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INTRODUCTION
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In 1945, a year before his speech in Fulton, Missouri, Winston Churchill wrote to President Truman about the ominous turn events had taken in Europe: “An Iron Curtain is being drawn over their front. We do not know what lies behind it. It is vital, therefore, that we reach an understanding with Russia now before we have mortally reduced our armies and before we have withdrawn into our zones of occupation.” In failing to heed Churchill’s advice, the West lost an historic opportunity to negotiate a favorable deal with the Kremlin when our leverage stood at its peak. Today, given the dramatic developments in the Soviet Union, we have another such opportunity.

Since Mikhail Gorbachev’s policies of glasnost and perestroika have, understandably, generated so much hope and excitement in the West since the original publication of this book in 1988, it is important to take a hard-headed look at the meaning of his reforms. Many in the West, including some hard-line leaders, have asserted that these changes herald the end of the Cold War. But that conclusion is premature. As long as the geopolitical realities that caused the Cold War—Moscow’s domination of Eastern Europe and aggressive foreign policies around the world—still endure, it would be foolhardy for the West to neglect its military deterrent or to abandon its strategy of containment.

Gorbachev’s actions are dominated by two principal motivations. First, he recognizes that the Soviet economic system has hopelessly stagnated, that solving this crisis requires reducing the pressures of the East–West competition and access to Western technology and capital, and that a failure to address these deep-rooted problems would mean that the Soviet Union would disappear as a great power in the twenty-first century. Second, he knows that instead of improving its position in the world, the Kremlin’s foreign policy has managed to unite all the world’s major powers against the Soviet Union. Since Moscow’s old thinking led to a dead end, he launched his “new thinking” to loosen the bonds or break up that anti-Soviet block.

So far, Gorbachev’s actions indicated a change not of the heart but of the head. Gorbachev’s goal is to reinvigorate his country’s communist system, to make the Soviet Union a superpower not just in military but also in economic and political terms. Without sweeping reforms, he will not be able to afford the costs of the Soviet military establishment and of Soviet client-states, to provide the Soviet People with a better life, to create a model which can be competitive in the global ideological battle, and to keep the Soviet Union in the top rank of world powers. Until the Soviet leadership changes not just the tone of its rhetoric but the character of its foreign policy, it would be a fatal mistake for the West to “help” Gorbachev in ways that only strengthen the Soviet Union’s capability to threaten Western interests.

What the West needs, and what this book attempts to provide, is a strategy for securing real peace in the remaining years of the twentieth century. The economic and political crisis in the Soviet Union has created another historic opportunity for intelligent and skillful Western statesmanship to advance the causes of peace and freedom. To do so, we must present Gorbachev with intractable choices between a less confrontational relationship with the West and the retention of his imperial control over Eastern Europe, between a continuing race in arms technology and arms control that creates a stable strategic and conventional balance, and between access to Western technology and credits and continuing Soviet adventurism in the Third World.

We can sympathize with the thrust behind many of Gorbachev’s aspirations. We both want to reduce military competition and the danger of nuclear war. We certainly support those of his reforms that reduce, even marginally, the repression which plagues people living under communism. But our hopes for these reforms still diverge from his in the long run. While Gorbachev wants reforms to create a stronger Soviet Union and an expanding Soviet empire, we want his reforms to create a Soviet Union that is less repressive at home and less aggressive abroad. To achieve real peace in the years before 1999, we need to pursue a determined strategy to bring about the latter and avert the former.
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THE BLOODIEST
AND THE BEST
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In twelve years we will celebrate a day that comes once in a thousand years: the beginning of a new year, a new century, and a new millennium. For the first time on such a historic day, the choice before mankind will be not just whether we make the future better than the past, but whether we will survive to enjoy the future.

A thousand years ago the civilized world faced the millennium with an almost frantic sense of foreboding. Religious leaders, having consulted Biblical prophecy, had predicted that the end of the world was imminent. In the year 1000, they feared, God’s power would destroy the world. In the year 2000 the danger is that man’s power will destroy the world—unless we take decisive action to prevent it.

In 1999, we will remember the twentieth century as the bloodiest and the best in the history of man. One hundred twenty million people have been killed in 130 wars in this century—more than all those killed in war before 1900. But at the same time more technological and material progress has been made over the last hundred years than ever before. The twentieth century will be remembered as a century of war and wonder. We must make the twenty-first a century of peace.
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While the twentieth century was the worst in history in terms of people killed in war, it was the best in terms of progress during peace. Two wars have swept across whole continents, but medical science has swept great diseases off the face of the earth. While more people have died in war in the twentieth century than have died in all wars in previous history, more lives have been spared as a result of agricultural advances which averted famine than died from starvation in all previous history.

In the late 1800s, some thought that progress had peaked, that mankind would have to retrench, and we would have to learn to live in a world with no growth.

• In 1876, in editorial remarks about the telephone a Boston newspaper asserted, “Well-informed people know it is impossible to transmit the voice over wires and that were it possible to do so, the thing would be of no practical value.”

• In 1878, after viewing the electric light at a world science exposition, a British professor remarked, “When the Paris Exhibition closes, electric light will close with it and no more will be heard of it.”

• In 1897 a British physicist declared, “Radio has no future.”

• On the eve of the twentieth century, Charles H. Duell, the commissioner of the U.S. Office of Patents, urged President McKinley to abolish his office, arguing, “Everything that can be invented has been invented.”

Over four million patents have been approved in the United States alone since that statement was made in 1899.

All the talk of an era of limits was shortsighted folly. Instead of sinking into stagnation, the world was on the verge of unprecedented advances in every field. The explosion of human innovation has been the central trait of the twentieth century. Hundreds of inventions not even imagined at the close of the last century have had a decisive influence on the present one.

Despite the great human casualties of war and natural disasters, the population of the world will have increased from 1.2 billion in 1900 to an estimated 6.2 billion in 1999. It was only three centuries ago that world population actually decreased over the course of a century. The population explosion of the twentieth century has resulted from unprecedented advances on two fronts: medicine and agriculture.

More progress has been made in health care than in all previous centuries combined. Diseases such as tuberculosis and smallpox that once decimated entire countries have been virtually eradicated. In 1900, the number of infant deaths for every 1,000 live births in the United States was 162. It is estimated that in 1999 the figure will be 14. It was only 250 years ago that Queen Anne of England left no heirs after having given birth to thirteen children, all of whom died before they were ten.

In the twentieth century, economist Thomas Malthus’ dire prediction that population increases would outrun food production has been disproved. At the beginning of this century, 40 percent of the working population in the United States was engaged in agriculture. Now less than 2 percent produces enough to feed 230 million Americans and to export millions of tons abroad. India and China, which have suffered from famines for centuries and which experts wrote off as hopeless as recently as a generation ago, now produce more than enough to feed their own populations of almost two billion—one third of all the people in the world.

