space. The Soviets
launched five times as many military
payloads into orbit between 1983 and 1987
as did the United States.

For the United States, space-based plat -
forms provide a range of capabilities that
underpin deterrence. U.S. forces depend on
such systems for early-warning, communi-
cations, surveillance, navigation and arms-
control treaty monitoring to such an extent
that space is more than just a medium of
choice; space has gradually become the
only. medium in which some important
defense functions can be conducted effi-
ciently on a global basis.

A clear, though controversial, example of
the importance of space to U.S. national

security has moved back into the headlines.

.Even as our dependence on satellites

increases in the 1990s, the world’'s only
operational anti-satellitec (ASAT) sys-
tem—owned and operated by the Soviets—
will have the capability to destroy vital
U.S. and allied satellite systems. The
Defense Department recently told Con-
gress that our lack of a comparable
capability is one of the most serious U.S.
military deficiencies. We are unable to
deter a Soviet ASAT attack by the threat of
retaliating in kind.

This critical deficiency means that t.hé -

United States is unable to protect ou
terrestrial forces, such as the U.S. Fleet(
from Soviet radar and electronic targetin,
satellites—so-called gunsights in space. I
view of the fundamental importance of U.

and allied access to the seas in wartlme

active means of holding the Soviet mlhtaryL

space threat at risk must be developed.
Doubters should take note: The case for a
U.S. anti-satellite capability encompasses
more than just deterrence theory; it is
esgential for protecting the men and wom-
en of our armed forces.

The human race is in the process of
moving to space. As-the United States
adapts its national-security policy to this
new reality, we must carefully define and
integrate that part of our overall strategy
that involves military space activity. The

- worth of assigning particular space mis-

sions to our military should be based on
whether the operation contributes to na-
tional security, and not on the fact that the
mission takes place in space.

Space will affect all aspects of our lives in

the next century. Just as on the high seas,

on-call m‘ilitHry capability to protect our
space assets. An American capability to
operate beyond Earth’s atmosphere with-

out interference will help ensure peaceful

_use of space by all friendly nations.

Edward L. Rowny is arms-control adviser
to-the.Bush.Administration:
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"{'EXT OF REMARKS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT

AMERICAN DEFENSE PREPAREDNESS ASSOCIATION
THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES

washingten, D.C.
Thursday, June 29, f§§g - 12:00 PM

Two hundred years ago, George Washington advised our
young nation that, "To be prepared for war is the best
means of preserving peace." I am proud today to be
addressing a group of distinguished Americans who have
never forgotten George Washington's advice. I want to ]
congratulate the members of thie organization for
everything you have done to increase our nation's defense
preparedness. And I especially want to congratulate the
winner of this year's ADPA Strategic Defense Award, Dr.
Greg Canavan, of the Los Alamos National Laboratory, for
his brilliant contributions to the technologies and
architectures of strategic defense. 1It's a pleasure for me
to be with those who have done so much to hasten the time
when strategic defense will be a significant part of
| America's deterrent. You have truly lived up to the ADPA's

motto: "PEACE WITH SECURITY THROUGH DEFENSE PREPAREDNESS, "
which is so compatible with the responsibility we assign

ourselves in our Constitution's Preamble: "to provide for

the common defense."
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| remember when even thinking about defending
gainst ballistic missiles aimed at our country
was regarded as heresy by the theologians of offenaive
deterrence and mutual assured destruction. Indeed, many of
these MAD mullahs are’gg;;; with us, still convinced that
there iz something fundamentally wrong with defending
ourselves against ballistic missile attack, I am here
today, however, to assure all of you that the Bush-Quayle
Administration strongly rejects this view. We are
committed to the development and deployment of sttateqic
defenses when they are ready. We need to develop the means
to defend against weapons that threaten us. That is what
SDI is all about. SDI would defend not only against actual
aggression but, also, by making the outcome of an attack
more dubious, it would lessen the incentives for
aggression, and thus enhance stability and deterrence.

The technical progress which the American Defense
Preparedness Association recognizes each year at its
gatherings could never have happened had we not first
liberated our minds from the odd belief that American
vulnerability was the.key to strategic stability, and that
the best way to deter nuclear war was to leave ourselves
exposed to nuclear attack.

Since then, we have progressed further,

technologically, even than many of us thought possible. -
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Three + ago, I spoke to the Navy League of the United

States -drcw attention to a promising technology known
as "Brilliant Pebbles." 1I've since learned how
ettectivély the Livermore team of scientists that concelved
Brilliant Pebbles has been collaborating with their
counterparts in industry who are developing the Spaced

. Based Interceptor program. The two programs. have learned a
lot f}om each other, and thelr competitive and cooperative
genius has been stimulated by some very creative manaqegont -
techniques. SDIO will continue to manage Brilliant Pebbles
directly, and SBI through the Air Force, until a decision
iz made on how they fit together in a Phase I architecture.

We will also continue to confound our detractors.
Not so long ago, a number of SDI's critics, including some
of our more respected professional organizations, said that
directed energy weapons were a distant, far-off vision.
Well, it turns out they were wrong. A few months ago, SDI
scientists in Capistrano, California successfully firéd the
large Alpha laser. This same 1aser is scheduled for launch
in the mid-1990's as part of the impressive Zenith Star
experiment. And later thils summer, another group of SDI
investigators will fire the BEAR neutral particle beam into
space. Many believe that we can have advanced technologies

of this type orbiting in space within five years.

No countermeasure I have heard of, whether it's
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"fant=D ters," multiple light-weight decoys, or

merely ’plo launchera, can effectively cope with the
lightning speed or the variety of environments in which
directed energy weapons can operate at great distancea from
their targets. Working in conjunction with kinetic kill
vehicles, systems like these will one day alter the
.strategic equation between offense and defense.

Indeed, a devaluation in the strategic utility of.

ballistic missiles is precisely the goal we are seeking to

achieve with our initial deployments of strategic defenses.
I know that goal seems obvious to the members of this
audience, but it is worth emphasizing because it would
represent a major step toward stability -- the same goal we
are‘seéking to achleve through offensive modernization and
arms control.

As I'm sure everyone here recognizes, we are living
‘ in an era of transition. 1In many respects, our national
security requirements in the 21st Century will be quiée
unlike thése of today. So, I'd like to tell you how SDI,
in the Bush Administration's view, fits into this new world
--a world which is likely to sece fewer strategic nuclear
offensive weapons in our own arsenals, but a substantial
increase in the number of nations capable of launching

ballistic-missiles. This new world requires "new

thinking," as Mr. Gorbachev often points out. And this new
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thinﬁi : hens the case for SDI. Let me lay out the
strategic case for SDI in the new context we face.

As you know, our negotiators returned to Geneva
last week to continue the Nuclear and Space Talks, which
began just over four years ago. The President has directed
our negotiators to continue the quest for verifiable
reductions in offensive arms that enhance strategic
stability. He has also committed us to continue working
with the Soviets to find the right formula for a
cooperative transition to strategic defense. ¥

We are seeking a more stable nuclear balance that
relies increasingly on defense. We are urging the Soviets,
for whom strategic defense has long been a central
componeht of deterrence, to work with us to develop
cooperative rules for making this transition, so that
predictability and confidence can accompany the
reintroduction of defenses into our own strategic forces as
well. The President recognizes the increased importance of
verificatién and the larger risks associated with cheating
and breakout in an agreement to significantly reduce

offensive arms. That's one reason why strategic defenses

would contribute to the effectiveness of a START Treaty and

facilitate its ratification by the Senate.

Why does strategic defense make such a valuable

contribution to any agreement to reduce offensive arms?
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r‘; there is the problem of continued Soviet
emphasis o;—deltabllizing offensive weapons. With or
without START, the Soviets will have enough large warheads
deployed on their huge, land based ICBM force to place some
of our most important strategic assets at risk. And the
Soviets' modernization of these weapons, including a larger
follow-on version of the SS-18, demonstrates that their
strategy will continue to emphasize a first-strike force
posture well into the 21st Century. A reasonably rellable
first phase system of strategic defenses would diminish our
anxiety over this ICBM threat and would therefore
complement our efforts to achieve greater stability through
arms control and strategic offensive modernization.

Second, there is the problem of mobile ICBMs, of
which Soviet deployments already number in the hundreds.

We are concerned that mobile missiles -- particularly
MIRVed mobile missiles ~- pose serious verification and
breakout problems that we have not resolved.

Since the Soviets insist on their continued right to
produce, modernlze, and deploy mobile missile systems, even
under START, they shéuld also understand why we need an
enhanced reliance on strategic defenses as insurance
agaiAst the threat these systems pose against us.

Effective strategic defenses would not be affected by the

mobility of ballistic launchers' platforms. 1In fact, the
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;tho targeted miesiles are dispersed, the more
reliably a éonstellation of interceptors can cope with
their multiple launch.

Third, there is the general problem of verification
in a complex arms control agreement. The current draft
treaty text for START is hundreds of pages long -~
considerably longer than the unratified SALT II text, which
was itself many times more complex than its SALT I
predecessor. Under such conditions, traditional, or even
nontraditional approaches to verification may well be
insufficient, by themselves, to plug all the loopholes, and
remove the inevitable uncertainties, that would threaten
our security. In short, strategic defenses can help to
bridge the chasm between the reality of a doveloping threat
and the hope of a negotiated balance of forces.

For all these reasons, while the Bush Administration
rejects the Soviet contention that progress on a START
agreement should be held hostage to SDI, we do believe that
there is a relationship between offensive and defensive
arms. Not only do offensive reductions contribute to the

effectiveness of defenses, but the more progress we make

toward offensive reductions the more we will need to relv

on SDI to help us deter, or deal with, possible Soviet

cheating or breakout. In other words, SDI is an insurance

policy for START. It is an insurance against breakout,-
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'ﬁlng, and against qualitative breakthroughs of
As we move toward the national security
requirements of the 21zt Century, we should recognize that
responsible arms control will grow increasingly reliant on
stable gstratagic defenses.

So the growing trend toward offensive force
. reductions complements the role of SDI. And the growing
problém of ballistic missile proliferation also makes SDI,
more necesaary than ever. I'd like to spend a few moments
discussing this problem, because it's been a major concern
of mine for many years now. .

The Director of Central Intelligence, Bill Webster,
testified recently that we can look for up to 15 developing
nations to have ballistie launch capability by the turn of
the century. Who are these emergent members of the missile
club? In many cases, they are regional or "would be"
regional powers; many are not signatories to the nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty; some are actively engaged in
chemical weapons research.

No doubt you've all thought about the various
"accidental launch" and "madman" scenarios in which an
erratic national leader acquires ballistiz launchers and
marries them with primitive nuclear, chemical, or
biological weapons of mass destruction. Such concerns are

anything but hypothetical. 1Iran and Irag have already
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§ pallistic misgile conflict; Iraq made active
and ext ; use of chemical weapons in its war with Iran;
and Libya, among others, is working energetically to
develop chemical weapons. These developments force us to
consider many difficult questions that we would prefer to
ignore.

The frightening question of who controls nuclear
weapons, for example, during periods of intense civi}l
strife, and who has the authority to release them, are ones
that we have not discussed in public very much during the
nuclear age. What if civil war leads to an abrupt seizure
of power by an unknown, unpredictable regime in a countzyﬂ
that pogsesses an arsenal of ballistic missiles? Would we
rest eﬁsily with the deterrent power of our current
offense~-only capapility under these conditions? Or should

the President have some other response at his disposal in

case an irrational act were to arise out of such

instability?

I raise this question because in many countries that
are acquiring or seeking to acquire missile capability,
instability is the rule rather than the exception. And
because the problem of accidental, unauthorized, or simply
miscalculated missile launches will grow increasingly

troublesome as the number of politically immature but

missile capable nation-states expands.

F1U
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is much that can and should be done to curb
this widc‘:hq trend. Our own leadership rola in the
Missile Technology Contrcl Regime is one example. Indeed,
I have been actively committed to strengthening this regime
since my years in the Senate, and I remain so.

I believe strongly that such existing and
strengthened export controls are essential. They are high
on this Administration's national security agenda, and we
are relying heavily on them to retard the spread of missile
technology -- on the supply side. But, like so many other
problems we face in the international arena, this is a
complex issue that cannot and will not be resolved by one-
dimensional solutions. While multilateral measures are at
work on the supply side, unilateral measures like a multi-
layered, ground and spaced-based ballistic missile defense
must accompany them by reducing the benefits of acquisition
and deterring economic and technological investment -- on
the demand side.

It is on this basis that I challenge many
traditional opponents of strategic defense to keep an open
mind as the technology continues to advance and the costs

continue to decline. SDI is not the enemy of arms control

and missile non-proliferation; on the contrary, it can be a

crucial ally,

In short, strategic defense offers stabilizing
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?'many of its critics' own most vexing concerns.
Whether ié”il missile proliferation, ICBM and “"C-cubed"
vulnerability, deterring noncompliance, or providing
insurance against clandestine breakout scenarios, SDI's
technical and potential strategic payoffs vastly exceed the
investment we are making. Some of these payoffs are
directly evident in improved weapons technologies and in
the enhanced leverage provided by near-term options for
strategic defense; others, more subtle, take the form of
"spinoffs" for a variety of advanced medical, industrial,
and environmental technologies.

That is why the recommendation by the majority of
the members of the House Armed Services Committee to cut
the SDI budget by over a billion dollars is so misgﬂi@ed.
I'm sure all the members of the House Armed Services
Committee appreclate the need to curb missile
proliferation; and as advocates of arms control, they
should welcome efforts to guard against Soviet non-
compliance, against breakout, and against qualitative
improvements of all kinds not covered in a START agreement. |
Well, SDI can help ué achieve these objectives -- !
objectives that the Administration and the Congress both
share. 1In addition, SDI provides the American people with

much-needed insurance against an accidental or inadvertent

attack or against a deliberate launch by an irrational
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st importantly, SDI would dramatically
isk of nuclear war by denying an aggressor the
ability to execute a successful first-strike. I strongly
urge the Congress to restore SDI's budget to the lavel of
the President's request. Cuts in SDI of this magnitude are
extremely short-sighted and harmful.

of course, SDI is not the only answer to the problem
of missile proliferation. Nor is SDI capable by itself of
redressing all threats to strateglc stability. In fﬁct;:u )
there is no single, simple answer to the multi-dimensional
challenges we face. But there are answers. And atrateéie
defense is one of them. For these reasons, the Bush
Administration remains committed to the development and
deployment of a robust strategic defense system. We
continue to believe that strategic defense 1is
technologically feasible, strategically necessary and
morally imperative. And we intend to work hard to ensure
that Congress shares this understanding too. For it
remains true today, as it was 200 years ago, that "to be
prepared for war is the best means of preserving peace."

Thank you.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON -

November 3, 1989

MEMORANDUM FOR WHITE HOUSE STAFF

FROM: James W. Cicconi @"
SUBJECT: Lunch with Frank Fukuyama

Frank Fukuyama of the State Department Policy Planning Staff
will come to the Mess for lunch on Thursday, November 9, at noon.
We have invited him to discuss his recent article, "The End of

" History"? (attached), which, as you know, has excited a great
deal of public controversy. '

If you are interested in attending this discussion, please
respond to my office (x2702). First call, first served.
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The End of History?

