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Red-baiting, no. Anti-Communism, yes.

THE ‘PEACE COUNCIL’ AND PEACE

By RONALD RADOSH

N OLD PROBLEM is back. Activists in the nuclear
freeze movement are faced, whether they like it or
not, with the question of what attitude they should take
toward Communists and Communism, They want the
White House to engage in serious arms control negotia-
tions, which is an essential goal. While working toward
that goal, they are receiving overtures from American
Communists who espouse unity in a common effort, but
whose own private agenda is quite different.

One might have thought that the experience of de-
cades would have settled this issue long ago-—indeed, as
long ago as 1924, during the third-party campaign of
Senator Robert M. LaFollette. After working to support
LaFollette as part of a broad coalition, the Cormnmunists
received new orders from Moscow and suddenly con-
demned him as a Fascist. LaFollette concluded in a
public letter that Communists had joined his campaign
only “to disrupt it,” and warned, “To pretend that the
Communists can work with the progressives is deliber-
ately to deceive the public.”

After World War II, liberals faced the issue again
when the remnants of the wartime Popular Front sup-
ported Henry A. Wallace’s 1948 Presidential campaign.
Wallace's “Gideon’s Army” believed that there were
“no enemies on the Left,” that liberals and Communists
had to work together and maintain unity against the
conservative drift. Americans for Democratic Action, the
American Civil Liberties Union, the New York State
Liberal Party, and many other liberal groups disagreed,
contending that the Communists” antidemocratic ideol-
ogy and their subservience to Soviet policy were flatly
incompatible with liberal goals—and that liberal orga-
nizations were not only within their rights to exclude
them but had a moral obligation to do so. This did not
prevent right-wing extremists from continuing to attack
such organizations as Communist, but it deprived such
charges of much of their force.

Today the issue has reappeared, with the Reagan
Administration and its right-wing allies Red-baiting the
entire nuclear freeze movement. The President himself
started the attacks, proclaiming in December 1981 that
antiwar demonstrations “are all sponsored by a thing

Ronald Radosh is co-author with Joyce Milton of The
Rosenberg File: A Search for the Truth, to be published in
August by Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
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called the World Peace Council, which is bought and
paid for by the Soviet Union.” Far-right author and
researcher John Rees followed suit, stating that “the
Soviet Union is running the current worldwide disarma-
ment campaign through the K.G.B. and . .. the World
Peace Council,” and that U.S. peace activists were “up
to their necks in this effort.” And there were more such
attacks, Of course all this is nonsense; the vast majority
of those who campaigned and voted for freeze resolu-
tions in November have never even heard of the World
Peace Council,

The right’s tactic of using this relatively obscure group
to undermine the peace movement has not worked. The
American press has been sharp in exposing the paucity
of the allegations, particularly in challenging the Presi-
dent’s recent assertion that “’foreign agents” instigated
the freeze movement. Even a cursory look at the Nuclear
Weapons Freeze Campaign shows that the U.5. Peace
Coundil, the American branch of the World Peace Coun-
cil, is not part of its elected leadership. It is not to be
found on its National Committee or on the smaller
executive and strategy committees. On the other hand,
major organizations such as the Presbyterian Church are
officially involved, and one suspects that it is this kind of
popular support that really upsets the White House.

If Communists and U.S. Peace Council members are
involved in working for the freeze on a local level, their
participation is too minimal to have any political mean-
ing. Yet they are trying to play a more aclive part.
Indeed, just as the right needs to paint the 'reeze move-
ment as pro-Communist, so do the Communists need
this Red-baiting to gain them attention and legitimacy.
A new generation of activists naively responds to the
problem with their own kind of illogic. If the attack on
the peace movement through the U.S. FPeace Council is
McCarthyism, they reason, the rejection of the US.
Feace Council must also be McCarthyism.

It is this attitude, newly emerging, that allows such an
old-fashioned Communist front as the U.5. Peace Coun-
cil to gain a following among old left peace groups such
as Women's Strike for Peace and the Women's Interna-
tional League for Peace and Freedom. These groups

~were themselves incorrectly attacked by Senator Jere-

miah Denton as Communist frents. Put it would be
correct to describe their Jeaders as unfailing fellow trav-
elers of the type that flourished in the 1710+ and 1950s.
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The brochure of the U.S. Peace Council’s national con-
ference is adorned with ads from both the various locals
and the national office of the W.I.L.P.F.