The revolutions in medicine and agriculture have led to a phenomenal increase in man’s life expectancy. In 1900 life expectancy in the United States was forty-seven years. In 1984 it was seventy-two. In 1999 it will be seventy-five. If the rate of increase continues at its present pace, those born in the last year of the next century will have a life expectancy of 101 years.

The twentieth century will also be remembered as the one in which the automobile replaced the horse and buggy, when airplanes began to fly above the trains, when the telephone superseded the telegraph, when radio, motion pictures, and television revolutionized communications. It will be remembered as the century when man inaugurated the computer age and walked on the moon.

In 1900, it took over two months to travel around the world by steamboat and railroad. In 1950, the same trip could be made in four days in a propeller-driven airplane. In 1980, it took only twenty-four hours in a supersonic jet. By 1999, when an aircraft capable of exiting and reentering the atmosphere could well be in operation, the time needed to circle the globe will be measured in minutes.

This century has witnessed the primary news medium move from the printed page to the broadcast word to the televised image. It was possible in the past for a dictator to isolate a country from the outside world and control all the information its people received. That era is over. Foreign radio broadcasts already transcend borders today, and direct satellite television transmissions could do so by 1999.

[image: line]

In terms of material progress, the twentieth century has been the best in history, but in terms of political progress the record has been disappointing.

The greatest lesson of the technological revolution is a simple one: Only people can solve the problems people create. Technology can solve material problems but not political ones. One of the greatest challenges of the next century will be to stop marveling over and luxuriating in our technological prowess and start putting it to work in our efforts to manage the profound differences that remain—and always will remain—between peoples who believe in diametrically opposed ideologies.

Throughout history, and never more so than in the twentieth century, man has misunderstood why wars happen and what they achieve. At the end of World War II, H. G. Wells wrote, “Human history becomes more and more a race between education and catastrophe.” Wells expected knowledge alone to create a more peaceful world. He mistook knowledge for wisdom. Before they became the aggressors in World War II the Germans were the best educated and the Japanese the most literate people on earth.

Woodrow Wilson proclaimed that the goal in World War I was to banish absolutist government and make the world safe for democracy. The dictatorships of Hitler, Mussolini, and Stalin were the legacies of that war. World War II replaced dictatorship with democracy in Germany, Italy, and Japan. But it enormously strengthened a fourth dictatorship: the Soviet Union. As a nuclear superpower, Moscow is now militarily stronger than the former dictators of Berlin, Rome, and Tokyo combined and represents an even greater threat to freedom and peace.

The two world wars ended absolute monarchies and colonialism, but they have not spread representative democracy throughout the world. At the beginning of the twentieth century, 11 percent of the world’s population lived in democracies, 20 percent under monarchies, and 69 percent in colonies with no rights of self-government. Today, only 16 percent of the people in the world live in stable democracies. Totalitarian communism, which was only a cellar conspiracy at the beginning of the century, now rules over 35 percent of the world’s population. The remaining 49 percent live under noncommunist dictatorships or in unstable democracies. While some nations have made progress, more have actually regressed.

World War II marked the beginning of the end of European colonialism as the former British, French, Dutch, Belgian, and American colonies were given their independence. This development was warmly celebrated among the West’s enlightened intelligentsia. But the cold facts are that millions are now far worse off than they were under European rule and even before the colonialists came in the first place. In many nations a new, much worse colonialism has taken the place of the old. Nineteen countries in Eastern Europe, Southeast Asia, Africa, and Latin America are formally independent but totally dominated economically, militarily, and politically by the Soviet Union. On the whole the political balance sheet is negative. The most significant development of the twentieth century was not the end of colonialism or the march of democracy but the growth of totalitarian communism.

On the plus side, the twentieth century has seen the triumph of the idea, if not yet the universal fact, of government based on consent of the governed. It is a near-universal aspiration. There are demands for free elections in countries that have never had a tradition of democracy. This democratic impulse has profoundly affected even the nature of dictatorship itself. Dictators in the past claimed that it was their right to rule. Today, most dictators claim to rule in the name of the people. Ironically, most communist dictatorships describe themselves as democratic republics.

In 1999, when we look back over the twentieth century, we will have to face the fact that mankind’s advances in military power and material progress have dwarfed his progress in developing the political skills and institutions to preserve peace and capitalize on our technological advances. It will be our task in the twenty-first century to end the mismatch between our technological skill and our woefully lagging political skill.
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Unleashing the power of the atom is the most awesome legacy of the twentieth century. At the end of World War II, the United States had just three atom bombs, and no other nation had any. Today, the United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, France, and China have over fifty thousand nuclear weapons, most of them far more powerful than the bombs that destroyed the cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

In spite of the enormous advances man has made in this century, it is fashionable to be negative about his prospects for the future—a result, say some of the experts, of the horrible specter of nuclear war, which is warping our children, distorting our cultural values, and turning modern man into an emotional and psychological zombie. Our impending annihilation, they assert, has made everybody a paranoid.

But the same human genius that created nuclear weapons created penicillin and the space shuttle. Some people wax philosophical about the “good” that technology can accomplish but bemoan the “evil” of which it is also capable. But in fact the contrast is imaginary. Our obsession with the evils of nuclear weapons is an example of self-flagellating irrationality. The real evil is war. Nuclear weapons ended World War II and have been the major force in preventing millions from dying in a World War III waged with conventional weapons. We must come to terms with the stark realities that nuclear weapons are not going to be abolished, that there is never going to be a perfect defense against them in our lifetimes, and that we must learn to live with the bomb or we will end up dying from it.

Nuclear weapons are not likely to kill us. Becoming obsessed with the existence of nuclear weapons, however, will certainly do so if it prevents us from dealing with the political differences between East and West that would lead to war whether the bomb existed or not.
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The twentieth century has witnessed the bloodiest wars and the greatest progress in the history of man. In these hundred years man realized his greatest destructive and his greatest creative power. Winston Churchill noted the paradox forty-two years ago when he spoke in Fulton, Missouri. He said, “The Stone Age may return on the gleaming wings of science, and what might now shower immeasurable material blessings on mankind may lead to his total destruction.” Which of these legacies will dominate man’s destiny in the next century? Because it is the strongest nation in the free world, the major responsibility for determining which legacy endures rests upon the United States.

Regrettably, this responsibility is one that many Americans do not want. By every objective measure, the average American has never had it so good. He is healthier, better fed, better housed than ever. He has more leisure time and makes more money. But he has less sense of purpose. A century ago the Industrial Revolution was under way, the nation was expanding, and Americans spoke in terms of Manifest Destiny. The average American’s potential was constricted by disease and want, but his spirit was unbounded. Today, most Americans are free from want, and yet too often we waste our creative potential in second-guessing ourselves and our values.

Peace and freedom cannot survive in the world unless the United States plays a central international role. That is a simple fact, but a fact that makes many Americans profoundly uncomfortable. As André Malraux once told me, “The United States is the first nation in history to become a world power without trying to do so.” But if we fail to lead the free world, there will be no free world to lead.