__Francis Fukuyama

over the past decade or so, it is
hard to avoid the feeling that
something very fundamental has happened in
world history. The past year has seen a flood
of articles commemorating the end of the Cold
War, and the fact that “peace” seems to be
breaking out in many regions of the world.
Most of these analyses lack any larger con-
ceptual framework for distinguishing be-
tween what is essential and what is contingent
or accidental in world history, and are pre-
dictably superficial. If Mr. Gorbachev were
ousted from the Kremlin or a new Ayatollah
proclaimed the millennium from a desolate
Middle Eastern capital, these same commen-
tators would scramble to announce the rebirth
of a new era of conflict.
And yet, all of these people sense dimly
that there is some larger process at work, a

IN WATCHING the flow of events

Francis Fukuyama is deputy director of the State
Department’s policy planning staff and former
analyst at the RAND Corporation. This article
is based on a lecture presented at the Univer-
sity of Chicago’s John M. Olin Center for In-
quiry Into the Theory and Practice of De-
mocracy. The author would like to pay special
thanks to the Olin Center and to Nathan Tar-
cov and Allan Bloom for their support in this
and many earlier endeavors. The opinions ex-
pressed in this article do not reflect those of
the RAND Corporation or of any agency of the
U.S. government.
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process that gives coherence and order to the
daily headlines. The twentieth century saw
the developed world descend into a paroxysm
of ideological violence, as liberalism contend-
ed first with the remnants of absolutism, then
bolshevism and fascism, and finally an updat-
ed Marxism that threatened to lead to the ul-
timate apocalypse of nuclear war. But the cen-
tury that began full of self-confidence in the
ultimate triumph of Western liberal democ-
racy seems at its close to be returning full
circle to where it started: not to an “end of
ideology” or a convergence between capital-
ism and socialism, as earlier predicted, but to
an unabashed victory of economic and polit-
ical liberalism.

The triumph of the West, of the Western
idea, is evident first of all in the total exhaus-
tion of viable systematic alternatives to West-
ern liberalism. In the past decade, there have
been unmistakable changes in the intellectual
climate of the world’s two largest communist
countries, and the beginnings of significant
reform movements in both. But this phenom-
enon extends beyond high politics and it can
be seen also in the ineluctable spread of con-
sumerist Western culture in such diverse con-
texts as the peasants’ markets and color tele-
vision sets now omnipresent throughout
China, the cooperative restaurants and cloth-
ing stores opened in the past year in Moscow,
the Beethoven piped into Japanese depart-
ment stores, and the rock music enjoyed alike
in Prague, Rangoon, and Tehran.




What we may be witnessing is not just
the end of the Cold War, or the passing of a
particular period of postwar history, but the
end of history as such: that is, the end point
of mankind’s ideological evolution and the
universalization of Western liberal democracy
as the final form of human government. This
is not to say that there will no longer be events
to fill the pages of Foreign Affairs’s yearly sum-
maries of international relations, for the vic-
tory of liberalism has occurred primarily in
the realm of ideas or consciousness and is as
yet incomplete in the real or material world.
But there are powerful reasons for believing
that it is the ideal that will govern the material
world in the long run. To understand how this
is 5o, we must first consider some theoretical
issues concerning the nature of historical
change.

/§
THE NOTION of the end of history

is not an original one. Its best
known propagator was Karl Marx, who be-
lieved that the direction of historical devel-
opment was a purposeful one determined by
the interplay of material forces, and would
come to an end only with the achievement of
a communist utopia that would finally resolve
all prior contradictions. But the concept of
history as a dialectical process with a begin-
ning, a middle, and an end was borrowed by
Marx from his great German predecessor,
Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel.

For better or worse, much of Hegel’s his-
toricism has become part of our contemporary
mntellectual baggage. The notion that mankind
has progressed through a series of primitive
stages of consciousness on his path to the pres-
ent, and that these stages corresponded to con-
crete forms of social organization, such as trib-
al, slave-owning, theocratic, and finally
democratic-egalitarian societies, has become
separable from the modern understanding
of man. Hegel was the first philosopher to
speak the language of modern social science,
msofar as man for him was the product of his
concrete historical and social environment
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and not, as earlier natural right theorists
would have it, a collection of more or less fixed
“natural” attributes. The mastery and trans-
formation of man’s natural environment
through the application of science and tech-
nology was originally not a Marxist concept,
but a Hegelian one. Unlike later historicists
whose historical relativism degenerated into
relativism tout court, however, Hegel believed
that history culminated in an absolute mo-
ment—a moment in which a final, rational
form of society and state became victorious.

It is Hegel's misfortune to be known now
primarily as Marx's precursor, and it is our
misfortune that few of us are familiar with
Hegel's work from direct study, but only as
it has been filtered through the distorting lens
of Marxism. In France, however, there has
been an effort to save Hegel from his Marxist
interpreters and to resurrect him as the phi-
losopher who most correctly speaks to our
time. Among those modern French inter-
preters of Hegel, the greatest was certainly
Alexandre Kojeve, a brilliant Russian emigre
who taught a highly influential series of sem-
inars in Paris in the 1930s at the Ecole Practique
des Hautes Etudes.' While largely unknown in
the United States, Kojéve had a major impact
on the intellectual life of the continent.
Among his students ranged such future lu-
minaries as Jean-Paul Sartre on the Left and
Raymond Aron on the Right; postwar exis-
tentialism borrowed many of its basic cate-
gories from Hegel via Kojeve.

Kojeve sought to resurrect the Hegel of
the Phenomenology of Mind, the Hegel who pro-
claimed history to be at an end in 1806. For
as early as this Hegel saw in Napoleon’s defeat
of the Prussian monarchy at the Battle of Jena
the victory of the ideals of the French Rev-

'Kojeve's best-known work is his /ntroduction a la
lecture de Hegel (Paris: Editions Gallimard,
1947), which is a transcript of the Ecole Practique
lectures from the 1930s. This book is available
in English entitled /ntroduction to tbe Reading
of Hegel arranged by Raymond Queneau, edited
by Allan Bloom, and translated by James Ni-
chols (New York: Basic Books, 1969).

olution, and the imminent universalization of
the state incorporating the principles of lib-
erty and equality. Kojéve, far from rejecting
Hegel in light of the turbulent events of the
next century and a half, insisted that the latter
had been essentially correct.” The Battle of
Jena marked the end of history because it was
at that point that the vanguard of humanity (a
term quite familiar to Marxists) actualized the
principles of the French Revolution. While
there was considerable work to be done after
1806—abolishing slavery and the slave trade,
extending the franchise to workers, women,
blacks, and other racial minorities, etc.—the
basic principles of the liberal democratic state
could not be improved upon. The two world
wars in this century and their attendant rev-
olutions and upheavals simply had the effect
of extending those principles spatially, such
that the various provinces of human civili-
zation were brought up to the level of its most
advanced outposts, and of forcing those so-
cieties in Europe and North America at the
vanguard of civilization to implement their
liberalism more fully.

The state that emerges at the end of his-
tory is liberal insofar as it recognizes and pro-
tects through a system of law man’s universal
right to freedom, and democratic insofar as it
exists only with the consent of the governed.
For Kojeve, this so-called “universal homo-
genous state” found real-life embodiment in
the countries of postwar Western Europe—
precisely those flabby, prosperous, self-satis-
fied, inward-looking, weak-willed states
whose grandest project was nothing more he-
roic than the creation of the Common Mar-
ket.’ But this was only to be expected. For
human history and the conflict that charac-
terized it was based on the existence of “con-
tradictions”: primitive man’s quest for mutual
recognition, the dialectic of the master and
slave, the transformation and mastery of na-
ture, the struggle for the universal recognition
of rights, and the dichotomy between prole-
tarian and capitalist. But in the universal ho-
mogenous state, all prior contradictions are
resolved and all human needs are satisfied.
There is no struggle or conflict over “large”

The End of History?

issues, and consequently no need for generals
or statesmen; what remains is primarily eco-
nomic activity. And indeed, Kojeve’s life was
consistent with his teaching. Believing that
there was no more work for philosophers as
well, since Hegel (correctly understood) had
already achieved absolute knowledge, Kojeve
left teaching after the war and spent the re-
mainder of his life working as a bureaucrat
in the European Economic Community, until
his death in 1968.

To his contemporaries at mid-century,
Kojeve's proclamation of the end of history
must have seemed like the typical eccentric
solipsism of a French intellectual, coming as
it did on the heels of World War II and at the
very height of the Cold War. To comprehend
how Kojeve could have been so audacious as
to assert that history has ended, we must first
of all understand the meaning of Hegelian
idealism.

11

OR HEGEL, the contradictions that

drive history exist first of all in the

realm of human consciousness, i.e. on the level
of ideas’—not the trivial election year pro-
posals of American politicians, but ideas in
the sense of large unifying world views that
might best be understood under the rubric of
ideology. Ideology in this sense is not restrict-
ed to the secular and explicit political doc-
trines we usually associate with the term, but
can include religion, culture, and the complex

‘In this respect Kojéve stands in sharp contrast to
contemporary German interpreters of Hegel
like Herbert Marcuse who, being more sym-
pathetic to Marx, regarded Hegel ultimately
as an historically bound and incomplete phi-
losopher.

'Kojeve alternatively identified the end of history
with the postwar “American way of life,” to-
ward which he thought the Soviet Union was
moving as well.

“This notion was expressed in the famous aphorism
from the preface to the Philosopby of History to
the effect that “everything that is rational is
real, and everything that is real is rational.”
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of moral values underlying any society as
well.

Hegel’s view of the relationship between
the ideal and the real or material worlds was
an extremely complicated one, beginning
with the fact that for him the distinction be-
tween the two was only apparent.’ He did not
believe that the real world conformed or could
be made to conform to ideological preconcep-
tions of philosophy professors in any simple-
minded way, or that the “material” world
could not impinge on the ideal. Indeed, Hegel
the professor was temporarily thrown out of
work as a result of a very material event, the
Battle of Jena. But while Hegel's writing and
thinking could be stopped by a bullet from
the material world, the hand on the trigger
of the gun was motivated in turn by the ideas
of liberty and equality that had driven the
French Revolution.

For Hegel, all human behavior in the ma-
terial world, and hence all human history, is
rooted in a prior state of consciousness—an
'dea similar to the one expressed by John May-
nard Keynes when he said that the views of
men of affairs were usually derived from de-
‘unct economists and academic scribblers of
-arlier generations. This consciousness may
10t be explicit and self-aware, as are modern
rlitical doctrines, but may rather take the
orm of religion or simple cultural or moral
1abits. And yet this realm of consciousness in
be long run necessarily becomes manifest in
he material world, indeed creates the material
vorld in its own image. Consciousness is
ause and not effect, and can develop auton-
mously from the material world; hence the
eal subtext underlying the apparent jumble
f current events is the history of ideology.

Hegel's idealism has fared poorly at the
ands of later thinkers. Marx reversed the
riority of the real and the ideal completely,
elegating the entire realm of consciousness—
cligion, art, culture, philosophy itself—to a
superstructure” that was determined entire-
" by the prevailing material mode of pro-
uction. Yet another unfortunate legacy of
farxism is our tendency to retreat into ma-
‘rialist or utilitarian explanations of political

or historical phenomena, and our disinclina-
tion to believe in the autonomous power of
ideas. A recent example of this is Paul Ken-
nedy’s hugely successful The Rise and Fall of
the Great Powers, which ascribes the decline of
great powers to simple economic overexten-
sion. Obviously, this is true on some level: an
empire whose economy is barely above the
level of subsistence cannot bankrupt its treas-
ury indefinitely. But whether a highly pro-
ductive modern industrial society chooses to
spend 3 or 7 percent of its GNP on defense
rather than consumption is entirely a matter
of that society’s political priorities, which are
in turn determined in the realm of conscious-
ness.

The materialist bias of modern thought
is characteristic not only of people on the Left
who may be sympathetic to Marxism, but of
many passionate anti-Marxists as well. In-
deed, there is on the Right what one might
label the Wall Street Journal school of deter-
ministic materialism that discounts the im-
portance of ideology and culture and sees man
as essentially a rational, profit-maximizing in-
dividual. It is precisely this kind of individual
and his pursuit of material incentives that is
posited as the basis for economic life as such
in economic textbooks.* One small example
will illustrate the problematic character of
such materialist views.

Max Weber begins his famous book, The
Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, by
noting the different economic performance of
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‘Indeed, for Hegel the very dichotomy between the
ideal and material worlds was itself only an
apparent one that was ultimately overcome by
the self-conscious subject; in his system, the
material world is itself only an aspect of mind.

°In fact, modern economists, recognizing that man
does not always behave as a profir-maximizer,
posit a “utility” function, utility being either
income or some other good that can be max-
imized: leisure, sexual satisfaction, or the pleas-
ure of philosophizing. That profit must be re-
placed with a value like utility indicates the
cogency of the idealist perspective.

Protestant and  Catholic communities
throughout Europe and America, summed up
in the proverb that Protestants eat well while
Catholics sleep well. Weber notes that ac-
cording to any economic theory that posited
man as a rational profit-maximizer, raising the
piece-work rate should increase labor produc-
tivity. But in fact, in many traditional peasant
communities, raising the piece-work rate ac-
tually had the opposite effect of Jowering labor
productivity: at the higher rate, a peasant ac-
customed to earning two and one-half marks
per day found he could earn the same amount
by working less, and did so because he valued
leisure more than income. The choices of lei-
sure over income, or of the militaristic life of
the Spartan hoplite over the wealth of the
Athenian trader, or even the ascetic life of the
early capitalist entrepreneur over that of a
traditional leisured aristocrat, cannot possibly
be explained by the impersonal working of
material forces, but come preeminently out of
the sphere of consciousness—what we have
labeled here broadly as ideology. And indeed,
a central theme of Weber’s work was to prove
that contrary to Marx, the material mode of
production, far from being the “base,” was
itself a “superstructure” with roots in religion
and culture, and that to understand the emerg-
ence of modern capitalism and the profit mo-
tive one had to study their antecedents in the
realm of the spirit.

As we look around the contemporary
world, the poverty of materialist theories of
economic development is all too apparent.
The Wall Street Journal school of deterministic
materialism habitually points to the stunning
economic success of Asia in the past few dec-
ades as evidence of the viability of free market
economics, with the implication that all so-
cieties would see similar development were
they simply to allow their populations to pur-
sue their material self-interest freely. Surely
free markets and stable political systems are
a necessary precondition to capitalist econom-
ic growth. But just as surely the cultural her-
itage of those Far Eastern societies, the ethic
of work and saving and family, a religious
heritage that does not, like Islam, place re-
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strictions on certain forms of economic be-
havior, and other deeply ingrained moral
qualities, are equally important in explaining
their economic performance.” And yet the in-
tellectual weight of materialism is such that
not a single respectable contemporary theory
of economic development addresses con-
sciousness and culture seriously as the matrix
within which economic behavior is formed.

AILURE to understand that the roots

of economic behavior lie in the

realm of consciousness and culture leads to
the common mistake of attributing material
causes to phenomena that are essentially ideal
in nature. For example, it is commonplace in
the West to interpret the reform movements
first in China and most recently in the Soviet
Union as the victory of the material over the
ideal—that is, a recognition that ideological
incentives could not replace material ones in
stimulating a highly productive modern econ-
omy, and that if one wanted to prosper one
had to appeal to baser forms of self-interest.
But the deep defects of socialist economies
were evident thirty or forty years ago to any-
one who chose to look. Why was it that these
countries moved away from central planning
only in the 1980s? The answer must be found
in the consciousness of the elites and leaders
ruling them, who decided to opt for the “Prot-
estant” life of wealth and risk over the “Cath-
olic” path of poverty and security.” That

'One need look no further than the recent per-
formance of Vietnamese immigrants in the
U.S. school system when compared to their
black or Hispanic classmates to realize that
culture and consciousness are absolutely cru-
cial to explain not only economic behavior but
virtually every other important aspect of life
as well.