Perhaps the best example of how the new breed of
fellow travelers reacts to Soviet policy can be found in
their response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. It
never occurred to them to react first with an outright
condemnation of the invasion—to say nothing of offer-
ing their moral support to an indigenous liberation
movement struggling for self-determination. They ar-
gued that the Soviet invasion was not a cause for alarm.
After all, Afghanistan was already a client state of the
Soviet Union, and the Afghani rebels were composed of
barbarians—wife-beaters who objected to imposed pro-
gressive measures such as elimination of the bride price.
You simply could not, as Nation correspondent Fred
Halliday argued, compare the Afghan rebels to the
heroic Vietnamese Communists. One group was com-
posed of Marxist guerrillas, the other of “‘ultraconserva-
tive tribesmen” who need to be brought into the modern
world under progressive Soviet tutelage. Thus the So-
viet invasion was to be applauded, not condemned.

ED-BAITING helps the Communists gain a hearing.
How this works is revealed in a recent special issue

of The Nation, in which Frank J. Donner writes that the
U.S. Peace Council is simply a peace group with chap-
ters around the country; it has “‘some Communist Party

members in its midst, but it also has members from -

Congress, state legislatures, city councils and legal and
religious groups.” Donner makes the U.S. Peace Council
sound like a broad-minded chapter of the Rotary Club.
But the fact is the U.S. Peace Council was established by
the American Communist Party two years ago as a
vehicle to consolidate its “peace work,” and as a way to
reach the newly emerging broad peace movement with
pro-Soviet arguments.

In December the U.S.P.C.'s executive director,
Michael Meyerson, a longtime Communist Party activist
and a member of its Political Committe¢, issued a long
“Open Letter” on “The New ‘Red Sceve,””” which the
U.S.P.C. mailed to every major peace group. As Meyer-
son’s letter describes the U.S.P.C,, it ic simply an inde-
pendent group of peace activists. It has “known Com-
munists in its leadership,” but that is because it rejects
anti-Communism and refuses to bar the “Left” from
“progressive organizations and coalitions in times of
Cold War in order to please the Cold Warriors.”” (Meyer-
son ignores the possibility that the peace movement
might have its own reasons for wanting to bar Commu-
nists.) He offers another argument for Communist ““par-
ticipation”’: that Communists bring "“a sometimes miss-
ing sense of organization, direction, and ideological
cohesiveness.” He points with pride to years of “peace
activities” on the part of Communist “guintessential
Americans,” like William Z. Foster and Benjamin Davis,
the two most hardline Stalinists ever to rise from the
ashes of American Communism. M. -rson’s list of

~ He went on to say—falsely, it turns out

Communists smoothly excludes the “peace activities” of
the Party’s most popular and long-standing leader, Earl
Browder—who went to prison for his peace campaign
during the Nazi-Soviet pact, and who was purged in
1945 for prematurely advocating the détente the Party
now supports. Meyerson ends his “Open Letter” by
extolling the virtues of his Party comrades: “Our experi-
ence in working with U.S.P.C. members who belong to
the Communist Party has shown them to be as honest,
hard working, thoughtful and dedicated to the cause of
peace as anyone else.”

XCEPT, THAT ]S, when the cause of peace is es-

poused within the Soviet Union. I asked Meyerson
what he thought of the independent peace activists who
were arrested after demonstrating in Red Square on June
12. He regretted the suppression, he said, but he charac-
terized the brave group as “not a peace movement,” but
a tiny band “seeking passports to emigrate to Israel.”
When I asked him if there had ever been a Soviet action
to which the U.S.P.C. might object, Meyerson recalled
Nikita Khruschchev’s testing of a 58-megaton bomb in
1961, which ended a three-year moratorium on Soviet
and American above-ground testing. ““That probably
wasn’t necessary,”” he said with a sigh. I reminded him
that at the time, Communists and their allies in the peace

.movement rushed to defend these tests, claiming that

they were necessary to match America’s strategic superi-
ority. “They probably weren’t good Communists,” he
retorted. “Good Communists,” it seems, should have
been able to see through Khrushchev’s revisionism and
adventurism.

Meyerson, like Reagan, claims that the U.S.P.C. has
played a major role in the nuclear freeze movement, a
conclusion directly at odds with the December 9 report
of the House Select Committee on Intelligence. ““We run
it [the freeze campaign] in West Virginia,” he told me.
that Randall
Forsberg, who originally formulated the freeze idea,
traveled to Moscow as part of a U.S.P.C. delegation.
Forsberg told me that she went to Moscow as an individ-
ual, and then, as part of a group put together by the
U.S.P.C., attended a dubious meeting with the official
Soviet Peace Committee. Forsberg says she refused to
sign the statement Meyerson had drawn up as a press
release on the eve of the group’s departure from Russia,
and adds that she bluntly told him that she would not
“be a propaganda tool for the Soviet Union.” Forsberg
stressed that she was fully aware that the Soviet Peace
Committee was actually a state-run group, not a “non-
governmental” body as claimed by the U.S.P.C. The
U.S. Peace Council, Forsberg says, is “‘completely anti-
American,” a group whose members see nothing wrong
“on the other side.” They hew only to “‘the current line
in the Soviet Union.” They are simply a “pro-Soviet
organization, and there are a lot of other people in the
peace movement in the United States who feel the same
way about them.”