Whether we like it or not, the task of leadership has devolved upon the United States. Ours is not a perfect country. Some claim that its imperfections mean it has no right to play a world role. But if the United States withdraws, the only superpower left on the field will be the one with far less benevolent intentions and far more dubious moral credentials.
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The tragedy of Vietnam—not that we were there, but that we lost—has hurt America. The fact that the war was lost two years after our combat role ended did not lessen the pain. It hurt us in the eyes of our friends abroad, and it diminished us in the eyes of our adversaries. But it did the most damage at home. Our loss in Vietnam confused a nation that was not used to losing, that had always equated victory in battle with the triumph of what was right. It encouraged and strengthened the isolationist strain that has always been present in the American character. And it divided us against ourselves, and left some of us convinced, wrongly, that their government had been engaged in a shameful exercise rather than a noble one.

It is often said today that Americans’ pride in their nation has been restored. It would be more accurate to say that after several years of steady economic growth, and because most of the bad news from abroad—at least insofar as Americans are involved—has been of relatively isolated terrorist incidents or an occasional minor clash in the Persian Gulf, many Americans have the sense that things are better than they were eight years ago.

But national pride not tempered by adversity is sterile. National pride that lacks awareness of our international responsibilities is empty. National pride without the impulse to share that of which we are so proud is selfish. Too often what we have called a restoration of national pride has been no more than complacent, comfortable smugness. Real pride comes not from avoiding the fray but from being in the middle of it, fighting for our principles, our interests, and our friends.

It will take more than a few successful but relatively minor military missions like the invasion of Grenada and the raid on Libya to build lasting new confidence in the United States among Americans and our friends and allies abroad. Almost nowhere else on earth are people as secure and as prosperous as in the United States. Both our great power and our great blessings challenge us to adopt policies in both foreign and domestic affairs whose ultimate goal is to make the world safer and better. The stakes in this struggle for peace with freedom are far higher than they were in any of history’s struggles of arms. If the United States fails to step up to its global responsibilities, the West will lose, and the world will be infinitely more dangerous and cruel in the next century than it was in this century.

If we are to meet this challenge we must begin by shedding our illusions about how the world works.

Americans tend to believe that conflict is unnatural, that people from all nations are basically alike, that differences are products of misunderstanding, and that permanent and perfect peace is a reachable goal. History disproves each of those propositions. International conflict has been a constant through the centuries. Nations differ from one another in basic ways—political traditions, historical experience, motivating ideology—that often breed conflict. Clashing interests—the fact that we do understand one another—lead to disputes and ultimately to wars. Only when countries have accepted the existence of conflict and sought to manage it through a balance of power have enduring periods of general peace resulted.

Many of those who march through the streets hoisting placards calling for “peace” and “global disarmament” believe that the only solution to the danger of war is a world order preserved by an international organization. The twentieth century has demolished many myths but none more devastatingly than the wishful notion that world organizations could bring about perfect peace.

There have been two great experiments in world order in this century, the League of Nations and the United Nations. Both were tragic failures. In a speech urging U.S. membership in the League of Nations, Woodrow Wilson proclaimed, “It is a definite guarantee of peace. It is a definite guarantee by word against aggression.” Less than two decades after the League was established, the world plunged into the most destructive war in history.

Franklin D. Roosevelt was no less optimistic about the United Nations. He argued, “We must not this time lose the hope of establishing an international order which will be capable of maintaining peace and realizing through the years more perfect justice between nations.” One hundred twenty wars have been fought since the end of World War II and the founding of the United Nations. Eighteen million people have been killed in those wars—more than the total number killed in World War I.

Some of the world’s most able diplomats represent their countries in the UN. They could not have a more frustrating assignment. They can talk about everything and do something about nothing. They deserve our respect and our sympathy. But the United States cannot submit issues affecting its interests to a body so heavily prejudiced against us.

In the real world one tiny nation with six tanks, or six grubby terrorists with one tiny bomb, have more real power than the United Nations General Assembly gathered in all its magnificent splendor on the East River. What moves the world for good or ill is power, and no sovereign nation will give up any of its power to the UN or any other body—not now and not ever. This is an immutable aspect of national character. The sooner we face this fact—and the sooner the people of great nations, especially those in the West, stop feeling guilty about being powerful—the sooner a real international order, based on a stable balance of national power, will be achieved.

World peace is inseparable from national power. No foreign-policy goals, whether strategic, geopolitical, or related to human rights, can be achieved without the application of national power. If the American leadership class does not come to grips with that reality, the United States will lose its chance to act as a force for good in the world, for it will not be a force at all.
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Of all the leaders I have met in traveling to ninety countries in the past forty years, none impressed me more than the Prime Minister of Singapore, Lee Kwan Yew. His understanding of the great forces that move the world is encyclopedic and also profoundly perceptive. I vividly recall my first meeting with him twenty years ago. He paced back and forth in his modest office, punctuating his staccato statements with expressive gestures and colorful analogies. He likened the world to a great forest with giant trees, saplings, and creepers. He said the giant trees were Russia, China, Western Europe, the United States, and Japan. All the rest are saplings, some of which may grow into giants, and creepers, which because of shortages of people or resources cannot hope to become giants.

I am sure he would agree that two giants tower above the others: the United States and the Soviet Union. Our foreign-policy agenda in the remaining years of the twentieth century necessarily must focus on American–Soviet issues. But it cannot be limited to them. We must undertake new initiatives on four fronts:

• We must develop a new live-and-let-live relationship with the Soviet Union, one that recognizes that while the two countries have irreconcilable differences and will continue to compete with each other across the board, they also have a common interest in avoiding going to war over their differences.

• We and our allies must take on greater global responsibilities, with the West Europeans and the Japanese contributing a more equitable share of their resources to the defense of the overall interests of the West.

• We must continue to cultivate the relationship between the United States and China, focusing primarily on economic and political cooperation and following up with military and strategic cooperation where possible.

• We must have a more creative policy for promoting peace, freedom, and prosperity in the Third World. Ironically, it is among the nations of the world with the least political and military power that the most dynamic and dramatic change will occur in generations to come.

The challenges we will face if we do not shirk the responsibilities of world leadership are breathtaking in scope and complexity. But the stakes could not be higher. In 1999, man’s capacity to destroy will be unlimited. But his capacity for progress will also be unlimited. One hundred years ago many thought we had reached the end as far as invention and progress were concerned. Now we know we are only at the beginning.

We stand on the shoulders of giants. The enormous scientific breakthroughs of the twentieth century are only a prologue to what we can accomplish in the twenty-first century. We can lighten the burden of labor, find cures for dread diseases, and eliminate the pangs of hunger for all the world’s people. But we can do this only if we achieve our primary goal—to make the twenty-first century a century of peace.