*I understand that a full explanation of the origins
of the reform movements in China and Russia
is a good deal more complicated than this sim-
ple formula would suggest. The Soviet reform,
for example, was motivated in good measure
by Moscow’s sense of insecurity in the tech-
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change was in no way made inevitable by the
material conditions in which either country
found itself on the eve of the reform, but in-
stead came about as the result of the victory
of one idea over another.’

For Kojeve, as for all good Hegelians, un-
derstanding the underlying processes of his-
tory requires understanding developments in
the realm of consciousness or ideas, since con-
sciousness will ultimately remake the material
world in its own image. To say that history
ended in 1806 meant that mankind’s ideolog-
ical evolution ended in the ideals of the
French or American Revolutions: while par-
ticular regimes in the real world might not
implement these ideals fully, their theoretical
truth is absolute and could not be improved
upon. Hence it did not matter to Kojéve that
the consciousness of the postwar generation
of Europeans had not been universalized
throughout the world; if ideological devel-
opment had in fact ended, the homogenous
state. would eventually become victorious
throughout the material world.

I have neither the space nor, frankly, the
ability to defend in depth Hegel's radical ide-
alist perspective. The issue is not whether He-
gel's system was right, but whether his per-
spective might uncover the problematic
nature of many materialist explanations we
often take for granted. This is not to deny the
role of material factors as such. To a literal-
minded idealist, human society can be built
around any arbitrary set of principles regard-
less of their relationship to the material world.
And in fact men have proven themselves able
to endure the most extreme material hard-
ships in the name of ideas that exist in the
realm of the spirit alone, be it the divinity of
cows or the nature of the Holy Trinity."”

But while man’s very perception of the
material world is shaped by his historical con-
sciousness of it, the material world can clearly
iffect in return the viability of a particular
state of consciousness. In particular, the spec-
racular abundance of advanced liberal econ-
»mies and the infinitely diverse consumer cul-
‘ure made possible by them seem to both
oster and preserve liberalism in the political
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sphere. I want to avoid the materialist deter-
minism that says that liberal economics inev-
itably produces liberal politics, because I be-
lieve that both economics and politics
presuppose an autonomous prior state of con-
sciousness that makes them possible. But that
state of consciousness that permits the growth
of liberalism seems to stabilize in the way one
would expect at the end of history if it is
underwritten by the abundance of a modern
free market economy. We might summarize
the content of the universal homogenous state
as liberal democracy in the political sphere
combined with easy access to VCRs and stereos
in the economic.

7

AVE WE in fact reached the end

of history? Are there, in other

words, any fundamental “contradictions” in
human life that cannot be resolved in the con-
text of modern liberalism, that would be re-
solvable by an alternative political-economic
structure? If we accept the idealist premises

nological-military realm. Nonetheless, neither
country on the eve of its reforms was in such
a state of material crisis that one could have
predicted the surprising reform paths ulti-
mately taken.

*It is still not clear whether the Soviet peoples are
as ““Protestant” as Gorbachev and will follow
him down that path.

"“The internal politics of the Byzantine Empire at
the time of Justinian revolved around a conflict
between the so-called monophysites and mon-
othelites, who believed that the unity of the
Holy Trinity was alternatively one of nature
or of will. This conflict corresponded to some
extent to one between proponents of different
racing teams in the Hippodrome in Byzantium
and led to a not insignificant level of political
violence. Modern historians would tend to
seek the roots of such conflicts in antagonisms
between social classes or some other modern
economic category, being unwilling to believe
that men would kill each other over the nature
of the Trinity.

laid out above, we must seek an answer to this
question in the realm of ideology and con-
sciousness. Our task is not to answer exhaus-
tively the challenges to liberalism promoted
by every crackpot messiah around the world,
but only those that are embodied in important
social or political forces and movements, and
which are therefore part of world history. For
our purposes, it matters very little what
strange thoughts occur to people in Albania
or Burkina Faso, for we are interested in what
one could in some sense call the common ideo-
logical heritage of mankind.
In the past century, there have been two
major challenges to liberalism, those of fas-
cism and of communism. The former" saw
the political weakness, materialism, anomie,
and lack of community of the West as fun-
damental contradictions in liberal societies
that could only be resolved by a strong state
that forged a new “people” on the basis of
national exclusiveness. Fascism was destroyed
as a living ideology by World War II. This
was a defeat, of course, on a very material
level, but it amounted to a defeat of the idea
as well. What destroyed fascism as an idea was
not universal moral revulsion against it, since
plenty of people were willing to endorse the
idea as long as it seemed the wave of the fu-
ture, but its lack of success. After the war, it
seemed to most people that German fascism
as well as its other European and Asian vari-
ants were bound to self-destruct. There was
no material reason why new fascist move-
ments could not have sprung up again after
the war in other locales, but for the fact that
expansionist ultranationalism, with its prom-
ise of unending conflict leading to disastrous
military defeat, had completely lost its appeal.
The ruins of the Reich chancellory as well as
the atomic bombs dropped on Hiroshima and
Nagasaki killed this ideology on the level of
consciousness as well as materially, and all of
the proto-fascist movements spawned by the
German and Japanese examples like the Pe-
ronist movement in Argentina or Subhas
Chandra Bose’s Indian National Army with-
ered after the war.
The ideological challenge mounted by the
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other great alternative to liberalism, com-
munism, was far more serious. Marx, speaking
Hegel's language, asserted that liberal society
contained a fundamental contradiction that
could not be resolved within its context, that
between capital and labor, and this contra-
diction has constituted the chief accusation
against liberalism ever since. But surely, the
class issue has actually been successfully re-
solved in the West. As Kojéve (among others)
noted, the egalitarianism of modern America
represents the essential achievement of the
classless society envisioned by Marx. This is
not to say that there are not rich people and
poor people in the United States, or that the
gap between them has not grown in recent
years. But the root causes of economic ine-
quality do not have to do with the underlying
legal and social structure of our society, which
remains fundamentally egalitarian and mod-
erately redistributionist, so much as with the
cultural and social characteristics of the
groups that make it up, which are in turn the
historical legacy of premodern conditions.
Thus black poverty in the United States is not
the inherent product of liberalism, but is rath-
er the “legacy of slavery and racism” which
persisted long after the formal abolition of
slavery.

As a result of the receding of the class
issue, the appeal of communism in the devel-
oped Western world, it is safe to say, is lower

""I'am not using the term “fascism” here in its most
precise sense, fully aware of the frequent mis-
use of this term to denounce anyone to the
right of the user. “Fascism” here denotes any
organized ultra-nationalist movement with
universalistic pretensions—not universalistic
with regard to its nationalism, of course, since
the latter is exclusive by definition, but with
regard to the movement's belief in its right to
rule other people. Hence Imperial Japan
would qualify as fascist while former strong-
man Stoessner’s Paraguay or Pinochet’s Chile
would not. Obviously fascist ideologies cannot
be universalistic in the sense of Marxism or
liberalism, but the structure of the doctrine
can be transferred from country to country.




today than any time since the end of the First
World War. This can be measured in any
number of ways: in the declining membership
and electoral pull of the major European com.-
munist parties, and their overtly revisionist
programs; in the corresponding electoral suc-
cess of conservative parties from Britain and
Germany to the United States and Japan,
which are unabashedly pro-market and anti-
statist; and in an intellectual climate whose
most “advanced” members no longer believe
that bourgeois society is something that ul-
timately needs to be overcome. This is not to
say that the opinions of progressive intellec-
tuals in Western countries are not deeply
pathological in any number of ways. But those
who believe that the future must inevitably
be socialist tend to be very old, or very mar-
ginal to the real political discourse of their
societies.

NE MAY argue that the socialist al-
 ternative was never terribly plau-
sible for the North Atlantic world, and was
sustained for the last several decades primar-
ily by its success outside of this region. But
itis precisely in the non-European world that
one is most struck by the occurrence of major
ideological transformations. Surely the most
remarkable changes have occurred in Asia.
Due to the strength and adaptability of the
indigenous cultures there, Asia became a bat-
tleground for a variety of imported Western
ideologies early in this century. Liberalism in
Asia was a very weak reed in the period after
World War [; it is easy today to forget how
sloomy Asia’s political future looked as re-
‘ently as ten or fifteen years ago. It is easy to
orget as well how momentous the outcome
f Asian ideological struggles seemed for
vorld political development as a whole.
The first Asian alternative to liberalism
o be decisively defeated was the fascist one
epresented by Imperial Japan. Japanese fas-
ism (like its German version) was defeated
v the force of American arms in the Pacific
var, and liberal democracy was imposed on
apan by a victorious United States. Western
apitalism and political liberalism when trans-
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planted to Japan were adapted and trans-
formed by the Japanese in such a way as to
be scarcely recognizable.” Many Americans
are now aware that Japanese industrial or-
ganization is very different from that pre-
vailing in the United States or Europe, and
it is questionable what relationship the fac-
tional maneuvering that takes place with the
governing Liberal Democratic Party bears to
democracy. Nonetheless, the very fact that the
essential elements of economic and political
liberalism have been so successfully grafted
onto uniquely Japanese traditions and insti-
tutions guarantees their survival in the long
run. More important is the contribution that
Japan has made in turn to world history by
following in the footsteps of the United States
to create a truly universal consumer culture
that has become both a symbol and an un-
derpinning of the universal homogenous
state. V.S. Naipaul travelling in Khomeini's
Iran shortly after the revolution noted the
omnipresent signs advertising the products of
Sony, Hitachi, and JVC, whose appeal re-

mained virtually irresistible and gave the lie

to the regime’s pretensions of restoring a state

based on the rule of the Skariah Desire for

access to the consumer culture, created in

large measure by Japan, has played a crucial

role in fostering the spread of economic lib-
eralism throughout Asia, and hence in pro-

moting political liberalism as well.

The economic success of the other newly
industrializing countries (NICs) in Asia fol-
lowing on the example of Japan is by now a
familiar story. What is important from a He-
gelian standpoint is that political liberalism
has been following economic liberalism, more
slowly than many had hoped but with seem-
ing inevitability. Here again we see the vic-

"I use the example of Japan with some caution,
since Kojeve late in his life came to conclude
that Japan, with its culture based on purely
formal arts, proved that the universal homog-
€nous state was not victorious and that history
had perhaps not ended. See the long note at
the end of the second edition of /ntroduction a
la Lecture de Hegel, 462-3.

tory of the idea of the universal homogenous
state. South Korea had developed into a mod-
ern, urbanized society with an increasingly
large and well-educated middle class. that
could not possibly be isolated from the larger
democratic trends around them. Under these
circumstances it seemed intolerable to a large
part of this population that it should be ruled
by an anachronistic military regime while Ja-
pan, only a decade or so ahead in economic
terms, had parliamentary institutions for over
forty years. Even the former socialist regime
in Burma, which for so many decades existed
in dismal isolation from the larger trends
dominating Asia, was buffeted in the past year
by pressures to liberalize both its economy
and political system. It is said that unhappi-
ness with strongman Ne Win began when a
senior Burmese officer went to Singapore for
medical treatment and broke down crying
when he saw how far socialist Burma had
been left behind by its ASEAN neighbors.

UT THE power of the liberal idea

would seem much less impressive

if it had not infected the largest and oldest
culture in Asia, China. The simple existence
of communist China created an alternative
pole of ideological attraction, and as such con-
stituted a threat to liberalism. But the past
fifteen years have seen an almost total dis-
crediting of Marxism-Leninism as an econom-
ic system. Beginning with the famous third
plenum of the Tenth Central Committee in
1978, the Chinese Communist party set about
decollectivizing agriculture for the 800 mil-
lion Chinese who still lived in the country-
side. The role of the state in agriculture was
reduced to that of a tax collector, while pro-
duction of consumer goods was sharply in-
creased in order to give peasants a taste of the
universal homogenous state and thereby an
incentive to work. The reform doubled
Chinese grain output in only five years, and
in the process created for Deng Xiao-ping a
solid political base from which he was able to
extend the reform to other parts of the econ-
omy. Economic statistics do not begin to de-

scribe the dynamism, initiative, and openness
evident in China since the reform began.
China could not now be described in any
way as a liberal democracy. At present, no
more than 20 percent of its economy has been
marketized, and most importantly it contin-
ues to be ruled by a self-appointed Communist
party which has given no hint of wanting to
devolve power. Deng has made none of Gor-
bachev’s promises regarding democratization
of the political system and there is no Chinese
equivalent of glasnost. The Chinese leadership
has in fact been much more circumspect in
criticizing Mao and Maoism than Gorbachev
with respect to Brezhnev and Stalin, and the
regime continues to pay lip service to Marx-
ism-Leninism as its ideological underpinning.
But anyone familiar with the outlook and be-
havior of the new technocratic elite now gov-
erning China knows that Marxism and ideo-
logical principle have become virtually
irrelevant as guides to policy, and that bour-
geois consumerism has a real meaning in that
country for the first time since the revolution.
The various slowdowns in the pace of reform,
the campaigns against “spiritual pollution”
and crackdowns on political dissent are more
properly seen as tactical adjustments made in
the process of managing what is an extraor-
dinarily difficult political transition. By duck-
ing the question of political reform while put-
ting the economy on a new footing, Deng has
managed to avoid the breakdown of authority
that has accompanied Gorbachev’s perestroika.
Yet the pull of the liberal idea continues to
be very strong as economic power devolves
and the economy becomes more open to the
outside world. There are currently over
20,000 Chinese students studying in the U.S.
and other Western countries, almost all of
them the children of the Chinese elite. It is
hard to believe that when they return home
to run the country they will be content for
China to be the only country in Asia unaf-
fected by the larger democratizing trend. The
student demonstrations in Beijing that broke
out first in December 1986 and recurred re-
cently on the occasion of Hu Yao-bang’s death
were only the beginning of what will inev-
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itably be mounting pressure for change in the
political system as well.

What is important about China from the
standpoint of world history is not the present
state of the reform or even its future pros-
pects. The central issue is the fact that the
People’s Republic of China can no longer act
as a beacon for illiberal forces around the
world, whether they be guerrillas in some
Asian jungle or middle class students in Paris.
Maoism, rather than being the pattern for
Asia’s future, became an anachronism, and it
was the mainland Chinese who in fact were
decisively influenced by the prosperity and
dynamism of their overseas co-ethnics—the
ironic ultimate victory of Taiwan.

Important as these changes in China have
been, however, it is developments in the So-
viet Union—the original “homeland of the
world proletariat”—that have put the final
nail in the coffin of the Marxist-Leninist al-
ternative to liberal democracy. It should be
clear that in terms of formal institutions, not
much has changed in the four years since Gor-
bachev has come to power: free markets and
the cooperative movement represent only a
small part of the Soviet economy, which re-
mains centrally planned; the political system
is still dominated by the Communist party,
which has only begun to democratize inter-
nally and to share power with other groups;
the regime continues to assert that it is seeking
only to modernize socialism and that its ideo-
logical basis remains Marxism-Leninism; and,
finally, Gorbachev faces a potentially pow-
erful conservative opposition that could undo
many of the changes that have taken place to
date. Moreover, it is hard to be too sanguine
ibout the chances for success of Gorbachev's
proposed reforms, either in the sphere of eco-
nomics or politics. But my purpose here is not
‘0 analyze events in the short-term, or to make
sredictions for policy purposes, but to look at
nderlying trends in the sphere of ideology
ind consciousness. And in that respect, it is
‘lear that an astounding transformation has
xccurred.