JANUARY 31,1983 15



Forsberg's assessment of the US.P.C. is accurate.
Meyerson’s ““Open Letter” invites anyone to join, as
long as they understand that “the Soviets want peace.”
The U.S.S.R. is described as a power that takes unilateral
steps toward disarmament; only the United States, in
U.S.P.C. eyes, has ever “escalated the arms race.”” There
is a lengthy attack on NATO’s proposed deployment of
Pershing missiles in Europe, but not a word about the
actual Soviet buildup of 55-18 and 55-20 nuclear mis-
siles targeted on Western Europe.

The U.S.P.C. stresses that “the.struggle for disarma-
ment is indivisible from the struggles for independence
and self-determination,” except when the struggling
takes place in Afghanistan or Poland. Only in Central
America and the Middle East is liberation looked for.
The U.S.P.C. is certainly unique among peace groups to
list as a main demand ‘‘defeat for the Camp David
accord,” which, it argues, was designed to neutralize
Egypt so that Israel could carry out “genocide” against
the Arab peoples. The U.S.PC. is clear that it only
supports “‘legitimate movements of national liberation,”
such as the P.L.O.

UT WHY a U.S. Peace Council, when the American

Communists can peddle their line through their
own Party? Because the creation of a front allows the
Communist Party to win sympathy among people who
would otherwise have nothing to do with it. Thus the
brochure of the U.S.P.C.’s 1981 National Conference
contains an ad from "‘Friends of lowa,” which appears to
be signed by virtually every peace-minded minister and
church activist in that Midwestern state. The nuances of
the U.S.P.C.’s positions are of little interest to these good
people; it is enough for them that the organization has
“peace” in its title and is a proclaimed opponent of
Ronald Reagan.

The U.S.P.C. has also obtained a good share of politi-
cal support from elected black leaders, including State
Senator Julian Bond of Georgia, Representative John
Conyers of Michigan, and Gus Newport, the mayor of
Berkeley, and a co-chairman of the U.S. Peace Council.
Conyers declined to discuss the issue, and Bond did not
return repeated phone calls. But Mayor Newport
strongly endorsed the U.S.P.C.’s positions. Only the
United States, he told me, takes steps to gain superiority
when in fact it “has even more [arms] than the Soviet
Union.” 1 asked him about the S5-20s, and he re-
sponded that any expressions of concern about them
had to be in the context of understanding that “our
foreign policy is the worst in the world.”” Western Euro-
peans, he argued, felt threatened because the U.S. was
“dictating that missiles be deployed on their shores.”
These missiles, he said, gave the Soviet Union “justifica-
tion to deploy the 55-20s.”

I read to Newport the wise words of E.P. Thompson,
the British social historian turned peace leader. “"Martial
law in Poland is not only an internal matter,” Thompson
writes. A defeat for freedom in Poland will be a devas-
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tating defeat also for peace.” Newport sees it differently
(as does Meyerson, who told me he had “’great respect
for Thompson, but he is wrong”). Newport said that he
supports workers’ movements, but added that the
smashing of Solidarity was used by Reagan to distract
attention from the smashing of PATCO; moreover, the
“labor movement in Britain took a position against
Solidarity.” They had ““sent people over there to investi-
gate the situation” and they had not viewed the Polish
movement favorably. Finally, Newport said that Ameri-
can peace groups that rejected working with the
U.S.P.C. “have received a lot of money from the Rocke-
feller Foundation and places like that.”

HERE HAVE BEEN two different responses to the

efforts of the U.S.P.C. to gain entry into the peace
movement. Two years ago, the influential Coalition for a
New Foreign and Military Policy met to discuss the
U.S.P.C.’s application for affiliation. (The groups affili-
ated with the coalition include the National Council of
Churches, the United Hebrew Congregations, the Dem-»
ocratic Socialists of America, and the War Resisters
League.) Admirably, after long and heated debate, its
board voted 18 to 4, with four abstentions, to reject the
U.S.P.Cs request. According to the minutes of the
meeting, the majority decided that it had to make clear
that “the positions the Coalition takes that are critical of
the U.S. government and its policies come from our own
independent analysis and conclusions and are not influ-
enced by organizations that may have associations of
some sort with a foreign power.” Particular concern was
expressed that the U.S.P.C.’s affiliation with the World
Peace Council meant that they were “completely domi-
nated by the Soviet Union.”