I had my last private meeting with Leonid Brezhnev in the Crimea in 1974. While the interpreter was translating one of my remarks into Russian, I jotted down this note on a piece of paper: “Peace is like a delicate plant. It has to be constantly tended and nurtured if it is to survive; if we neglect it, it will wither and die.” We failed to meet this challenge in this century. But we cannot afford to fail in the next.

In the twelve years until the end of the twentieth century we will shape the world of the twenty-first century. It is imperative that we seize this moment so that when we look back from the historical high ground in 1999 we will see that we have lost no opportunities to make the next century the best and not the bloodiest in the history of civilization.

General Douglas MacArthur received a standing ovation when he told a joint session of Congress thirty-six years ago, “There is no substitute for victory.” He was referring to victory in a conventional war. In a nuclear war there will be no victors, only losers. But there still can be no substitute for victory.

The Soviets seek victory without war. Our answer cannot simply be peace without victory. We too must seek victory without war. But we seek a different kind of victory. We seek not victory over any other nation or people but the victory of the idea of freedom over the idea of totalitarian dictatorship, which would deny freedom. We seek victory for the right of all people to be free from political repression. We seek victory over poverty and misery and disease wherever they exist in the world.

The Soviets are committed to the goal of a communist world. We are committed to the goal of a free world where all people have the right to choose who will govern them and how they should be governed. The Soviets believe that history is on their side. We must make sure that when the history of the next century is written, it will have been on our side.
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THE
SUPERPOWERS
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Nearly one hundred fifty years ago, Alexis de Tocqueville observed with incredible foresight that the future of the world was in the hands of two profoundly different nations: the United States and Russia. “The principal instrument of the former is freedom, of the latter servitude,” he wrote, adding that their size alone meant they were bound to play decisive roles. “Their starting point is different and their courses are not the same; yet each of them seems to be marked out by the will of heaven to sway the destinies of half the globe.”

Tocqueville could not have contemplated at that time the cataclysmic events of the twentieth century—the two world wars, the invention of the atomic bomb, or the Russian Revolution of 1917, in which an absolute monarchy was replaced by a far more repressive communist dictatorship. But what he predicted about the destinies of the United States and Russia in 1840 is true now and will continue to be true into the twenty-first century. The gulf between the United States and the dictatorship in the Soviet Union today is far greater than that between the United States and absolutist Russia in the nineteenth century.

The United States and the Soviet Union have never been enemies in war. We were allies in World War II. But as World War II drew to a close, Tocqueville’s prophecy became reality. Stalin set the Soviet Union on a collision course with the rest of the world. The Third World War began before the Second World War ended. While the United States demobilized its armies and the other major allies began to rebuild their countries, the Soviet Union embarked on a drive for brazen imperial conquest. In less than five years, Moscow annexed Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, and parts of Finland and Japan, imposed communist puppet governments on the peoples of Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, and northern Korea, and made unsuccessful attempts to grab Greece, Turkey, and parts of Iran. Over the next thirty years, the Kremlin created satellite states in East Germany, Cuba, Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Angola, Mozambique, Ethiopia, Yemen, Afghanistan, and Nicaragua. Without ever issuing a formal declaration, the Kremlin has been at war against the free world for over forty years.

We are in a war called peace. It is a conflict that has not ended and that will probably continue for generations. The Soviets do not use armies or nuclear weapons to wage this war. Their principal weapons in the struggle with the West are propaganda, diplomacy, negotiations, foreign aid, political maneuver, subversion, covert actions, and proxy war. In this conflict, not only our own freedom but that of the rest of the world are at stake. Whether freedom survives depends on the actions of the United States.

Since Mikhail Gorbachev came to power three years ago as General Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, there have been no signs that the Soviet Union has altered its international goals. His personal style, so refreshingly different from that of his predecessors, has captured the imagination of many in the West. If we underestimate him by continuing to mistake style for substance, he may capture the rest of the West as well.

Under Gorbachev the Soviet Union’s foreign policy has been more skillful and subtle than ever before. But it has been more aggressive, not less. If his dramatic domestic reforms are as successful, in the twenty-first century we will confront a more prosperous, productive Soviet Union. It will then be a more formidable opponent, not less, than it is today.

That some observers believe the emergence of Gorbachev is a hopeful sign for the United States is an indication of how thoroughly they misunderstand the true nature of the U.S.–Soviet relationship. The beginning of the Gorbachev era does not represent the end of the U.S.–Soviet rivalry. Rather it represents the beginning of a dangerous, challenging new stage of the struggle between the superpowers. He has already earned our respect as the keenest, ablest adversary the United States has faced since World War II. Contrary to the wishful pronouncements of some political-science professors and editorial writers, Gorbachev does not seek peace in the way we do.

In the past forty years, I have had the opportunity to meet a number of great leaders—Churchill, de Gaulle, Adenauer, de Gasperi, Yoshida, Mao Tse-tung, and Chou En-lai. Gorbachev is in that league. Only a heavyweight should get into the ring with him. America is the only country capable of countering Gorbachev’s Soviet Union. Whether peace and freedom are secure as we enter the twenty-first century will turn on whether we set the right strategy and adopt the right foreign and defense policies today.
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Nuclear weapons have made war obsolete as a means of resolving conflicts between great powers. In the nuclear age, our goal must be peace. But perfect peace—a world without conflict—is an illusion. It has never existed and will never exist.

Real peace is not an end to conflict but a means to living with conflict. Once established, it requires constant attention to survive. Americans are idealists, and idealists long for a world without conflict, a world in which all differences between nations have been overcome, all ambitions forsworn, all aggressive or selfish impulses transformed into acts of individual and national beneficence. But conflict is intrinsic to mankind. History, ideas, and material aspirations have always divided the peoples of the world, and these divisions have continually led to conflict and war. That will not change. We must accept the permanence of conflict and devise policies that take this immutable fact of international life into account.

We must not vainly search for perfect peace but turn our efforts to creating real peace. Perfect peace assumes the end of conflict. Real peace is a means of living with unending conflict. Real peace is a process—a continuing process for managing and containing conflict between competing nations, competing systems, and competing international ambitions. It is the only kind of peace that has ever existed and the only kind we can realistically hope to achieve.

Americans have often confused real peace and perfect peace. For most of its history, the United States was invulnerable to threats from external foes. Its great size and its location between two vast oceans allowed the United States to opt out of international affairs. For 150 years, it stood back in blissful isolation while the nations of Europe jousted in dozens of crises and wars. Americans felt so secure that in the early 1930s their army was the sixteenth largest in the world, ranking just below that of Romania.

America’s unique history taught Americans the wrong lessons. Many came to believe that the only obstacles to world peace were either selfish and cynical leaders who were unwilling to put aside parochial national interests in the interest of peace or the regrettable lack of international understanding among leaders and nations. For them, idealism and determined effort were all that was needed to produce peace.