Emigres from the Soviet Union have been
eporting for at least the last generation now
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that virtually nobody in that country truly
believed in Marxism-Leninism any longer,
and that this was nowhere more true than in
the Soviet elite, which continued to mouth
Marxist slogans out of sheer cynicism. The
corruption and decadence of the late Brezh-
nev-era Soviet state seemed to matter little,
however, for as long as the state itself refused
to throw into question any of the fundamental
principles underlying Soviet society, the sys-
tem was capable of functioning adequately out
of sheer inertia and could even muster some
dynamism in the realm of foreign and defense
policy. Marxism-Leninism was like a magical
incantation which, however absurd and de-
void of meaning, was the only common basis
on which the elite could agree to rule Soviet
society.

WHAT HAS happened in the four
years since Gorbachev's coming
to power is a revolutionary assault on the most
fundamental institutions and principles of
Stalinism, and their replacement by other
principles which do not amount to liberalism
per se but whose only connecting thread is
liberalism. This is most evident in the eco-
nomic sphere, where the reform economists
around Gorbachev have become steadily more
radical in their support for free markets, to
the point where some like Nikolai Shmelev
do not mind being compared in public to Mil-
ton Friedman. There is a virtual consensus
among the currently dominant school of So-
viet economists now that central planning and
the command system of allocation are the root
cause of economic inefficiency, and that if the
Soviet system is ever to heal itself, it must
permit free and decentralized decision-mak-
ing with respect to investment, labor, and
prices. After a couple of initial years of ideo-
logical confusion, these principles have finally
been incorporated into policy with the pro-
mulgation of new laws on enterprise auton-
omy, cooperatives, and finally in 1988 on lease
arrangements and family farming. There are,
of course, a number of fatal flaws in the cur-
rent implementation of the reform, most no-
tably the absence of a thoroughgoing price

reform. But the problem is no longer a con-
ceptual one: Gorbachev and his lieutenants
seem to understand the economic logic of mar-
ketization well enough, but like the leaders of
a Third World country facing the IMF, are
afraid of the social consequences of ending
consumer subsidies and other forms of de-
pendence on the state sector.

In the political sphere, the proposed
changes to the Soviet constitution, legal sys-
tem, and party rules amount to much less than
the establishment of a liberal state. Gorbachev
has spoken of democratization primarily in
the sphere of internal party affairs, and has
shown little intention of ending the Com-
munist party’s monopoly of power; indeed,
the political reform seeks to legitimize and
therefore strengthen the CPSU's rule.”” None-
theless, the general principles underlying
many of the reforms—that the “people”
should be truly responsible for their own af-
fairs, that higher political bodies should be
answerable to lower ones, and not vice versa,
that the rule of law should prevail over ar-
bitrary police actions, with separation of pow-
ers and an independent judiciary, that there
should be legal protection for property rights,
the need for open discussion of public issues
and the right of public dissent, the empow-
ering of the Soviets as a forum in which the
whole Soviet people can participate, and of a
political culture that is more tolerant and
pluralistic—come from a source fundamen-
tally alien to the USSR’s Marxist-Leninist tra-
dition, even if they are incompletely articu-
lated and poorly implemented in practice.

Gorbachev's repeated assertions that he
is doing no more than trying to restore the
original meaning of Leninism are themselves
a kind of Orwellian doublespeak. Gorbachev
and his allies have consistently maintained
that intraparty democracy was somehow the
essence of Leninism, and that the various lib-
eral practices of open debate, secret ballot
elections, and rule of law were all part of the
Leninist heritage, corrupted only later by Sta-
lin. While almost anyone would look good
compared to Stalin, drawing so sharp a line
between Lenin and his successor is question-

able. The essence of Lenin’s democratic cen-
tralism was centralism, not democracy; that
is, the absolutely rigid, monolithic, and dis-
ciplined dictatorship of a hierarchically or-
ganized vanguard Communist party, speaking
in the name of the demos. All of Lenin’s vicious
polemics against Karl Kautsky, Rosa Lux-
emburg, and various other Menshevik and So-
cial Democratic rivals, not to mention his con-
tempt for “bourgeois legality” and freedoms,
centered around his profound conviction that
a revolution could not be successfully made
by a democratically run organization.

Gorbachev’s claim that he is seeking to
return to the true Lenin is perfectly easy to
understand: having fostered a thorough de-
nunciation of Stalinism and Brezhnevism as
the root of the USSR’s present predicament,
he needs some point in Soviet history on
which to anchor the legitimacy of the CPsU's
continued rule. But Gorbachev’s tactical re-
quirements should not blind us to the fact that
the democratizing and decentralizing princi-
ples which he has enunciated in both the eco-
nomic and political spheres are highly sub-
versive of some of the most fundamental
precepts of both Marxism and Leninism. In-
deed, if the bulk of the present economic re-
form proposals were put into effect, it is hard
to know how the Soviet economy would be
more socialist than those of other Western
countries with large public sectors.

The Soviet Union could in no way be
described as a liberal or democratic country
now, nor do I think that it is terribly likely
that perestroika will succeed such that the label
will be thinkable any time in the near future.
But at the end of history it is not necessary
that all societies become successful liberal so-
cieties, merely that they end their ideological
pretensions of representing different and
higher forms of human society. And in this
respect I believe that something very impor-
tant has happened in the Soviet Union in the
past few years: the criticisms of the Soviet

"This is not true in Poland and Hungary, however,
whose Communist parties have taken moves
toward true power-sharing and pluralism.
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system sanctioned by Gorbachev have been
so thorough and devastating that there is very
little chance of going back to either Stalinism
or Brezhnevism in any simple way. Gorbach-
ev has finally permitted people to say what
they had privately understood for many years,
namely, that the magical incantations of
Marxism-Leninism were nonsense, that So-
viet socialism was not superior to the West in
any respect but was in fact a monumental
failure. The conservative opposition in the
USSR, consisting both of simple workers
afraid of unemployment and inflation and of
party officials fearful of losing their jobs and
privileges, is outspoken and may be strong
enough to force Gorbachev's ouster in the
next few years. But what both groups desire
is tradition, order, and authority; they mani-
fest no deep commitment to Marxism-Len-
inism, except insofar as they have invested
much of their own lives in it."* For authority
to be restored in the Soviet Union after Gor-
bachev’s demolition work, it must be on the
basis of some new and vigorous ideology
which has not yet appeared on the horizon.

IF WE ADMIT for the moment that
the fascist and communist chal-
lenges to liberalism are dead, are there any
other ideological competitors left> Or put an-
other way, are there contradictions in liberal
society beyond that of class that are not re-
solvable? Two possibilities suggest them-
selves, those of religion and nationalism.
The rise of religious fundamentalism in
recent years within the Christian, Jewish, and
Muslim traditions has been widely noted. One
is inclined to say that the revival of religion
in some way attests to a broad unhappiness
with the impersonality and spiritual vacuity
of liberal consumerist societies. Yet while the
emptiness at the core of liberalism is most
certainly a defect in the ideology—indeed, a
flaw that one does not need the perspective
of religion to recognize—it is not at all clear
that it is remediable through politics. Modern
liberalism itself was historically a conse-
quence of the weakness of religiously-based
societies which, failing to agree on the nature
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of the good life, could not provide even the
minimal preconditions of peace and stability.
In the contemporary world only Islam has
offered a theocratic state as a political alter-
native to both liberalism and communism.
But the doctrine has little appeal for non-Mus-
lims, and it is hard to believe that the move-
ment will take on any universal significance.
Other less organized religious impulses have
been successfully satisfied within the sphere
of personal life that is permitted in liberal
societies.

The other major “contradiction” poten-
tially unresolvable by liberalism is the one
posed by nationalism and other forms of racial
and ethnic consciousness. It is certainly true
that a very large degree of conflict since the
Battle of Jena has had its roots in nationalism.
Two cataclysmic world wars in this century
have been spawned by the nationalism of the
developed world in various guises, and if those
passions have been muted to a certain extent
in postwar Europe, they are still extremely
powerful in the Third World. Nationalism
has been a threat to liberalism historically in
Germany, and continues to be one in isolated
parts of “post-historical” Europe like North-
ern Ireland.

But it is not clear that nationalism rep-
resents an irreconcilable contradiction in the
heart of liberalism. In the first place, nation-
alism is not one single phenomenon but sev-
eral, ranging from mild cultural nostalgia to
the highly organized and elaborately articu-
lated doctrine of National Socialism. Only
systematic nationalisms of the latter sort can
qualify as a formal ideology on the level of
liberalism or communism. The vast majority

“This is particularly true of the leading Soviet con-
servative, former Second Secretary Yegor Li-
gachev, who has publicly recognized many of
the deep defects of the Brezhnev period.

"I am thinking particularly of Rousseau and the
Western philosophical tradition that flows
from him that was highly critical of Lockean
or Hobbesian liberalism, though one could
criticize liberalism from the standpoint of clas-
sical political philosophy as well.

of the world’s nationalist movements do not
have a political program beyond the negative
desire of independence from some other group
or people, and do not offer anything like a
comprehensive agenda for socio-economic or-
ganization. As such, they are compatible with
doctrines and ideologies that do offer such
agendas. While they may constitute a source
of conflict for liberal societies, this conflict
does not arise from liberalism itself so much
as from the fact that the liberalism in question
is incomplete. Certainly a great deal of the
world’s ethnic and nationalist tension can be
explained in terms of peoples who are forced
to live in unrepresentative political systems
that they have not chosen.

While it is impossible to rule out the sud-
den appearance of new ideologies or previ-
ously unrecognized contradictions in liberal
societies, then, the present world seems to
confirm that the fundamental principles of
socio-political organization have not advanced
terribly far since 1806. Many of the wars and
revolutions fought since that time have been
undertaken in the name of ideologies which
claimed to be more advanced than liberalism,
but whose pretensions were ultimately un-
masked by history. In the meantime, they
have helped to spread the universal homoge-
nous state to the point where it could have a
significant effect on the overall character of
international relations.

14

HAT ARE the implications of the

end of history for international

relations? Clearly, the vast bulk of the Third
World remains very much mired in history,
and will be a terrain of conflict for many years
to come. But let us focus for the time being
on the larger and more developed states of the
world who after all account for the greater
part of world politics. Russia and China are
not likely to join the developed nations of the
West as liberal societies any time in the fore-
seeable future, but suppose for a moment that
Marxism-Leninism ceases to be a factor driv-
ing the foreign policies of these states—a pros-
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pect which, if not yet here, the last few years
have made a real possibility. How will the
overall characteristics of a de-ideologized
world differ from those of the one with which
we are familiar at such a hypothetical junc-
ture?

The most common answer is—not very
much. For there is a very widespread belief
among many observers of international rela-
tions that underneath the skin of ideology is
a hard core of great power national interest
that guarantees a fairly high level of compe-
tition and conflict between nations. Indeed,
according to one academically popular school
of international relations theory, conflict in-
heres in the international system as such, and
to understand the prospects for conflict one
must look at the shape of the system—for ex-
ample, whether it is bipolar or multipolar—
rather than at the specific character of the
nations and regimes that constitute it. This
school in effect applies a Hobbesian view of
politics to international relations, and assumes
that aggression and insecurity are universal
characteristics of human societies rather than
the product of specific historical circum-
stances.

Believers in this line of thought take the
relations that existed between the participants
in the classical nineteenth century European
balance of power as a model for what a de-
ideologized contemporary world would look
like. Charles Krauthammer, for example, re-
cently explained that if as a result of Gor-
bachev’s reforms the USSR is shorn of Marx-
ist-Leninist ideology, its behavior will revert
to that of nineteenth century imperial Rus-
sia."* While he finds this more reassuring than
the threat posed by a communist Russia, he

implies that there will still be a substantial
degree of competition and conflict in the in-
ternational system, just as there was say be-
tween Russia and Britain or Wilhelmine Ger-
many in the last century. This is, of course,
a convenient point of view for people who
want to admit that something major is chang-

"“*See his article, “Beyond the Cold War,” New Re-
public, December 19, 1988.
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ing in the Soviet Union, but do not want to
accept responsibility for recommending the
radical policy redirection implicit in such a
view. But is it true?

In fact, the notion that ideology is a su-
perstructure imposed on a substratum of per-
manent great power interest is a highly ques-
tionable proposition. For the way in which
any state defines its national interest is not
universal but rests on some kind of prior ideo-
logical basis, just as we saw that economic
behavior is determined by a prior state of con-
sciousness. In this century, states have adopt-
ed highly articulated doctrines with explicit
ereign policy agendas legitimizing expan-
sionism, like Marxism-Leninism or National
Socialism.

THE EXPANSIONIST and compet-
itive behavior of nineteenth-cen-

tury European states rested on no less ideal a
bag’s_; it just so happened that the ideology
driving it was less explicit than the doctrines
of the twentieth century. For one thing, most
“liberal” European societies were illiberal in-
sofar as they believed in the legitimacy of im-
perialism, that is, the right of one nation to
rule over other nations without regard for the
wishes of the ruled. The justifications for im-
perialism varied from nation to nation, from
a crude belief in the legitimacy of force, par-
ticularly when applied to non-Europeans, to
thc White Man’s Burden and Europe’s Chris-
tianizing mission, to the desire to give people
of color access to the culture of Rabelais and
Moliere. But whatever the particular ideolog-
fcal basis, every “developed” country believed
in the acceptability of higher civilizations rul-
ing lower ones—including, incidentally, the
United States with regard to the Philipbines.
This led to a drive for pure territorial ag-
grandizement in the latter half of the century
and played no small role in causing the Great
War.

i The radical and deformed outgrowth of
nmgtccnth-century imperialism was German
fa'scx_sm, an ideology which justified German-
y's right not only to rule over non-European
peoples, but over a// non-German ones, But
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in retrospect it seems that Hitler represented
a diseased bypath in the general course of
European development, and since his fiery de-
feat, the legitimacy of any kind of territorial
aggrandizement has been thoroughly discred-
ited."” Since the Second World War, European
nationalism has been defanged and shorn of
any real relevance to foreign policy, with the
consequence that the nineteenth-century
model of great power behavior has become a
serious anachronism. The most extreme form
of nationalism that any Western European
state has mustered since 1945 has been Gaul-
lism, whose self-assertion has been confined
largely to the realm of nuisance politics and
culture. International life for the part of the
world that has reached the end of history is
far more preoccupied with economics than
with politics or strategy.

The developed states of the West do main-
tain defense establishments and in the post-
war period have competed vigorously for in-
fluence to meet a worldwide communist
threat. This behavior has been driven, how-
ever, by an external threat from states that
possess overtly expansionist ideologies, and
would not exist in their absence. To take the
“neo-realist” theory seriously, one would have
to believe that “natural” competitive behavior
would reassert itself among the OECD states
were Russia and China to disappear from the
face of the earth. That is, West Germany and
France would arm themselves against'each
other as they did in the 1930s, Australia and
New Zealand would send military advisers to
block each others’ advances in Af}ica, and the
U.S.-Canadian border would become fortified.
Such a prospect is, of course, ludicrous: minus
Marxist-Leninist ideology, we are far more
likely to see the “Common Marketization” of
world politics than the disintegration of the
EEC into nineteenth-century competitiveness.

"It took European colonial powers like France sev-
eral years after the war to admit the illegiti-
macy of their empires, but decolonialization
was an inevitable consequence of the Allied
victory which had been based on the promise
of a restoration of democratic freedoms.

Indeed, as our experience in dealing with Eu-
rope on matters such as terrorism or Libya
prove, they are much further gone than we
down the road that denies the legitimacy of
the use of force in international politics, even
in self-defense.