This response was not repeated, however, by the June
12 Rally Committee that put together the massive New
York City freeze rally. The U.S.P.C. had one seat on its
executive committee, and four other seats were held by
Communists or fellow-travelers who officially repre-
sented their unions but were backed for admission by
the U.S.P.C. Yet the committee refused a seat to the
Democratic Socialists of America, on the ground that
they are a ““political grouping.” The U.S.P.C. was able to
get the committee—whose members were keen on
unity—to tone down the official rally call so that it was
not equally addressed to both the United States and the
Soviet Union. In its own literature, the U.S. Peace
Council described June 12 as a day in which Americans
would be demanding action to ‘‘reduce our arsenals.”
(My emphasis.)

At the executive committee meetings, Meyerson ar-
gued that the rally should include such demands as a
call for an end to U.S. intervention in Central America.
This was part of what he terms a “serious attempt to
address the question of...U.S. interventionism, and
the racist consequences of the arms race.” The rally itself
ended up hearing from at least one speaker who con-
tended in his speech that ““there can be no disarmament
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without the independence of Puerto Rico.”

Obviously, some of the rally committee board mem-
bers who welcomed the U.S.P.C. to their ranks did not
privately agree with Meyerson. But they implicitly
adopted the mushy logic that all enemies of American
militarism are their friends, even if these new allies
actively support Soviet militarism. Perhaps these indi-
viduals should listen to the advice of E.P. Thompson,
who has related an incident that occurred at the end of a
speech he gave at the Riverside Church peace confer-
ence last year. A Soviet citizen rose to speak on behalf of
the World Peace Council. This man praised Thompson
for his critique of NATO defense strategy, but criticized
him for not defending the Soviet 55-20s. Thompson
comments:

To allow the Western peace movement to drift into collu-
sion with the strategy of the World Peace Council—that is,
in effect, to become a movement opposing NATO militarism
only—is a recipe for our own containment and ultimate
defeat. This will also meet with a refusal in Eastern Europe
... where much public opinion is utterly jaded with official

‘peace-loving” propaganda, and where state sponsored
Peace Committees have never, thoughout their whole
thirty-year existence, fluttered an eyelash in protest against
any action of Soviet militarism.

The only beneficiaries of Communist involvement in
the peace movement are the two groups that would like
to see a pro-Soviet peace movement in the United
States: the Reagan Administration on the one hand, and
the Communists and fellow-travelers on the other. lron-
ically, these two forces think of each other as mortal
enemies; in fact, both are enemies of an effective peace
movement. The desire to do something about the nu-
clear danger is faultless. So is the desire to protect civil
liberties. But there is no good reason to collaborate with
Communists, and plenty of reason not to. Those in the
peace movement who wish to rid its ranks of Commu-
nists are not McCarthyites. There is a difference between
Red-baiting, which must be rejected, and anti-Commu-
nism, which is a moral and political necessity. Unless the
peace movement understands this, it will sink into
oblivion.

The making of a socialist, capitalist, and African state.

THE CRACKS IN ZIMBABWE

By XAN SMILEY

EVISITING JOURNALISTS who inhaled the pun-
gent scent of Zimbabwe at war ("”the vultures,” as
we were then known) are curiously unhappy nowadays.
It is confusing. You used to know, roughly, who was
killing whom, who were goodies and baddies, who was
right and who was wrong. And you knew what the
outc..me had to be: black rule, as simple as that. In the
days before independence, few felt compelied to haggle
over what sort of black state it should be. There were
nuarnices of death, to be sure. There was that half-cocked
independence (for some, “the Kerensky phase”), that
push me-pull-you period of 1978-1980, when grim-
faced lan Smith in awkward tandem with Bishop Abel
Muzorewa told his white supporters that the country
was still white, and the once militant nationalist prelate,
looking shiftily over his shoulder at his own white
hatchetmen and South African finandiers, told his sup-
posed constituency—the seven-and-a-half million
blacks—that Zimbabwe was indeed theirs.
Today, in subtler ways, the fuzziness is more confus-

Xan Smiley is an editorial writer for The Times of
London.
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ing for the hardened journalist’s glazed and weary eye.
Physically, Zimbabwe is as neat—in many ways as un-
African—as Rhodesia was. The capital hedges are as
maddeningly trim as ever, as though there’d never been
a hiccuy of violence during those eight bloody years of
war. Pusiness (almost entirely white business) is boom-
ing—on1: the surface, at any rate. (The omens are much
less fa\orable than they were a year ago.) Yet, three
years ago, 1 was fairly sure that there would eventually
be a smoking ruin: indeed, that would surely have been
Rhodesia’s legacy had the Lancaster House constitu-
tional talks failed.