Those characteristics have not been lacking in American diplomacy. U.S. statesmen have almost always led the efforts to create an idealistic perfect peace. It started with Woodrow Wilson’s campaign to make World War I “a war to end all wars” through the creation of the League of Nations. It continued in the late 1920s when U.S. diplomats drafted the Kellogg-Briand Pact to outlaw war. It persisted with Franklin Roosevelt’s trust in the ability of the United Nations to restrain aggressors. Even today many Americans cling to the belief that the conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union would evaporate if the leaders of the two countries would just sit down at the negotiating table, “get to know each other,” and hammer out their differences.

We will never have real peace unless Americans shed their idealistic delusions. Conflict is the natural state of affairs in the world. Nations are bound to come into conflict over a variety of issues and through a variety of means, and the danger will always exist that those conflicts will lead to violence. Our task is not to try to eliminate all conflict—which is impossible—but to manage conflict so that it does not break out into war.

We are not helpless in a chaotic world. We have the necessary tools to build real peace. Those who might initiate aggression will do so only if they believe they will profit from it. No state will go to war unless its leaders believe they can achieve their goals at an acceptable cost. We can affect that calculus of costs and benefits by ensuring that no potential aggressor can conclude that aggression pays. Our goal must be to take the profit out of war.
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There is a double lock on the door to peace. The Soviet Union and the United States both hold a key. We cannot achieve real peace without at least the tacit cooperation of Mikhail Gorbachev.

I have met with three of the principal postwar leaders of the Soviet Union—Nikita Khrushchev in 1959 and 1960, Leonid Brezhnev in 1972, 1973, and 1974, and Gorbachev in 1986. Gorbachev is by far the ablest of the three. In just two years, he has become an international superstar. At age fifty-five, much younger than his immediate predecessors, he can expect to rule the Soviet Union for over a generation, facing as many as five U.S. Presidents. That makes him a far more formidable adversary. But it also opens up greater possibilities for real peace.

Many Western reporters and diplomats have tripped over themselves in gushing over Gorbachev. But, like self-proclaimed Soviet experts in the past, they have generally been totally obsessed with style. After meeting Joseph Stalin, an American diplomat commented, “His brown eyes are exceedingly wise and gentle. A child would like to sit on his lap, and a dog would sidle up to him.” When Khrushchev rose to power, some pundits wrote him off as a buffoon because he wore ill-fitting clothes, was poorly educated, spoke bad Russian, drank too much, and had crude manners. Brezhnev received higher marks—he wore silk shirts with French cuffs—but was ridiculed for his earthiness and his awkward public manner. Newspapers across the ideological spectrum from the Washington Post to the Wall Street Journal had feature stories on the fact that Yuri Andropov played tennis and liked American jazz, Scotch whisky, and abstract art.

Gorbachev’s neatly tailored suits, refined manners, beautiful wife, and smooth touch with reporters have made him a star with the press and the diplomatic corps. An American official who met him was impressed by the startling fact that he had “good eye contact, a firm handshake and a deep, melodious voice.” A British politician even remarked that Gorbachev was the man he most admired in the world. A disarmament activist took this a step further, saying, “Gorbachev is like Jesus. He just keeps giving out good things like arms control proposals and getting nothing but rejections.”

All of that is fatuous nonsense. Stalin’s “gentle” eyes belied his brutal mind. Khrushchev’s peasant manners did not stop him from building the Berlin Wall, and Brezhnev’s clumsy speech did not prevent him from undertaking the greatest military buildup in world history. Andropov’s “with it” style could not conceal the fact that he had been the ruthless head of the world’s most repressive police force. Whoever reaches the pinnacle of power in the Kremlin has learned his politics in the toughest school in the world. If we accept the views of Gorbachev propounded by the antinuclear left, we would be leaving ourselves psychologically disarmed before the man who controls the most powerful armed forces in the world.

I have met fifteen leaders of communist countries over the past forty years; I have never met a weak one. While we must note the weaknesses of communist governments in terms of their popular appeal, we must not overlook their strengths. Only the strong claw their way to the top in the brutal struggle for power in communist countries. Like other communist leaders, Gorbachev will be determined, ruthless, and skilled at exploiting not only his own strengths but also his adversary’s weaknesses.

We have and always will have profound differences with Gorbachev and other Soviet leaders. One reason is that we believe in our system and the Soviets reject it. That is easy for most Americans to grasp. But some Americans have more difficulty with the other side of the coin, which is that the Soviets believe in their system and believe it is superior to ours. No matter how critical we are of the Soviets and their actions in the world, we should never be contemptuous of them. We must respect the Soviet Union as a strong and worthy adversary. Respect is important between friends; it is indispensable between potential enemies in the nuclear age.

Soviet leaders are particularly sensitive about their right to be treated as equals. As Russians, Gorbachev and his colleagues are proud of their history and their culture—their literature, their music, their theater. The homes of Tolstoy and Tchaikovsky are national shrines. They are proud of the strength of the Russian people. They often refer to the fact that the Russians defeated Napoleon in the nineteenth century and Hitler in the twentieth and that Russian casualties in World War II were greater than those suffered by the United States, Britain, and France combined.

As Harold Macmillan told me before I went to Moscow in 1959, the Soviets have an overwhelming desire to be treated as “members of the club.” They may still feel psychologically inferior, but there is no arguing that in the three decades since then the Soviets have earned the right to be called a superpower. Gorbachev pointedly observed in his press conference after meeting with President Reagan in Geneva, “We are not simpletons.” We cannot quarrel with that statement. Our technology is more advanced than theirs, but what we do they can do. The first man in space was a Russian, not an American. Whether it was the atom bomb, the H-bomb, or the MIR Ving of missiles, they caught up with us and not just because their spies stole our secrets.

Gorbachev himself, more than his predecessors, is a powerful reminder that we underestimate the Soviets at our peril. He is the antithesis of the common perception of a bearded Bolshevik who wants to blow up the world. He is a highly intelligent, sophisticated man of the world. He exudes charisma, a quality everyone recognizes but no one can describe. He is a great communicator. He earned a bachelor’s degree in law; he was born with a master’s degree in public relations. If he had been born in the United States, he would be a surefire winner as a candidate for public office.

Gorbachev has supreme self-confidence, iron self-control, and a healthy degree of self-esteem. He is not as quick as Khrushchev, but he is therefore not as prone to mistakes. He thinks before he speaks. He is an homme sérieux, in both the literal and broader senses. He is good at small talk but prefers to get on with the business at hand. Like most extremists on the right as well as the left, he seldom indulges in humor. He prefers to concentrate on the serious issues he has prepared so well to discuss. Some say he has a quick temper. I disagree. He uses his temper; he does not lose it. On the rare occasions he does lose it, he quickly snatches it back and puts it in the service of his relentless drive for domination of the dialogue. He may digress from time to time, but only for the purpose of making his point. He never loses his train of thought. He has an exquisitely disciplined mind.