The automatic assumption that Russia

shorn of its expansionist communist ideology
should pick up where the czars left off just
prior to the Bolshevik Revolution is therefore
a curious one. It assumes that the evolution
of human consciousness has stood still in the
meantime, and that the Soviets, while picking
up currently fashionable ideas in the realm of
economics, will return to foreign policy views
a century out of date in the rest of Europe.
This is certainly not what happened to China
after it began its reform process. Chinese com-
petitiveness and expansionism on the world
scene have virtually disappeared: Beijing no
longer sponsors Maoist insurgencies or tries
to cultivate influence in distant African coun-
tries as it did in the 1960s. This is not to say
that there are not troublesome aspects to con-
temporary Chinese foreign policy, such as the
reckless sale of ballistic missile technology in
the Middle East; and the PRC continues to
manifest traditional great power behavior in
its sponsorship of the Khmer Rouge against
Vietnam. But the former is explained by com-
mercial motives and the latter is a vestige of
earlier ideologically-based rivalries. The new
China far more resembles Gaullist France
than pre-World War I Germany.

The real question for the future, however,
is the degree to which Soviet elites have as-
similated the consciousness of the universal
homogenous state that is post-Hitler Europe.
From their writings and from my own per-
sonal contacts with them, there is no question
in my mind that the liberal Soviet intelli-
gentsia rallying around Gorbachev has ar-
rived at the end-of-history view in a remark-
ably short time, due in no small measure to
the contacts they have had since the Brezhnev
era with the larger European civilization
around them. “New political thinking,” the
general rubric for their views, describes a
world dominated by economic concerns, in

The End of History?

which there are no ideological grounds for
major conflict between nations, and in which,
consequently, the use of military force be-
comes less legitimate. As Foreign Minister
Shevardnadze put it in mid-1988:

The struggle between two opposing systems is
no longer a determining tendency of the present-
day era. At the modern stage, the ability to build
up material wealth at an accelerated rate on the
basis of front-ranking science and high-level tech-
niques and technology, and to distribute it fairly,
and through joint efforts to restore and protect
the resources necessary for mankind'’s survival
acquires decisive importance."

The post-historical consciousness repre-
sented by “new thinking” is only one possible
future for the Soviet Union, however. There
has always been a very strong current of great
Russian chauvinism in the Soviet Union,
which has found freer expression since the
advent of glasnost. It may be possible to return
to traditional Marxism-Leninism for a while
as a simple rallying point for those who want
to restore the authority that Gorbachev has
dissipated. But as in Poland, Marxism-Len-
inism is dead as a mobilizing ideology: under
its banner people cannot be made to work
harder, and its adherents have lost confidence
in themselves. Unlike the propagators of tra-
ditional Marxism-Leninism, however, ultra-
nationalists in the USSR believe in their Sla-
vophile cause passionately, and one gets the
sense that the fascist alternative is not one that

has played itself out entirely there.

The Soviet Union, then, is at a fork in
the road: it can start down the path that was
staked out by Western Europe forty-five years
ago, a path that most of Asia has followed, or
it can realize its own uniqueness and remain
stuck in history. The choice it makes will be
highly important for us, given the Soviet

$Vestnik Ministerstva Inostrannikh Del SSSR no. 15
(August 1988), 27-46. “New thinking” does of
course serve a propagandistic purpose in per-
suading Western audiences of Soviet good in-
tentions. But the fact that it is good propa-
ganda does not mean that its formulators do
not take many of its ideas seriously.




Union'’s size an.d military strength, for that
power will continue to preoccupy us and slow
our realization that we have already emerged
on the other side of history.

vV

HE PASSING of Marxism-Lenin-
ism first from China and then
from the Soviet Union will mean its death as
a living ideology of world historical signifi-
cance. For while there may be some isolated
true believers left in places like Managua,
Pyongyang, or Cambridge, Massachusetts, the
fact that there is not a single large state in
which it is a going concern undermines com-
pletely its pretensions to being in the van-
guard of human history. And the death of this
ideology means the growing “Common Mar-
ketization” of international relations, and the
diminution of the likelihood of large-scale
conflict between states.

This does not by any means imply the
end of international conflict per se. For the
world at that point would be divided between
a part that was historical and a part that was
pgst-hisroricaIA Conflict between states still in
history, and between those states and those at
the end of history, would still be possible.
There would still be a high and perhaps rising
level of ethnic and nationalist violence, since
those are impulses incompletely played out,
even in parts of the post-historical world. Pal-
estinians and Kurds, Sikhs and Tamils, Irish

Flatholics and Walloons, Armenians and Azer-
is, will continue to have their unresolved
grievances. This implies that terrorism and
wars of national liberation will continue to
be an important item on the international
agenda. But large-scale conflict must involve
large states still caught in the grip of history,
and they are what appear to be passing from
the scene.
The end of history will be a very sad time.
The. struggle for recognition, the willingness
to risk one’s life for a purely abstract goal, the
worldwide ideological struggle that ca‘lled
fo.rth daring, courage, imagination, and ide-
a.llsm, will be replaced by economic calcula-
tion, the endless solving of technical prob-
lerps, environmental concerns, and the
satisfaction of sophisticated consumer de-
mand§. In the post-historical period there will
be neither art nor philosophy, just the per-
petual caretaking of the museum of human
history. I can feel in myself, and see in others
around me, a powerful nostalgia for the time
when history existed. Such nostalgia, in fact
will continue to fuel competition and conﬂic;
even in the post-historical world for some
time to come. Even though I recognize its
.mevnability, [ have the most ambivalent feel-
ings for the civilization that has been created
in Europe since 1945, with its north Atlantic
and Asian offshoots. Perhaps this very pros-
pect of centuries of boredom at the end of
hISI'OI"V will serve to get history started once
again.

" .
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Responses to Fukuyama

The editors invited six comments, representing diverse disciplines and viewpoints, on “The End of History?”
Robert Tucker’s Quarterly at the end of the issue also bears on the subject.

Allan Bloom

FUKUYAMA’S BOLD and brilliant

article, which he surely does not

present as the last word, is the first word in -

a discussion imperative for us, we faithful de-
fenders of the Western Alliance. Now that it
appears that we have won, what are we and
what are we to do? This glorious victory, if
victory it really is, is the noblest achievement
of democracy, a miracle of steadfastness on
the part of an alliance of popular govern-
ments, with divided authorities and changing
leaderships, over a fifty year period. What is
more, this victory is the victory of justice, of
freedom over tyranny, the rallying of all good
and reasonable men and women. Never has
theory so dominated practice in the history
of human affairs, relieving the monotony of
the meaningless rise and fall of great powers.
As Fukuyama underlines, it is the ideas of free-
dom and equality that have animated the West
and have won by convincing almost all na-
tions that they are true, by destroying the
intellectual and political foundations of alter-
native understandings of justice. The chal-
lenges to the West from fascism and com-
munism were also ideas, formulated to oppose
the success of the historical embodiments of
Enlightenment principles which swept the
world after the American and French Revo-
lutions. Both fascism and communism con-
stituted themselves as the enemies of the bour-
geois, the unflattering description of the citizen
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of modern liberal democracy. Fukuyama’s re-
jection of the various reductionist accounts,
such as those of economic determinism or
power politics, of the struggle against these
twin threats is certainly fully justified. It is
not that accounts of the kind are ignoble and
take away the gloriousness and freedom from
human deeds. It is simply that they cannot
accurately describe or explain the phenomena
and must distort them to fit their rigid molds.
This fifty years of opposition to fascism
and communism provided us with clear moral
and political goals, but they were negative.
We took our orientation from the evil we
faced, and it brought out the best in us. The
threat from outside disciplined us inside while
protecting us from too much depressing re-
flection on ourselves. The global nature of the
conflicts we were engaged in imposed an un-
precedented uniformity on the world. It has
been liberalism—or else. The practical disas-
ter of the anti-liberal Right and Left has in
general been taken to be a refutation of the
theories which supported or justified them.
Now, however, all bets are off. The glance
back towards ourselves, as Fukuyama indi-
cates, is likely to be not entirely satisfying. It
appears that the world has been made safe for
reason as understood by the market, and we
are moving toward a global common market
the only goal of which is to minister to men’s
bodily needs and whims. The world has been
demystified, and at the end of history all the
struggles and all the higher dedications and
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myths turn out to have served only to satisfy
the demands of man’s original animality.
Moreover, with the loss of our negative pole
of orientation, one can expect a profuse flow-
ering of positive demands, liberated from
Cold War sobriety and reflecting the non-ra-
tionalized residue of human longing. There
will be movements agitating for the comple-
tion of the project of equality in all possible,
and impossible, ways. Religion and national-
ism will also be heard from in the name of
higher callings.

Kojeve’s decision to spend the hours
when he was not philosophizing as a bureau-
crat preparing the ground for the Common
Market was his response to the atmosphere of
existential despair so fashionable in France
after the war. He said he wanted to re-estab-
lish the Roman Empire, but this time its goal
would be a multi-national soccer team. A se-
rious man, he implied, would adapt himself
to the vulgarities which would necessarily ac-
company the dull business of providing for
all equally and the suppression of the anom-
alies of nation, class, sex, and religion. The
existence of the Soviet Union which, accord-
ing to Kojeve, professed that its intention was
to establish the universal homogenous state,
was forcing the West to actualize the like
promise contained in its principles. All snob-
bisms—which is how he described the various
reactions against equality—were being extin-
guished. This is a universal movement. The
science, natural and political, of the West has
won in the non-Western world, and it is large-
ly Western nostalgia that wants those old,
rooted cultures to be preserved when those
who belong to them no longer really want
them and their grounds have disappeared in
the light of reason.

And it must be underlined that for Kojeve
and Kojeve's Hegel we are at the end of his-
tory because reason has won, the real has be-
come rational. Socrates’ dialectic has come to
an historic end (in both senses of end, final
and perfect), because the last contradictions
have been resolved. Everything that stood in
the way of the reciprocal recognition of men's
dignity as men always and everywhere has

been refuted and buried by history, i.e. the
supra rational claims of religion, nation, fam-
ily, class, and race. For the first time there are
no essential contradictions between our rea-
son and our duties or loyalties. Thus the
world is now a feast for reason, replacing pie-
ty. What was a project of Enlightenment has,
through history, become a part of being. The
historicist who is also a rationalist must hold
that there is an end of history, for otherwise
there could be no knowledge and every prin-
ciple, every frame of reference, would be im-
permanent and changing, even historicism it-
self. The end of history is both a philosophic

necessity and a political fulfillment, each sup-
porting and enhancing the other. The goal of
philosophy, wisdom, is attained, and that of
politics, freedom and equality, is simulta-
neously reached.

There are elements of Kojéve's thought
about the end of history to which Fukuyama
does not give sufficient weight. The goodness
of the end of history, and for Kojeve it is good,
consists in the possibility of unconstrained
philosophizing and in the moral recognition
of all human beings as ends in themselves.
Fukuyama’s presentation emphasizes the gray
uniformity of life in “the post-historical”
world. He says, “The end of history will be
a very sad time,” and almost predicts that he
will rebel against it in order to get history
started all over again. He finds the satisfac-
tions presented by Kojeve paltry, so paltry he
does not mention them. However, rebellion
against history is not criminal, Kojéve would
say, but foolish. To do so would be to rebel
against reason, which no sensible man can do.

Of course, Fukuyama doubts that these
satisfactions are as real as Kojeve says they
are. If wisdom, the owl of Minerva, flies at
dusk, as Hegel says it does, is it not evident
that the end of history is a night> Does the
attainment of wisdom not mean the end of
philosophizing? And js the peace and reci-
procity of the market really moral or is it herd-
like calm? Does nor, finally, Kojeve's thinking
through of Hegel and Marx, the profoundest
thinking through of that position, amount to
a refutation of the claim that the end is a peak
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and of the possibility that reality can ever be
rational?

Kojéve himself is the source of Fukuya-

ma’s doubts about the goodness of the end of
history. In his later writings there is much to
suggest that he began to belicye t.hat we are
witnessing the ultimate trivialnzat{on of man
and his reentry into the merely animal order.
These writings were very witty, but one won-
ders whether he quite had the right to therr?.
The note on Japan inserted in the second Ctdl-
tion of Introduction to Reading Hegel to which
Fukuyama refers is a case in poinf. I di‘sagree
with his interpretation of it. Kojéve did not
mean that in Japan history had not ended, b.ut
rather that there they had invented, centuries
ago during a long peaceful period, an inter-
esting way of spending the .end of history: a
pure snobbism of forms, like the tea cere-
mony, flower arrangement, and thc? No play,
which provide graceful empty activity. The
alternative to the Japanese formalist is the
American consumer—stereos, power too.ls,
etc. This he suggested would be the pqst-hls-
torical contest for the taste of the universal
homogenous state: the Japanization of Arr!er-
ica vs. the Americanization of Japan. Nothing
is at stake.

It would seem that Kojéve had moved, or
had always been, closer to Nietzsche's intel:
pretation of modern man as th.e “last w0
than to Hegel's description of him. The “last
man” is such a degraded being that he_nec-
essarily evokes nausea and revolt. A.nd if, as
Nietzsche believed, the “last man” is the ul-
timate product of reason, then reason is bad
and we must look more closely to unreason
for hope of salvation. God is dead, a.nd we
need new gods. The consequences of this anal-
ysis are earth-shaking, and this is the .thought
of the most modern modernity. Certainly Fu-
kuyama points in this direction.‘ .

These issues were addressed in a stunning
debate between Kojeve and Leo Strauss con-
tained in Strauss’s On Tyranny. This may well
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be the profoundest public confrontation be-
tween two philosophers in this century, anfi
the most important task of these remarks is
to point the readers to it, as Fukuy‘ama has
pointed us to Kojeve. The'y were friends, at
the peak of their powers, dlffenflg completely
about the answers while agreeing abf)ut .the
questions, and able to discuss the we?ghnest
matters with levity. In it Strauss depicts the
irrational culmination of Kojéve's reason and
asks whether the fate of reason is simply iden-
tical to that of Hegel. Must reading for today.
Their clarity about the problems enabled
them to see thirty-five years ago what we feel
now. )
To conclude, liberalism has won, but it
may be decisively unsatisfactqry. Comfnu-
nism was a mad extension of liberal ration-
alism, and everyone has seen that it nex{her
works nor is desirable. And, although fascism
was defeated on the battlefield, its dark pos-
sibilities were not seen through to the end. If
an alternative is sought there is nowhere else
to seek it. I would suggest that fascism has a
future, if not the future. Much that Fukuyama
says points in that direction. The f.acts do too.
The African and Near Eastern nations, which
for some reason do not succeed easily at mod-
ernity, have temptations to find meamng.and
self-assertion in varieties of obscurantism.
The European nations, whicl} can find no ra-
tional ground for the exclusnoq of countless
potential immigrants from their homelands,
look back to their national myths. And the
American Left has enthusiastically embraced
the fascist arguments against moder'mty .and
Eurocentrism—understood as ranon?hsm.
However this may be, Fukuyama~has intro-
duced practical men to the necessity of Phl-
losophy, now that ideology is dead or dying,
for those who want to interpret our very new
situation.

Allan Bloom is a professor on the COﬁmittee on
Social Thought at the University of Chicago.
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Pierre Hassner

MUCH OF the seductive charm of

; Fukuyama’s article lies in its au-
dac'lty—in the almost reckless vigor with
which he cuts through the maze of political
and philosophical complexities to affirm an
outrageously provocative thesis. In this (more
perhaps than in the substance of his analysis)
he appears a worthy heir of Alexandre Kojéve
of his intellectual daring and of his irrepres-,
sible urge to épater le bourgeois. One is almost
ashamed, then, to approach his text with one’s
panoply of “ifs” and “buts,” of “on the one
hand” and “on the other.”

So let me preface my comments with a
statement: I have come to praise him, not to
b‘ury him. I think his article is not only bril-
liant and stimulating, but also more right than
wrong. | agree with Fukuyama that the cur-
rent wave of decline in inter-state conflicts
fmd in revolutionary ideologies, particularly
in Fhe devcloped world, is more than an il-
!usnon or a temporary fluke. I also agree that
it calls for more than a purely political, mijl-
1tary, or economic analysis, that it raises fun-
damental questions about the meaning of war
and peace, of revolution and legitimacy. Fi-
nally,. I think that there is no better way to
examine these questions than to take a broader
perspective and confront the experience of
our time both with the expectations of earlier
periods, in particular of the nineteenth cen-
tury, and with the traditions of political phi-
losophy. b
A Raymond Aron, in War and Industrial So-
ciety, examined the prophesies of Comte
Spencer, and Marx. It is certainly a good idez;
to go beyond, and to look at the great German
pthQSophers of the nineteenth century—in
partxcul?r at Kant, Hegel, and Nietzsche—if
one wants to relate a judgment about the ex-
perience of twentieth-century wars and rev-

glutlons, and their possible obsolescence. to a
judgment on the meaning of history. '

What seems surprising are the choices Fuy-
kuxa.ma makes within the twentieth-century
political evidence and among the nineteenth-
century philosophical perspectives.

. T.he experiences of Auschwitz and to-
tahfarlanism, and the vision of mankind
achieving its own self-destruction through
technology, have led many to question the
v:.alidity of nineteenth-century philosophies of
history. Some, like Dieter Henrich, have even
come to question the validity of Kantian eth-
ics, in the absence of cosmological or (as a
s.ubsmute) historical confirmation, Others
like Michael Doyle, have used the same kind'
of evidence as Fukuyama to argue that eigh-
teenth-century optimism (culminating with
Kant) about the possibility of peace through
the growth of republican governments and
the su.bstitution of trade for war was justified:
Even in the twentieth century, prosperous lib—l
eral states, while prone to mismanage their
relations with non-liberal states, never made
war on each other. Charactcristically Ray-
mond Aron was sensitive to both li;les of

thought and historical perspectives—to the
hopes. raised by technological progress which
promised to solve the economic problem and
make war irrelevant as a means to wealth; and
to the threat of total war and total cru'elt
made possible by the permanence of huma);
nature. He hesitated to choose between the
ultimate validity of Thucydides and Kant. But
he hadl no hesitations about the decline of ide-
ology in the West or about the impossibilit
of extrapolating this trend indefinitely an()i,
achieving a final political solution of the hu-
man problem.

Fukuyama’s own approach is somewhat
u.nusual. On the one hand, he reduces twen-
tieth-century experience to the victory of lib-
eral democracy and consumer society. On the
other, he uses Hegel as a philosophical basis
for a description which most of the time seems
to have more to do with eighteenth-centur
Enl.lgh'tenment. with Locke or Kant bu)t,
which in its concluding twist seems to co'n'ure
the ghost of Nietzsche’s “Iast man.” ’

Two factors seem to have contributed so
far to the “long peace” rightly emphasized b
Fukuyama. One, which he hardly mention)s'
at all, is nuclear deterrence. But the nuclear
.factor entails two dangers to the very peace
it has helped to create. The first is the pos-

22 !
The National Interest—Summer 1989
-_—

sibility of an irrational war which would be
the most destructive in history, or could even
end it in a more radical sense than he envis-
ages. The second is the growing allergy to
nuclear weapons, entailing the possibility of
the decline of deterrence by the denucleari-
zation of crucial regions like Central Europe.
This in turn creates the risk of making the
world (or at least Europe) safe for conven-
tional war and, ultimately, for nuclear war
through uncontrolled escalation.

The second factor, emphasized by Fu-
kuyama, is the one predicted by the apologists
of possessive individualism, of enlightened
self-interest, of republican government, of
democratic equality, of the mellowing power
of trade, of industrial society, of work replac-
ing war and the conquest of nature replacing
that of man, etc. It is profoundly ambiguous,
as one can stress the bourgeois mentality, de-
mocracy, prosperity, or bureaucratic ration-
ality as its basic dimension.

But in any case, it appears much more
fragile than Fukuyama indicates. It is threat-
ened from outside, for, as Arrigo Levi main-
tains, while all the ideological challenges to
the West have failed, neither the communist
world nor the Third World is likely to succeed
in emulating its democratic freedom or its
capitalistic prosperity even though they rec-
ognize their desirability (Corriere della Sera, Oc-
tober 15, 1988). Failing to achieve them at
home, their citizens increasingly try to find
them in the West, which is as incapable of
integrating the hundreds of millions of po-
tential immigrants as it is of creating the con-
ditions, in their home countries, which would
make them want to stay there.

Fukuyama recognizes the persistence of
war and poverty outside the West but tends
to dismiss them as irrelevant since they do not
concern the great developed nations which are
stepping out of history. But can the latter
remain unaffected? Or, rather, do we not have
growing evidence of the increasing intoler-
ance caused by the shock of cultures and the
overcrowding of the planet? And are these
conflicts not linked to internal stresses: at the
economic level, in times of crisis; at the po-
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litical one, if overpopulation and the competi-
tion for space make a strong, possibly an au-
thoritarian state more likely; and, above all,
within the soul of individuals, where the
thirst for absolutes and for community, for vi-
olence and for hierarchy, may reassert itself ?
Are not the homeless refugee and the
homeless drug addict the inseparable com-
panions of the materialistic consumer? Is it
really impossible that the search for action in
a prosaic society, or the search for scapegoats
in a bewildered one confronted with sudden
social or natural catastrophe, should produce
not the rebirth of systematic ideological doc-
trines but a primitive form of fascism based
on resentment, fear, hatred, and hysteria?
Perhaps passions have given way to in-
terests for good. Perhaps moods without ideas
are powerless. Perhaps modern society, by
providing material goods, can dispense with
public participation. But these were the ar-
guments of the Enlightenment and of liberal
critics of the French Revolution and Napo-
leon, like Benjamin Constant. They would
force us to see the totalitarian movements and
the wars of the twentieth century in the way
Constant or Auguste Comte saw Napoleon,
as huge parentheses or aberrations contrary
to the spirit of modern times. It seems sur-
prising to base this view on Hegel who saw
in Napoleon and his citizen-soldiers the syn-
thesis of state and society, of the ancient vir-
tues and of modern rationality, and who de-
rided the Kantian dream of perpetual peace.
Of course, if one adopts the interpretation
of Kojéve (himself an admirer of Stalin and a
believer in the power of the rational state),
war and revolution do seem ultimately to
wither away, and man seems to lose the ne-
gativity which was the driving force of his-
tory. But this has little to do with the very
general and rather one-dimensional case for
the influence of ideas developed by Fukuya-
ma. While in an ultimate sense history is the
development of The Idea, it is through work
and war that it progresses, and consciousness
is essentially retrospective.
On the other hand if, indeed, history has
ended, this does not mean, for Kojeve, that
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art and philosophy are impossible. It means
that new contents are impossible, but that
everybody becomes a sage or an artist. (The
note on Japan does not mean that Japan re-
enters history but that it shows the way to
the only creation possible at the end of his-
tory: form without content.) What s impos-
sible, except through individual assassination
and palace revolution, is meaningful violence
- and political action.

Fukuya-ma‘s last paragraph, by contrast,
seems to raise with great literary maestria but
less philosophical consistency the perspective
of l.1istory being born again out of boredom.
This looks more like Nietzsche than Hegel
more like a phase in a cycle than the end o%
hls.tory. One is reminded of Weber’s phrase:
“historical materialism is not like a carriage
which one can board or abandon at will.”
WiFh his spectacular pirouette, Fukuyama is
giving away the game: he does not really be-
lieve either in history or in its end.

. But the question he raises loses nothing
of its relevance and of its importance. He is
Fertainly right about the dominant trend of
international politics: the decline of tradition-
a.l communities, the progress of a moral sen-
sitivity based on permissiveness and compas-
sion, the prevalence of individualism (both
spmtual and economic) over collective (par-
ticularly military) efforts and sacrifices, and
of economic calculations over grand politics—
and all likely to continue for years to come.

What is in doubt is whether they repre-
sent a fundamental change in world history
or the end of a cycle, 4 la Spengler (a reference
! use as loosely as Fukuyama does Hegel) with
its familiar components of the role of money,
the growth of big cities and of the lawlessness
associated with them, the proliferation of su-
perstitions and the frantic search for escapist

dlstractions——traditionally connected with
the decline of great civilizations.

In the latter case, it would be followed,
one day, by new Caesars and new prophets,
b:v a new age of heroism, austerity and reli-
gion, and possibly of conquest and fanaticism.

For the long run, a belief in the com-
plexity of human nature and in the notion
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that fundamental dimensions of the human
soul can be repressed for whole periods but
not eradicated forever, makes me lean towards
this second interpretation. But I welcome it
even less than Fukuyama does his version of
the end of history. This is not the time to
d{aw the Tocquevillian balance between a de-
cline in individual nobility and a decline in
syﬂ’ering and injustice. But it is always the
time to remember what our century has
taught us about the possibilities of modern
technology in the service of man’s perennial
potential for fanaticism and cruelty. There
May or may not be an end to history. But
there should never be an end to vigilance.

Pxerfe Hassner is research director at the Fondation
Nationale des Sciences Politiques in Paris.

Gertrude Himmelfarb

IT IS NOT often that one has the op-
portunity to argue about Hegel i
The National Interest (or anﬁwhere else, fogrctlh::
matter). One must take advantage of it.
One is even tempted to revive the old
.alrgument about the “early” Hegel and the
I:?‘te” Hegel. It was the early Hegel (not quite
a “young” Hegel—he was thirty-six at the
mng) who experienced that epiphany upon
seeing Napoleon, the “world-soul,” riding
thr.ough the town on horseback, on the eve
a5 1t soon appeared, of the Battle of Jena. An(j
1t was a heady thought to know that the battle
itself, fought in Hegel’s own university town
was a “world-historical” event ushering in tht;
final stage of history; Hegel may well have
felt that the burning of his house by the
Frer'xch and the loss of his job when the uni-
versity was closed were a small price to pay
for the realization of Reason and Freedom
But the later Hegel had sobering thougi;ts
about the French Revolution. It was too ab-
stragt and individualistic, he decided, to “ac-
tualize” the principles of the Enlightenment;
hence the Terror which sought to impost;
those principles arbitrarily, in defiance of his-
tory and without benefit of the state. And
hence the downfall of Napoleon.

_—

And hence all of subsequent history. In
one reading of Hegel, all of post-revolutionary
(indeed post-Reformation) history was a mat-
ter of detail, the working out of principles
which had already been realized in conscious-
ness, the objectifying of Freedom in the State
and Reason in History. In another reading of
Hegel, however, all of history is a constant—
and constantly unfulfilled—attempt to realize
and actualize those principles. The dialectic
does not consist, as Mr. Fukuyama says, in “a
beginning, a middle, and an end,” but in “a
thesis, an antithesis, and a synthesis,” in
which the synthesis of the preceding stage is
the thesis of the present, thus setting in mo-
tion an endless dialectical cycle—and thus
preserving the drama of history.

Hegel was an Idealist, not a utopian. It
was Marx, having defined history as the his-
tory of class struggle and socialism as the ab-
olition of classes, who had to contemplate a
final, classless state of history—although even
he was enough of a Hegelian to be uncom-
fortable with that end, avoiding any discus-
sion of it except for a few hilarious sentences
in The German Ideology (very early Marx) about
the completely fulfilled, de-alienated man who
would hunt in the morning, fish in the after-
noon, and “criticize” (philosophize) in the eve-
ning.

As it happened, history did not come to
an end either with the French Revolution or,
as Marxists once believed, with the Russian
Revolution. A good deal of history transpired
between and since those revolutions—not
only the humdrum “panorama” of ordinary
history (as Hegel called it) but momentous,
world-historical events. Even the most ardent
Hegelian would be hard put to dismiss com-

munism or nazism as minor set-backs in the
relentless march of history; he might even be
moved to see in them dimensions of human
consciousness, potentialities for evil, which
bode ill for the progress of Spirit or Reason.
At the very least, he might be inclined to put
off the end of history to infinity, making it an
Absolute by which to judge the present, a star
by which to steer our course, but with no
expectation of reaching that final destination.

Responses to Fukuyama

I entirely agree with Mr. Fukuyama’s
opening sentence, that “something very fun-
damental has happened in world history.” My
only problem is with the rest of the paper, in
which liberal democracy is universalized and
eternalized, bringing history to an end. Would
that it were so. I myself have been too trau-
matized by communism and nazism to have
any confidence in the eternal realities of his-
tory—except the reality of contingency and
change, of the imponderable and the unanti-
cipated (and, as often as not, the undesired
and undesirable).

Russia will never be the same in the post-
Gorbachev era, any more than France was in
the post-Napoleonic era. Communism is as
dead as the Old Regime. But that does not
mean that liberal democracy, of the Western
variety, is the only alternative available to
Russia or the rest of the non-Western world.
In Russia one can foresee the possibility of
some form of nativist or populist or tradi-

tionalist authoritarianism. Even if Gorbachev
succeeds in ushering in something akin to lib-
eral democracy, a Hegelian might expect that
to contain within itself the seeds of conflict—
of nationalist, religious, even, in a form we
cannot now anticipate, ideological conflict.

This is even more true of other countries
which have less in their history and culture
to sustain liberal democracy. Post-Shah Iran
has not exactly confirmed the sanguine ex-
pectations of most Western liberals (not that
most liberals gave this question much thought
when they urged the overthrow of the Shah—
or even now, post-Rushdie, give it any serious
thought). Mr. Fukuyama comes rather late in

his paper to the possibility that religion, na-
tionalism, race, and ethnicity might emerge
as “ideological competitors” to liberal democ-
racy, only to dismiss them as not serious com-
petitors because they have no “universal sig-
nificance.” But this is just the point. Hitler,
it might be argued, had no “universal signif-
icance”; indeed the enormity of the Holocaust
was precisely the fact that it was a “unique”
event. But it was nonetheless significant for
that—significant not only in itself but in sig-
nifying the possibility of other such unprec-
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edented, unthinkable events.

The future of liberal democracy is as-
sured, we are told, because it has succeeded
in resolving the “class issue.” The social prob-
lems that remain are not a function of liber-
alism but the “historical legacy of premodern
conditions”; black poverty, for example, is the
“legacy of slavery and racism.” But even if
this were so, the problems continue to plague
us and the solutions continue to evade us.
History has a habit of bequeathing to us dis-
astrous legacies, bombs that can explode at
any time and any place.

In fact one might argue that black pov-
erty, and the poverty of the underclass in gen-
eral, is not the relic of an old problem but an
entirely new problem, qualitatively and quan-
titatively (qualitatively because quantitative-
ly, a Hegelian would say) different from the
old. I agree with Mr. Fukuyama that black
poverty does not fit the old “class” model, the
kind familiar to classical economists and
Marxists. But it may be nonetheless subver-

sive of liberal democracy; perhaps even more
so because liberal democracy does not under-
stand it, let alone know how to cope with it.

Nor can nationalism be dismissed as a
problem only for an “incomplete” liberalism,
to be resolved once liberalism is completed. I
remember a lecture by an eminent historian
(a refugee, as it happened, from Nazi Ger-
many), who assured a class of freshmen in the
fall of 1939 that nationalism was a phenom-
enon of the nineteenth century, that such ves-
tiges as remained were only that, vestiges
which would soon happily disappear. That
was the most salutary lesson in history one
freshman in that class ever learned.