When he applied his public-relations talents at the superpower summit in December 1987, the city of Washington lost its collective senses. He had conservative senators eating out of his hand. He dazzled and charmed the Washington social set. The usually aggressive star reporters of American adversary journalism became pussycats in his presence. Business leaders and media moguls, when they met him in a private audience, did not question some of his obviously outlandish statements. He completely captivated a group of self-styled intellectuals. According to one observer, they served up softball questions that allowed him to hit a home run with each of his answers. No democratic leader—not Churchill, not de Gaulle, not Adenauer—ever enjoyed the kind of fawning, sycophantic treatment Gorbachev did.

Within establishment circles in Washington, the style of a leader means more than the substance of the policies. But what is important is that more than style distinguishes Gorbachev from his predecessors.

He is the first top Soviet leader I have met who is a hands-on leader in foreign affairs. He understands the intricate details of East–West issues. Khrushchev fulminated about the rightness of Soviet policies but never stepped beyond the most recent Soviet propaganda line. Brezhnev read prepared statements and then deferred all discussion to his subordinates. When I saw him Gorbachev alone spoke for the Soviet side, without notes, and he exhibited a thorough understanding of all the intricacies of arms control and other issues. He understands power and knows how to use it. He is tenacious but not inflexible. He is the kind of leader who can exercise judgment independent of his advisers and who can strike a deal.

Gorbachev is a new kind of Soviet leader. Khrushchev tried to cover up Soviet weaknesses by bragging outrageously about Soviet superiority. Brezhnev knew that his nuclear forces were equal to ours, but he still talked defensively by constantly insisting that the Soviet Union and the United States were equals as world powers. Gorbachev is so confident of his strengths that he is not afraid to talk about his weaknesses.

His recognition of Soviet weaknesses does not mean he has lost faith in the Soviet system. It is as useless to try to convert the Soviets to our way of thinking as it is for them to try to convert us to theirs. Whenever we try to debate ideology with them it is like two ships passing in the night. Human rights are a case in point. The Soviets consider the major human rights to be free health care, free housing, free education, and full employment. We consider the major human rights to be freedom of speech, freedom of the press, freedom of religion, and free elections.

We believe we are on the right side of history. They believe they are. Therefore, as a start in developing a new live-and-let-live relationship, both superpowers should accept how and why they are different, learn to respect each other’s strength and abilities, and avoid rhetoric which gratuitously puts the other down, while recognizing that we will both remain forceful advocates of our own beliefs.
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Like his predecessors, Gorbachev seeks to expand the influence and power of the Soviet Union. Regardless of the refinements he has introduced into Moscow’s public-relations techniques, he has preserved the long-term objective of pushing for global predominance. But he is the first Soviet leader who has faced up to the fact that the Soviet Union suffers from fundamental internal problems that threaten its status as a superpower. He is a dedicated communist. But when he looks at the Soviet position in the world, he wears no ideological blinkers.

As he looks back over the twentieth century, he sees an impressive historical record for communism. Lenin was the leader of only a small band of conspirators at the turn of the century. Until World War II, only one country with only 7 percent of the world’s population had a communist government. Now two of the greatest powers in history, the Soviet Union and China, and over a third of the world’s population live under communist rule.

Gorbachev knows that the country he rules has tremendous potential. While the United States—including Hawaii—covers six time zones, the Soviet Union covers eleven. Its vast natural resources match its expanse. It has a highly literate, well-educated population. Its peoples have produced great literature and art. Its scientists have made great contributions to man’s knowledge. It has more graduate engineers today than the United States. While its standard of living lags behind that of the West, we should never assume that the Soviet Union is simply a Third World state with nuclear-tipped rockets.

He also knows that in the last fifteen years the Soviet Union has made significant gains. Moscow has increased its great superiority in conventional military power. It has expanded its coastal navies into a blue-water navy—the largest in the world in terms of tonnage. Most disturbing, it has acquired decisive superiority in the most powerful and accurate nuclear weapons, land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles. It has projected its power into Southwest Asia, and its proxies have tallied up victories in Southeast Asia, southern Africa, and Central America. Its sustained political and propaganda offensive in Western Europe has prompted major political parties to adopt essentially neutralist platforms, which, if implemented, would lead to the dissolution of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization alliance.

In his lifetime Gorbachev has seen the Soviet Union rise from the status of one of many major powers to that of one of two superpowers. Whatever its other weaknesses, communism has proven to be an effective means for winning and keeping power. That experience serves to confirm Gorbachev’s ideological beliefs. While he knows that the Soviet Union must address great problems, he still believes it represents the wave of the future.

Gorbachev wants to keep what he has inherited from his predecessors. He also wants to add to the gains if possible. But as he surveys the international scene, he cannot be encouraged. Formidable external and internal obstacles lie in his path.

As he looks to the west, he sees signs of political unrest in virtually every country of the Soviet bloc, from Poland through Bulgaria. With these uncertain allies at its side, the Soviet Union confronts an alliance that has lasted longer than any other in history. NATO, after a decade of increased defense spending, has significantly strengthened its forces in the field. While the Soviet Union has undermined the international resolve of the Labour Party in Britain and the Social Democratic Party in West Germany, their drift toward neutralism has in turn undercut their electoral appeal. Chancellor Helmut Kohl has been reelected to another five-year term. Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher routed her divided opposition at the polls. Under President François Mitterrand and Prime Minister Jacques Chirac, France has bolstered its military forces and increased its cooperation with NATO.

As Gorbachev looks to the east, he sees the enormous long-term challenge posed by China and Japan. China, still a potential enemy, does not represent a military threat to the Soviet Union today, but its huge population and enormous natural resources create an awesome danger for the future. Beijing’s economic reforms compound the threat. If the Soviet Union’s growth rate continues to lag behind China’s as much as it has over the last five years, China will surpass the Soviet Union in terms of gross national product by the middle of the next century.

Japan, with no energy resources and with less than one-half the population and one-sixtieth the territory of the Soviet Union, has a per-capita income more than twice as high. With its growth far outpacing Moscow’s, Japan will leave the Soviet Union hopelessly behind in the next century. More ominous from the Kremlin’s point of view, the Japanese government has recently rescinded the formal limitation keeping defense spending under one percent of GNP and has undertaken a significant, though still modest, program to upgrade its defenses.

Like all Soviet leaders, Gorbachev approaches foreign policy with the long term in mind. Americans think in terms of decades. The Soviets think in terms of centuries. He knows the Soviet Union cannot ignore these ominous trends in the Far East. For Moscow, threats in the future are problems in the present.

As he looks to the south, the threat is already at hand: The Soviet Union is mired in a war in Afghanistan with no prospect for a quick victory. Eight years after the invasion, the Kremlin still cannot pull out its 120,000 troops without precipitating a collapse of the communist government in Kabul. More than 25,000 Soviet troops have been killed in action. Over $40 billion has been spent on the war, and expenses are running at over $10 billion annually. Its forces have ravaged the countryside, yet Moscow controls little more than the country’s major cities and the main roads. What’s worse, the war carries the risk for ominous political repercussions among the Soviet Union’s Muslim peoples.