So far from seeing the end of history in
the “Germanic” (i.e., Western) culture of his
own time, Hegel entertained the possibility
that a new history might be in the making in
the new world. Hegel discovered America
even before Tocqueville did.

America is therefore the land of the future,
where, in the ages that lie before us, the burden
of the World's History shall reveal itself—per-
haps in a contest between North and South
America. It is a land of desire for all those who
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are weary of the historical lumber-room of old
Europe. Napoleon is reported to have said: ‘Cerre
vieille Europe mennuie.” It is for America to aban-
don the ground on which hitherto the History
of the World has developed itself.

Yesterday's America, the “land of the fu-
ture,” may be today’s Europe, the “lumber-
room” of the past. But there is surely, just
over the horizon, another America, possibly
a less benign one, whose contours we cannot
make out but of whose existence we can be
fairly certain.

. Hegel is not famous for his modesty. Yet
his most celebrated dictum is a lesson in hu-
mility. “The owl of Minerva spreads its wings
only with the falling of dusk.” We know, at
besF, only what was, not what will be. The
Optimists among us may take comfort in that
adage; the pessimists may find it cause for
anxiety. But both must take cognizance of a
future of which we know only that it is un-
knowable.

Gfrtrude Himmelfarb is professor emeritus at the
City University of New York,

Irving Kristol

AM  DELIGHTED to welcome
. G.W.F. Hegel to Washington. He
will certainly help raise the intellectual level
of the place. This is especially useful if, as
seem§ to be the case, our universities are de-
termined to exile the great thinkers of West-
ern civilization from their curriculum. Per-
haps the term “think tank” is about to assume
a larger and deeper meaning. And it’s time
too. In a city full of lawyers and politicians
very few of whom have ever read Montes-
quieu, Locke, or the authors of 7%e Federalist—
the great thinkers who originated our own
Arperican political tradition—the tone of po-
litical discourse could certainly benefit from
some elevation, the infusion of a dash of in-
tellectual complexity into the dominant ban-
alities.
‘ But not too much! Some Hegel, yes—but
Heidegger, no. The minds of our most pow-
erful philosophers are capable of mischievous

enchantment, as the case of Karl Marx clearly
indicates. (Marx himself, of course, never re-
covered from bis original bewitchment by He-
gel.) It is so easy to confuse brilliant ideas with
the mundane political and human realities,
even to subordinate those realities to such
ideas. So I would hope we would stop short
of elevating the intellectual life of Washington
to the exalted level of Paris—surely the most
exciting city in the world, but one in which
common sense, especially political common
sense, has to fight for survival. It might not
even be such a bad idea to contemplate a mod-
est protectionist tariff against ideas imported
from Paris, so that they don’t flood our po-
litical marketplace, as they have already flood-
ed our academic marketplace.

Hegel is unquestionably a genius—along
with Kant, the greatest philosopher of mod-
ernity. In a sense, all of us have to decide
whether we are pro Hegel or contra, even if
we have never read him, as not many of us
have. (He is, beyond a doubt, the most un-
readable of our great philosophers.) What
makes any such decision extraordinarily dif-
ficult is the fact that his mode of thinking
about history—itself only an aspect of his
thinking about the cosmos—nhas already so in-
filtrated our own minds that we don’t even
know when we are being Hegelian. When
Jesse Jackson is quoted in the Washington Post
as saying, “We have to determine which side
of history we are on,” he is unwittingly speak-
ing pure Hegelianese (as transmitted by Marx,
one can assume).

That the history of Western civilization
can plausibly be read as an evolution from the
more simple to the more complex, from the
more naive to the more “sophisticated,” as
man gains greater control over nature and as
his social organization involves larger num-
bers in a multitude of differentiated roles—
all this was familiar to the eighteenth century
under the rubric of Progress. But it was Hegel
who read this evolution as expressing a des-
tiny, determined by an inner logic—an inner
dialectic, to be more precise—of which the
historical actors were themselves ignorant,
and which it was Hegel's privilege now to
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reveal. From a metaphysical point of view,
this accession of self-consciousness by a Ger-
man professor represented an achievement of
the universe itself, of which humanity is the
thinking, self-conscious vehicle. All philoso-
phy after Hegel had therefore to be, of ne-
cessity, neo-Hegelian. The history of philos-
ophy, in turn, previously regarded as a
timeless conversation among thoughtful men,
now had to be seen as a species of “cultural
evolution” whose inner dialectic aimed al-
ways at increments of enlightenment—an ev-
olution which we, from the privileged heights
of modernity, can comprehend as never be-
fore. (That is the way courses in the history
of philosophy are now routinely taught in our
universities.) And all history, after Hegel, had
to be viewed through the same deterministic
spectacles. The mechanism of such determin-
ism could be so complex as to give rise to
many varieties of scholarship and schools of
thought. But that history was History, a bi-
ography of the human race that was now, after
Hegel, an autobiography, a self-scrutiny of a
process whereby events gradually and ine-
luctably matured into modernity—this is the
premise of most historical inquiry today,
which takes it for granted that we have the
intellectual authority to understand the past
as the past failed to understand itself.

Such an immense aggrandizement of hu-
man self-understanding could not leave poli-
tics untouched. After Hegel, all politics too
becomes neo-Hegelian. He saw the modern
constitutional state and its liberal social order
as having accomplished the end (i.e., the inner
purpose) of History. He realized that this ac-
complishment, however, remained at the level
of theory and much political work remained
to be done before it could achieve incarnation
in the real world. Now, Mr. Fukuyama arrives
to tell us that, after almost two centuries, the
job has been done and that the United States
of America is the incarnation we have all been
waiting for.

I don’t believe a word of it, but we are
all neo-Hegelians now to such a degree that
his quite brilliant analysis is not easy to reject
or refute. In truth, it is quite persuasive. To




reject Hegel out of hand means to cut oneself
loose from one’s intellectual moorings, and to
feel lost at sea. Everything certainly appears
to be going Mr. Fukuyama’s (and Hegel’s)
way. Our American civilization does indeed
seem to be “the wave of the future” while the
various forms of anti-liberalism and anti-cap-
italism (whether Marxist or neo-Marxist, fas-
cist or neo-fascist) do indeed look passé. I
agree that they are in fact passé. What I cannot
believe is that we represent “the wave of the
future,” as distinct from a temporary hege-
mony. I put no stock in “waves of the future,”
which I take to be mirages provoked by a ne;)-
Hegelian fever of the political imagination.
The only way I know to liberate oneself
from the Hegelian sensibility and mode of
thought is to go back to Aristotle, and to his
understanding that all forms of government—
democracy, oligarchy, aristocracy, mon~ chy,
tyranny—are inherently unstable, that al| p(')-
litical regimes are inherently transitional, that
the stability of all regimes is corrupted by the
corrosive power of time. It is no accident—
and here Aristotelian rhetoric is in accord
with Hegelian—that the twentieth century
has witnessed a whole series of rebellions
against secular-liberal-capitalist democracy.
These rebellions have failed, but the sources
that feed such rebellions remain. Which is to
say that our American democracy, though
seemingly triumphant, is at risk, and it is at
risk precisely because it is the kind of de-
mocracy it is, with all the problematics—as
distinct from mere problems—that fester
within such a democracy. Among such prob-
lematics are the longing for community, for
spirituality, a growing distrust of technology,
the confusion of liberty with license, and
many others besides.
. WC may have won the Cold War, which
IS nice—it's more than nice, it’s wonderful.
But this means that now the enemy is us, not
them.

Irving Kristol is publisher of The National
Interest and a distinguised fellow at the American
Enterprise Institute.

Daniel Patrick Moynihan

I TAKE Francis Fukuyama's rousing
. essay to refer to “the end of history”
In two senses. There is first the Hegelian
usage in which an historical dialectic reaches
Its necessary and foreseeable conclusion. The
second refers to the end of postwar history
in the sense in which we ask, Is the Cold Wa;
Over?

['am not equal to any useful comment on
the first question, although I will exercise a
kind of one man-one vote right to declare my-
self skeptical about any proposition asserting
there is now to be nothing new in human
experience.

In a different world I might be more at
home with Hegel. As it was, as a youth, it
seemed too difficult, and besides, 1 never
learned German. (Come to think, it wasn't
taught.) In middle years I came upon Dah-
rendorf, whose lecture “On the Origin of In-
equality among Men" given at Tibingen in
1961 seemed to relieve one, or so I felt, of any
need to bother. The eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries in Europe were much given
over to speculation on this subject. Much of
it turned on the explanation of inequality in
terms of private property. Rousseau and Marx
being “unrivaled in their insistence on prop-
erty as the sole cause of social inequality.”
The *“concealed romanticism of a revolution-
ary utopia.” All hopeless. Societies establish
norms. That is what it means to e a society.
In any setting some are more successful than
others in abiding by or excelling at particular
norms, whatever those norms might be. One,
say, of being kinder and gentler. Hence, in-
equality.

HUfmn society always means that people’s be-
havior is being removed from the randomness of
chance and regulated by established and ines.
capable expectations. The compulsory character
of these expectations or norms is based on the
gpcration of sanctions, i.e., of rewards and pun-
ishments for conformist or deviant behavior. If

'Ralf Dahrendorf, Essays in the Theory of Society (Stan-
ford: Stanford University Press, 1968), 159.
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every society is in this sense a moral community,
it follows that there must always be at least that
inequality of rank which results from the neces-
sity of sanctioning behavior according to wheth-
er it does or does not conform to established
norms. Under whatever aspect given historical
societies may introduce additional distinctions
between their members, whatever symbols they
may declare to be outward signs of inequality,
and whatever may be the precise content of their
social norms, the hard core of social inequality
can always be found in the fact that men as the
incumbents of social roles are subject, according
to how their roles relate to the dominant expec-
tational principles of society, to sanctions de-
signed to enforce these principles.
To pretend otherwise is to invite consid-
erable grief.
Wherever political programs promise societies
without class or strata, a harmonious community
of comrades who are all equals in rank, the re-
duction of all inequalities to functional differ-
ences, and the like, we have reason to be suspi-
cious, if only because political promises are often
merely a thin veil for the threat of terror and
constraint. Wherever ruling groups or their id-
eologists try to tell us that in their society all
men are equal, we can rely on George Orwell’s
suspicion that “some are more equal than oth-

”

€rs.

That grief has been so abundantly clear
for so long now, that the utopias are quite
discredited. We observe, Fukuyama asserts,
“the triumph of the West ... the total ex-
haustion of viable systemic alternatives to
western liberalism.” Fair enough. But are we
truly witnessing

the end point of mankind’s ideological evolution
and the universalization of Western liberal de-
mocracy as the final form of human govern-
ment[?]

Here I find myself mumbling on about
the Second Law of Thermodynamics and the
prospective ‘“heat death of the universe,”
when there will be an absence anywhere of
energy in a form that can be converted into
work. This is hardly an immediate prospect
among the present peoples of the earth. Again,
Dahrendorf:

Since the “value system” of a soci v is universal
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only in the sense that it applies to everyone (it
is in fact merely dominant), and since, therefore,
the system of social stratification is only a mea-
sure of conformity in the behavior of social
groups, inequality becomes the dynamic impulse
that serves to keep social structures alive. Ine-
quality always implies the gain of one group at
the expense of others; thus every system of social
stratification generates protest against its prin-
ciples and bears the seeds of its own suppression.
Since human society without inequality is not
realistically possible and the complete abolition
of inequality is therefore ruled out, the intrinsic
explosiveness of every system of social stratifi-
cation confirms the general view that there can-
not be an ideal, perfectly just, and therefore non-
historical human society.’

Does Fukuyama disagree here? I am not
sure. He writes that “it is impossible to rule
out the sudden appearance of new ideologies
or previously unrecognized contradictions in
liberal societies.”” Let me assure him that it is
not at all impossible! In his closing paragraph,
he even notes:

I can feel in myself, and see in others around me,
a powerful nostalgia for the time when history
existed.

I fear he will survive to live once again “in
interesting times”!

As regards the end of postwar history, it
appears to me that Fukuyama has it right.
Which is perhaps too casual a way to treat a
thesis that not that long ago would have been
greeted with incredulity, in many circles at
least.

Nathan Glazer and I have had a similar
experience. For some thirty years now we
have argued that the increasing salience of
ethnicity in industrial or post-industrial so-
cieties was incompatible with Marxist anal-
ysis and a fundamental contradiction, if you
like, of communist societies almost every-
where. We were not paid a great deal of at-
tention, one way or the other. Ethnicity (as a
category of social stratification) just couldn’t
break through the spell of Marxism on the
one hand, liberalism on the other. In 1977

when the Fontana Dictionary of Modern Thought

Dahrendorf, 177-8.
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appeared in Britain, there was no entry on
the subject. We noticed this and were asked
to provide one for a second edition, which
appeared in 1988. It included this passage:

In the Communist Manifesto, Marx and Engels
forecast that all preindustrial distinctions of an
ethnic character would disappear with the
emergence of a world-wide industrial PROLE.-
TARIAT united by a perceived common con-
dition and shared interest. The Workers of the
World belief, central to MARXISM, is increas-
ingly presented as central to the falsification of
Marxist prediction.’

I would think that thirty years a 0 an
Oxford-based publication wou)l’d}lllave rejgected
out of hand any assertion that Marxism had
bee.n falsified. (That jtself being a play on the
“scientific socialism” scam.) Fifteen years ago,
considerable editing. In 1986, however, thé
entry was accepted without comment and
printed without change.

Here I do have a difference with Fuku-
yama. He seems to want to be one of the
company of “good Hegelians.” He describes
the ascent of Protestant capitalism as “the re-
sult of the victory of one idea over another.”
Deep stuff. (By the way, do not the Italians
'have a higher standard of living than the Brit-
ish these days?) And probably wrong in the
way in which he uses the construct to account
for the latest conversion of the Slavs. Marxism
failed because its predictions failed. The
Workers of the World 4id not unite. Social pro-
duction did not prove more efficient. It was in
1982 that Murray Feshbach (formerly of our
Bureau of the Census) reported that life ex-
pectancy for males in the Soviet Union was

declining.” To be sure, such a fact can quickly
become a2 metaphor and hence, a sort of idea.
But the fact came first. So much for standing
people back on their heads.

Even so, the fact of Soviet economic de-
cline is palpable. Talk to officials in Moscow
or Leningrad. Two years ago they were speak-
ing of the “widening gulf between the Soviet
Union and the advanced capitalist nations.”
They were not talking of the Netherlands,
Peter the Great figured out the Netherlands.
They were talking of Korea, Taiwan, Singa-
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pore. Coolie labor. Asian hordes. Of a sudden
flooding world markets with micro-circuitry
whilst Soviet Russia was left peddling fish
eggs and furs, the trading goods of a hunter/
gatherer economy. As for ideology, it appears
that the regular Party man in Moscow got 11
percent of the vote in the momentous elec-
tions of March 1989.*

What I need to know is whether the
United States is going to absorb all this at the
level of foreign policy. It surely did not in the
1980s. To the contrary, the Reagan Doctrine
held that we had entered a third phase in the
expansion of the Soviet empire. The first fol-
!owed World War I with modest annexations
in the Baltic and a general consolidation of
the heartland. Considerable expansion took
place after World War II, both in Europe and
the Far East. Soon, however, the heartland
was encircled by adversary capitalist regimes.
In phase three this inner circle is attacked
_from the rear, by pre-positioned insurgencies
in the Third World. In an address given at
the Naval Academy in the spring of 1984
Robert C. McFarlane, then National Securit);
Adviser, asserted that this has made “obsoles-
cent” the earlier policy of containment. Be-
cause the Soviets were now “militarily strong
and adventurous enough to leapfrog the buffer
states and jump anywhere in the world that
suits their own strategies,” it was necessary
to go “beyond containment."

*Alan Bullock, et. al. The Fontana Dictionary of Mod-
ern Thoughe, rev. ed. (London: Collins, 1988),
285.

*Murray Feshbach, “Issues in Soviet Health Prob-
lems,” in Sovier Economy in the 1980%: Problems
and Prospects, Selected Papers submitted to the
Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the
United States, December 31, 1982 (Washing-
ton: GPO, 1983).

'Bill Keller, “Soviet Voters Deal a Mortifying Blow
to Party Officials,” New Vork Times, March 28,
1989, A10.

‘Barnard L. Colljer, “McFarlane Says Hill Knew
About Mining,” Wasbington Times, April 13,
1984, 1.

Mr. McFarlane was on that occasion jus-
tifying the mining of Nicaraguan harbors and
describing the resistance there which gave the
particular élan to the new doctrine. In a 1986
article in Strategic Review, a State Department
official put it that

[The] “Reagan Doctrine” has evolved in pace
with a remarkable phenomenon of global dimen-
sions: the spontaneous combustion of resistance
to direct and surrogate prongs of the Soviet
Union's expansion in such disparate regions as
Asia, Africa and Central America. The doctrine,
as an expression of American moral values, calls
for support, in various forms, to those forces of
resistance. On a global scale, it seeks not only to
fend against the time-honored and recently ac-
celerating Soviet strategy in the developing
world, aimed at outflanking the centers of capi-
talist power, but to exploit the vulnerabilities
opening in the Soviet strategy in order to turn
the offensive back. As such, the doctrine leans
on the strategic principles of objective, offensive,
economy of force and maneuver.

Economy of force meant, fnter alia, getting
the Ayatollah Khomeini on our side.

Some of these people were berserk. In the
process, they all but brought on a crisis of the
regime. I cite Theodore Draper on the Iran-

contra events:

If- ever the constitutional democracy of the
United States is overthrown, we now have a bet-
ter idea of how this s likely to be done.®

Just as ominously—for it carries over aft-
er them—they brought on our-own “period
of stagnation.” In eight years they increased
the national debt by an amount almost equiv-
alent to the debt incurred during World War
II. But in this instance, the United States end-
ed up in debt to the rest of the world, with
an economy that itself was having difficulty
keeping up with the “advanced capitalist na-
tions.”

It would be small consolation to find at
the end of history, or at least at the end of
the twentieth century, “the basic principles
of the liberal democratic state could not be
improved upon” if in the process the principal
liberal democratic state finds itself exhausted
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from the struggle, depleted, demoralized. The
metaphor of American decline—"imperial ov-
erstretch,” “twin deficits"—everywhere in
evidence. And with no electoral break with
the administration that brought this on.

This presents the central challenge and
great opportunity of the new presidency of
George Bush. He is free to change American
policy toward the Soviets as much as he wish-
es, without risk of being said to have sub-
verted it. Indeed, the later Reagan years pro-
vide 2 transition. It was he, after all, who
defended his friendship with the new leader
of the Kremlin in rather unusual terms.

... [Hle is the first leader that has come along
who has gone back before Stalinand . . . is trying
to do what Lenin was teaching .... I've known
a little bit about Lenin and what he was advo-
cating, and I think that this, in glasnost and per-
estrotka and all that, this is much more smacking
of Lenin than of Stalin.”

I have written elsewhere of a2 “return to
normalcy” in the American presidency, and
there is every indication that this will now be
possible with Soviet Russia. And surely we
can sort out the distinctions that will have to
be understood in order for there to be such a
shift in foreign policy. In essence, it is now
to be understood that the Russian leadership
has foregone the claim that its social and eco-
nomic system represents the foreordained
next stage in history. In consequence of which
it is now bound by the rules of the present
stage in history. Indeed not bound by any
rules, being a mere instrument of a historical
process which it did not commence, and over
which it has no more control than did the
bourgeois powers, or even the feudal ones.

This does not mean relations with Russia

"William R. Bode, “The Reagan Doctrine,” Strategic
Review 14, no. 1 (Winter 1986), 21.

*Theodore Draper, “The Rise of the American Jun-
ta,” New York Review of Books, October 8, 1987,
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*Lou Cannon, “Text of Interview with President
Reagan,” Waskingron Post, February 26, 1988,
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will be friendly, or even cooperative. There
is the phenomenon Westerners describe as a
“gut shot grizzly.” But they will be funda-
mentally different from seven decades of rev-
olutionary expectations.

All this came together in an extraordinary
appearance of George F. Kennan before the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations in the
spring of 1989. At age eighty-five, the man
who had sent the “long telegram” from Mos-
cow in 1946 told the Committee that it was
all over. The end of the Russian Revolution
had come. There can have been few such mo-
ments in our Committee's history. (At the
close the entire room rose in standing ova-
tion.) With impeccable clarity and reserve he
walked us through from beginning to end, and
from a perspective that transformed almost
every subject he touched upon.

First of all, subtly, simply by the use of
words, we were asked to think of Russia, not
some agitprop abstraction called the Soviet
Union. (For two centuries, Russian regimes
have had a geod many soldiers. On the other
hand, they wait to be attacked. The military
are not Caesarist; civil rulers seem safe there,
etc.) Next, and just as important, we were
asked to consider the centrality of national-
ism (Glazer and I would add ethnicity) to the
modern experience. There is nothing else of
remotely comparable significance. Marxism?
“{Slomething that took account, if you will,

only of the tragedies of class differences in
the early period of the industrial revolu-
tion....""" Not exactly absurd, but hardly of
any relevance as you enter the twenty-first
century.

Ambassador Kennan’s summation needs
to be published soon. Let us then have it for
The National Interest!

- . [Tt appears to me that whatever reasons there
may once have been for regarding the Soviet
Union primarily as a possible, if not probable,
military opponent, the time for that sort of thing
has clearly passed. That country should now be
regarded essentially as another great power like
other great powers—one, that is, whose aspira-
tions and policies are conditioned outstandingly
by its own geographic situation, history, and tra-
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dition, and are therefore not identical with our
own but are also not so seriously in conflict with
ours as to justify any assumption that the out-
standing differences could not be adjusted by the
rormal means of compromise and accommoda-
tion. It ought now to be our purpose, I consider,
while not neglecting the needs of our general
security, to eliminate as soon as possible, by am-
icable negotiation the elements of abnormal mil-
itary tension that have recently dominated So-
viet-American relations, and to turn our
attention, instead, to the development of the pos-
itive possibilities of this relationship, which are
far from insignificant.

Daniel Patrick Moyniban is senior Senator Sfrom
New York.

Stephen Sestanovich

THE END of history, in Frank Fu-
kuyama's excellent essay, can eas-
ily begin to sound like the political equivalent
of global warming. Each theory has some of
the same conceptual advantages and difficul-
ties, and for better or worse these will prob-
ably affect the response of many readers. The
principal advantage: a couple of extremely hot
summers in a row predispose people to believe
a permanent change has occurred. Contrary
evidence can be dismissed as reflecting an in-
sufficiently long view. The principal difficul-
ty: audiences want to know whether the new
forecast has any practical application. They
are not entirely satisfied to hear that the gla-
ciers will melt sometime between the last dec-
ade of the twentieth century (that is, very
soon) and the last decade of the twenty-first
(too far in the future to affect most vacation
plans).

Long lags between the initial ascendancy
of liberal ideas and their eventual embodiment
in social and political institutions are a prob-
lem not merely for predicting the future, but
for interpreting the past as well. There was,
after all, quite a delay between the Battle of

“George F. Kennan, Testimony before the Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations, The Fusure of
U.S.-Soviet Relations: Overview, April 4, 1989.
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Jena and the founding of the Weimar Repub-
lic, not to speak of VE Day. One way to test
theories of history is to put them to work
explaining these gaps between idea and real-
ity. About nations that have come late to con-
stitutionalism and consumerism, it doesn’t
seem quite enough to say that the clash be-
tween liberalism and opposing ideologies can
simply take a century or two to resolve itself.
Of course it can, but it doesn’t do so every-
where. Not every nation has to be “forced to
be free.” '

Precisely to explain such differences in
development (why, for example, was there no
serious fascist movement in Britain?), political
theorists introduce other variables—political
institutions, the means of production, and so
forth. This was the most important amend-
ment Marx made to Hegel; he said that the
ideas that appear to govern human society
become relevant only when someone is ac-
tually ready to make material use of them.
Fukuyama updates Hegel in a similar way
when he defines the “universal homogeneous
state” as liberal democracy plus consumer
electronics. History clicks off when the VCR
clicks on? Marx would surely argue that this
formulation is closer to his own view of his-
tory’s dynamic than to Hegel's. Its assump-
tions are Marxian even if its conclusion—that
history culminates in capitalist pluralism in-
stead of communism—is not.

The Soviet Union is today the place
where it matters most whether, and when,
history will in fact come to rest in a liberal
result. Recent events have for the first time
made a positive answer thinkable. As Fuku-

yama points out, the crucial “conceptual™ hur-.

dle has been overcome. Gorbachev and his
lieutenants now endorse economic reforms
whose only “unifying thread” is liberalism;
they advocate political innovations whose
origins are “alien” to Marxism-Leninism. As
a result of such ideological “demolition
work,” even if there is no further progress for
now, it will be difficult to restore the status
quo ante.

This is an extremely persuasive analysis,
which makes clear why Gorbachev represents

D,

a watershed in Soviet history. Advocates of a
fundamental break with the past are suddenly
in positions of power, and many of them ap-
pear to see that the problems the Soviet Union
faces would be better managed in a system of
markets (political and economic) than in one
of monopolies. Yet the gap between victorious
liberal idea and future liberal reality remains,
and the more one thinks about the Soviet case,
the more it seems that the problem liberalism
is least effective at handling is that of estab-
lishing itself in the first place.

Consider the issue of nationalism. Fuku-
yama concludes that it is not “an irreconcil-
able contradiction in the heart of liberalism.”
Certainly ethnic and racial conflicts are not
normally an insoluble problem within a func-
tioning pluralist order; to the contrary, they
are most acute where liberalism has not yet
been fully implemented. But the fact that lib-
eral outcomes are stable once reached does not
establish what the process of reaching them
is like. Unfortunately, it can be tumultuous.
For groups whose animosities have festered
in an illiberal setting, the freedom to speak
up, organize, and assemble may present itself
primarily as a long-sought opportunity to
fight things out. In the Soviet Union, this
dilemma has now become very clear. To be a
liberal is in effect to encourage the escalation
of conflicts that could before long tear the
USSR apart. A liberal program, in other
words, may only prepare the ground for an
illiberal outcome.

National divisions and loyalties are one
obstacle to peaceful reform in the Soviet
Union. Another is the residual anti-liberal
sentiment of Stalinist ideology. Fukuyama is
doubtless right that the authority of com-
munism is too badly tattered to be restored.
But it is perhaps still strong enough to affect
the fate and shape of reform. Something of
Gorbachev’s problem is suggested by his in-
ability to call his program by its proper name.
He too cowers in fear of the “L-word,” not
so much to protect the stability of the system
but because, for all the implicit support it
probably enjoys, liberalism publicly remains
a bourgeois ideology without respectability.
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Searching for slogans with popular appeal, the
Stalinist elite now in fact seeks refuge in the
claim that liberalism’s unbridled worship of
money and success will divide Soviet society.
One of their spokesmen, Yuri Bondarev, has
called the reformist outlook “a poison offered
as a cure.” As he told last summer’s Party
conference:

We are against our society becoming a crowd of
solitary people, a voluntary captive in the trap
of commercialist consumerism that promises the
luxurious life of alien, all-pervasive advertising.

This theme is obviously meant to reach
beyond socialist true believers. There is a
growing affinity in the Soviet Union between
the Stalinist Left and the ultra-nationalist
Right, and the strongest link between them
is a common dislike of liberal individualism
and the social order that goes with it. Such a
union of extremes would of course hardly be
unique to Russia. Let us suppose the weak-
ened remnants of Stalinism tip the outcome
in favor of a fascist alternative because they
think anything is better than liberalism. If 50,
we would witness a near-exact replay of the
dynamic that helped to crush Weimar and
bring the Nazis to power.

It is sometimes said that Gorbachev has
begun to understand a liberal reformer’s spe-
cial vulnerability in the Soviet setting, and
that he has accelerated the pace of political
change (especially his recent experiment with
elections) so as to give himself new weapons
for the struggle ahead. To put it slightly dif-
ferently, he may now suspect that the Soviet
Union will not make the uneasy passage be-
tween liberal idea and liberalized reality ex-
cept by way of a certain amount of disorder.
He and his allies surely hope to be able to
control this process, but the popular anger
revealed by this spring’s balloting should
make them wonder.

In the light of Soviet history, it would be
astonishing if an upheaval on the scale
sketched out by Gorbachev could be accom-
plished without loosening the moorings of the
system at least a little. Liberal institutions
have rarely been created in the incremental,
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indirect style that Fukuyama seems to envi-
sion for the end of history. His is an accurate
description of liberalism in place, less so of
liberalism in the making. In his truly admi-
rable analysis of the foundations of a free so-
ciety, and the eroding bases of unfree ones,
an important word is all but missing; that
word is revolution,

Whatever form it may take at home—vi-
olent or not—the Soviet Union’s deep ferment
has already been accompanied by changes in
its thinking about the outside world. Liber-
alizing impulses, resource stringency, an ap-
parent loss of confidence in the benefits that
have flowed from past policy—these influ-
ences seem to be eating away slowly at Soviet
aspirations to hegemony.

The removal of what has for decades been
the main source of Western insecurity would
obviously reshape international politics. But
would ideological antagonism and military

competition really give way to “Common °

Marketization”—to a world in which govern-
ments were guided by the same economic cal-
culus, in which war was a senseless interrup-
tion of commerce and bureaucratic
accommodation resolved all conflicts?

It is easy to make Fukuyama's analysis
sound a little outlandish, even utopian. Yet
much of it is really beyond dispute. The in-
ternal evolution of the major powers does fo-
cus them increasingly on economic goals that
are unlikely to be advanced by a resort to
force. It is hard to imagine that the gradual
disappearance of the Soviet threat will lead
the states of the West to uncover new enemies
within their own circle rather than to become
less military-minded in general.

Violence and coercion may play a less
pervasive role in world politics, and this is a
major change. Yet it is equally important to
understand how much will remain the same.
International relations will surely continue to
be relfations among the strong and the weak,
among ascending and declining states. And
the meaning of inequality will be much what
it has been in the past. Those who are pow-
erful will stamp the system with their own
preferences; those who are less powerful will

have correspondingly less freedom to select
their own national goals. In this environment,
a state whose economic vitality is in decline
will do just what one would predict today of
a state whose military potential is slipping:
tend to its own affairs, take fewer chances. By
contrast, growing economic weight will lead
a national leadership—of Japan, say, or
China—to think that its writ should run fur-
ther, that others should pay it greater heed.
Liberalism is not the end of politics in
the world at large any more than it is the end
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of politics at home. A liberal international
order may be less violent, may look less like
the state of nature. But just because power
takes on new forms, it will not cease to exist
or cease to define a hierarchy of those who
count and those who do not. As a result, the
strong will (still) do what they can; the weak
will (still) do what they must.

Stepben Sestanovich is director of Soviet studies at

the Center for Strategic and International Studies,
Waskington DC.
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