No one should doubt that Moscow has the potential power to prevail. But at the current rate victory will not come for at least twenty years, and it may never come. For the Kremlin leaders, there is no light at the end of the tunnel.

When Gorbachev looks beyond the regions on his immediate frontiers, he finds all his communist clients in the Third World queuing up for handouts. They are not allies but dependencies. Not one of Moscow’s friends in the Third World could survive without massive economic subsidies or military assistance. Lenin wrote that capitalist countries turned to imperialism as a profit-making venture. If that was true, the communist revolution in Russia certainly did usher in a new era, since Moscow’s empire impoverishes rather than enriches the Kremlin. Vietnam costs the Soviet Union over $3.5 billion a year, Cuba over $4.9 billion, Angola, Mozambique, and Ethiopia a total of over $3 billion, and Nicaragua over $1 billion. Moscow’s imperial domain costs the Kremlin over $35 million a day.

When Gorbachev looks at the battle of ideas, he sees that the communist ideology has lost its appeal. After a visit to the Soviet Union seventy years ago, a liberal newspaper reporter, Lincoln Steffens, wrote: “I have seen the future and it works.” Now we have all seen that future and it does not work. This is true not only in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union itself, where the people have lived under communism in practice, but also in the rest of the world. In the 1950s, many noncommunists in the Third World admired the Soviet model of economic development. Today, no Third World government aspires to become a bureaucratic nightmare like the Soviet Union, with its jungles of red tape and its stagnant swamp of an economy. In the 1930s, Americans who spied for Moscow acted out of ideological conviction. Today, Americans who have been convicted of spying for the Soviets did it for cold, hard cash.

Moscow’s military power is its only asset. Great as that may be, military power cannot be sustained over the long term without matching economic power. Moscow’s dilemma is that its assets are ill-suited to solving its problems, and its problems are undermining its assets.

Gorbachev does not underestimate the Soviet quandary. Nor do his communist neighbors to the east. A Chinese leader, after explaining why China’s current economic reforms were essential if it intended to step into the front rank of nations, once commented to me that if the Soviet Union did not adopt similar changes Moscow would “disappear” as a great power in the next century. That is true, and Gorbachev knows it.

Economically, it has abysmally failed to capitalize on its great human and material resources. It has not surpassed any other major country in GNP since the end of World War II; meanwhile it has been surpassed by Japan and Italy. Moscow’s economy is a basket case. The growth rate is virtually zero. Productivity is dropping. Absenteeism, corruption, malingering, and drunkenness are rife. The standard of living is sinking, so much so that the life expectancy of Russian men is actually going down. A Soviet worker must spend more than seven times as many hours as a West European to earn enough money to buy a car. The Soviet Union has fifteen times fewer industrial computers than advanced West European countries and forty-five times fewer than the United States. What few positive blips have been detected in the vital signs of the Soviet economy in recent years have resulted from the Kremlin’s manipulation of its own economic statistics.

Western economists used to undertake esoteric extrapolations to gauge the depths of Moscow’s economic crisis. Today, they only have to read Mikhail Gorbachev’s speeches. Khrushchev claimed the Soviet Union would catch up and surpass the United States economically in a decade. Brezhnev swept economic problems under the rug. Andropov thought more discipline among the workers was the solution. In Gorbachev the Soviet Union finally has a leader who grasps that without a growing economy its international position will steadily erode and its military power will gradually atrophy. He has formally repealed the Communist Party’s goal of Khrushchev’s era which called for the Soviet Union to surpass the United States in gross national product in the 1980s. He has labeled Khrushchev’s boastful predictions of Soviet economic growth as “groundless fantasies.” Gorbachev knows that more than wishful thinking and pep rallies is needed to get the Soviet system back on its feet.

He also understands that his major priority must be to revitalize the Soviet economy. Without economic growth, he cannot afford the current level of Soviet military spending, provide even a marginal improvement in the standard of living of the Soviet peoples, or hold the Soviet system out as a paragon for developing nations.

Gorbachev faces the classic dilemma of communist totalitarian systems. In order to have progress he must allow more freedom. But allowing more freedom threatens his power. Excessive centralization is the principal problem of the Soviet economy. But decentralizing economic decision-making carries the risk of prompting demands for political decentralization. And political decentralization would mean the dissolution of the communist system.

When Gorbachev totals up the balance sheet of Soviet strengths and weaknesses, the bottom line is not encouraging. Moscow has put itself into a unique historical position: It does not have a single ally among the major powers of the world. The Kremlin faces potential adversaries in Western Europe, China, Japan, Canada, and the United States, whose combined gross national products account for over 60 percent of the world economy. Moreover, never in history has an aggressive power been more successful in extending its domination over other nations and less successful in winning the approval of the people of those nations. In not one of the nineteen nations of the world in which they rule did the communists gain power by winning a free democratic election, and none of them dares to have one. If the Soviet Union’s strength wanes, its satellites will certainly try to break out of the Kremlin’s orbit.
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Gorbachev feels the pressure of these problems and has responded with a far-reaching reform campaign. As he tackles the difficult tasks before him, we need to analyze the consequences of his reforms for the world. We need to answer these questions: What kinds of reforms has he proposed? What do these reforms tell us about Gorbachev’s intentions? What is the likelihood that these reforms will succeed? What does Gorbachev’s reform drive portend for Soviet behavior in the world? How should the West respond?

Gorbachev has pressed forward with a three-pronged reform program. But while he has departed from the policies of his immediate predecessors, we must view the scope of these changes with historical perspective.

Glasnost. This is the catchword for the new openness about problems in the Soviet Union and the greater tolerance of dissent. Gorbachev has allowed the Soviet press to publish exposés about the failures of and corruption in the Soviet system. He has brought Andrei Sakharov back from internal exile and has released a few other prominent dissidents. He has increased the number of Jews allowed to emigrate and has given exit visas to Soviet citizens divided from their spouses in the West. All these steps have been widely hailed in the West.

These developments are significant and represent a welcome change from the past. But we should always remember that the literal translation of the word glasnost is “transparency.” Repression remains the keystone of the Soviet system. While fewer than 100 political dissidents have been released, another 40,000 still languish in prison camps. While 8,000 Jews were allowed to emigrate in 1987, another 400,000 are still waiting to do so. While more criticism of the system is permitted, it is still all officially sanctioned criticism. It is no accident that those who are criticized under Glasnost never argue back.

Gorbachev’s purpose is threefold. He wants to create a more favorable attitude toward the Soviet Union in the West in order to facilitate his pursuit of more important goals, agreements on trade and arms control. He wants to use Glasnost to weed out his political opponents. He wants to create a new spirit among intellectuals and particularly young people in the Soviet Union. Glasnost is a small price to pay.

Democratization. Gorbachev’s speeches overflow with paeans to democracy. But what he means by democracy is very different from what we mean by it. He wants to open up the system; he wants to encourage people to step forth with new ideas; but he has no intention of relinquishing any of the power and prerogatives of the Communist Party. His democratization stays strictly within the party. There is no real democratization outside the party. He wants to shake up the system to get it moving again. But it will not lead to anything remotely resembling a Western democracy.

Perestroika. This slogan for economic reform literally means restructuring. Gorbachev has spoken in sweeping terms about this program. He has called for the dismantling of much of the central planning apparatus. He has endorsed the idea of joint ventures with private Western firms. He has proposed giving greater decision-making power to factory managers. He has pushed for allowing some opportunities for very small enterprises to make private profit. But he has so far achieved little. Few of Gorbachev’s proposals have been enacted, and they in no way compare to the revolutionary initiatives that Deng Xiaoping has undertaken in China. The day-to-day workings in the Soviet Union still run by the dictates of the old regime.

That Gorbachev seeks to take a new approach to Soviet problems does not mean that he rejects the basic premises of his system. He believes that the system is fundamentally sound but needs to be made more effective. We must always remind ourselves that the reforms themselves tell us nothing about Gorbachev’s intentions. Their purpose is not to move the Soviet Union toward more freedom at home or a less aggressive policy abroad, but rather to make the communist system work better. He wants the system to be more efficient, not less communist.

Gorbachev’s success is far from guaranteed. He faces monumental political and cultural obstacles. Some people have even argued that he has only a fifty-fifty chance of lasting five years in power. They point out that in every speech he makes he refers to the opposition against his reforms. They recall that when the last great Soviet reformer, Nikita Khrushchev, tried to revitalize the system his colleagues in the Politburo promptly gave him the boot. They conclude that the same could happen to Gorbachev.

Those who hold this view rightly point out that there is opposition to Gorbachev’s reforms but underestimate his ability to handle it. A shake-up of the Soviet system will always be opposed by those who have been shaking it down through perks and corruption. He is trying to impose new changes on those who benefit from the old ways. They do not want to lose their dachas, their limousines, their ballet tickets, their Black Sea vacations, and their rights to expert medical care and preferential education for their children. But the analogy to Khrushchev does not fit. Like Khrushchev, Gorbachev is bold and unpredictable; but unlike Khrushchev, he will not be rash.

Gorbachev has also shown great skill in consolidating his power. Unlike Stalin, he does not have his rivals killed. Unlike Khrushchev, he does not leave them in positions where they can threaten his power. (Brezhnev, for example, was standing next to Khrushchev during our Kitchen Debate in 1959.) Instead, Gorbachev ferrets them out of their key positions and replaces them with supporters. In just two years, he has replaced all but one of the members of the party Secretariat, the key body which runs the party apparatus. Of the thirteen members of the all-powerful Politburo, the body which runs the country’s day-to-day affairs, only three are holdovers from the Brezhnev era. He has also replaced two thirds of the provincial party secretaries and more than 60 percent of the government ministers. His ruthless sacking of Boris Yeltsin, who was one of the strongest supporters of reform, was a shot across the bow to anyone—friend or foe—who is tempted to challenge his authority. Gorbachev is firmly in charge, and he will remain so as long as he keeps playing his cards with such masterful skill.

But even if Gorbachev stays in power his economic reforms face three profound difficulties. The first is his communist ideology. He is a deeply believing communist. Communism is his faith. His occasional references to God in private conversations do not make him a closet Christian. A communist cannot become a Christian without ceasing to be a communist. Communism and Christianity have irreconcilable differences. He has been hailed as a pragmatist and has spoken of the need to create incentives to guide the decisions of workers and managers. But that runs contrary to one of the fundamental premises of the Stalinist command economy. Our economic system works because the market guides virtually all economic actions. If Gorbachev’s reforms are enacted, there will be a basic tension built into the system. How will Gorbachev determine which decisions should be made by the market and which by the state? It will be difficult for him to move away from the beliefs of a lifetime about the superiority of state control over what he believes to be the heartless exploitation of the masses by selfish capitalists. As problems arise, there will be a powerful motivation for the Soviet state to step in and hand out orders to solve them.

The second obstacle is the hidebound Soviet bureaucracy. Gorbachev must implement his reforms through millions of lower-level Soviet functionaries and managers. It is not easy to teach old bureaucrats new tricks. They simply do not know how to act like entrepreneurs. They are used to taking orders, not initiating ideas. Like bureaucrats everywhere, they know that the best way to win promotions is to play it safe and not take chances. They do not have the slightest idea of how to judge which economic risks are worth taking. It will take nothing less than a cultural revolution, one in which individual initiative is promoted over party discipline, to overcome the habits of seventy years of centralized Stalinist planning.

The third problem involves the Russian people. Unlike the peoples of Eastern Europe and unlike many in China, the Russians have never known anything but government-controlled enterprise, whether under the old czars of the nineteenth century or the new czars of the twentieth century. The Chinese generally, as demonstrated by their success in any country to which they emigrate, are born entrepreneurs. Most Russians are not. We tend to believe that people will always respond to the challenge of opportunity. That is not true. Many even in this country who have become used to the security of the welfare state value it above all else.

Ironically, while Marx attacked religion as the opiate of the people, the secular religion of Marxism-Leninism has proved to be an even more insidious addictive. When people become accustomed to a system that provides total security and that makes playing it safe rather than taking a chance the best way to get ahead, it is difficult to change them. For them, change means instability and represents a threat. Even those who benefit little from the system fear they will lose what little they get.

Gorbachev is aware of these problems. He has a deep faith in his ideology, but he knows that his economy is not working. He wants to reform the system, but he cannot do so without the participation of the people who make up the system. He can act only through his bureaucracy. But his bureaucrats and managers are unaccustomed to making their decisions without guidance from above. He must also enlist the cooperation of people who must change the habits of a lifetime, who must respond to the challenge of opportunity, with all its risks, rather than huddle in the comfort and security of a totally planned society. His task is almost as difficult as making drones into productive bees.

So far there is no reason to believe that Gorbachev’s reforms will make the world a better or a safer place. First of all, he has not broken with the horrors of the Soviet past. In his secret speech in 1956, Khrushchev said that “Stalin was a man of capricious and despotic character whose persecution mania reached unbelievable dimensions” and that Stalin had personally ordered the mass executions of his opponents and the mass deportations of whole nations away from their native lands in the Soviet Union. Gorbachev, on the other hand, endorsed the brutal policy of collectivizing agriculture, praised “the tremendous political will, purposefulness and persistence, ability to organize and discipline the people displayed in the war years by Joseph Stalin,” and criticized only the “excesses” of the Stalin years. To a man who killed tens of millions of Soviet citizens Gorbachev gave a pat on the back and a slap on the wrist.
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