So there is a feeling, even now, of astonishment that
order eventually prevailed. But what, really, does Prime
Minister Robert Mugabe want? He proclaims himself a
Marxist; yet since his ascent to power Zimbabwe has
barely shifted from its profoundly capitalist base. The
new lecder—inscrutable, uncorruptible, scholarly—
may be biding his time. But his ministers and the
burgeon ng new black civil servant and business elite,
though calling each other “comrade” and occasionally
obliz . ‘o mouth Marxist rhetoric, look more wedded to
privit .- and personal wealth by the day. The white
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Khrushchev “thaw” in international relations, and,
above all, the fact that the Soviets had caught up
with the West in nuclear weapons, were to make
the peace movement temporarily redundant; it
ceased to exist just as suddenly as it had once
appeared. Meanwhile, the inefficiency of the Soviet
economy once again brought it to the point of
collapse. The Soviet Union badly needed Western
goods, technology, and credits, Without these,
there would have to be very substantial economic
reform, dangerous to continued party control over
the entire economic life of the Soviet Union. At
the same time, it was from the strategic point of
_ view important for the Soviets to legitimize their
territorial holdings in Eastern Europe and to
secure for themselves the freedom to move further.
Something new was called for. OQut of the depths
of the Kremlin, the doctrine of détente was born.

HOUGH the peace movement was put in
Tcold storage, the issue of peace was
nevertheless central to this new Kremlin policy as
well. The West had grown so exhausted by the con-
stant tension of the previous decades that the temp-
tation to relax, when offered by the Kremlin, was
simply irresistible. And after a decade of a ruthless
“struggle for peace,” no Western government could
get away with rejecting a proposal to limit the
arms race—however well some of them understood
that it would be senseless to try to reach an agree-
ment with the Soviets while the essentially aggres-
sive nature of Communist power remained in
force. Probably some such recognition explains why
the Western governments insisted on linking par-
ticipation in the Helsinki agreements to the observ-
ance of human-rights agreements inside the Com-
munist bloc. Their idea was to force the internal
relaxation of the Soviet regime and so make it more
open and less aggressive. In exchange the West pro-
vided almost everything Brezhnev demanded in his
“Peace Program” of the 24th Party Congress in
1971, “The inviolability of the postwar frontiers in
Europe”—that is, the legitimation of the Soviet
territorial annexations between 1939 and 1948—as
well as a substantial increase in economic, scientific,
and cultural cooperation were solemnly granted by
the Western countries in Helsinki in 1975. Earlier
a separate treaty had perpetuated the artificial di-
vision of Germany without even a reference to the
Berlin Wall. \

The Western democracies had displayed such
readiness to accommodate their Soviet partners that
their behavior was perceived as weakness. Probably
the most disgusting features of ‘détente could be
seen in Germany where the “free flow of people
and ideas” had very quickly degenerated into trad-
ing people like cattle, the right to visit one’s rela-
tives in the East becoming a kind of reward condi-
tional on the “good behavior” of the West German
government. By playing on this sensitive issue the
Soviets were able to blackmail the whole country

and to “modify” the policies of its government, Un-
fortunately, Germany is a key factor in East-West
relations because in order to avoid a major split in
the Western alliatrce the other members have to
adjust their positions in accordance with Ger-
many’s. So it was that Soviet influence came to be
exerted through the back door, and the West was
politically paralyzed.

In addition, far from making the Sovncts more
dependent—as the proponents of détente had as-
sured us—increased trade, and particularly huge
Western credits, have made the West more and
more dependent on the Soviet Union. The dimen-
sions of this disaster became clear only recently,
when the discussion of economic sanctions against
the Polish military rulers and their Soviet masters
revealed the inability of the Western countries to
reduce once-established economic relations with
the Eastern bloc without harming themselves even
more. In fact, by now the Soviets are in a position
to threaten the West with economic sanctions. Un-
doubtedly, they will take advantage of it very soon.

In the meantime, far from relaxing internally,
the Soviet regime had stepped up its repressive
policies, totally ignoring the weak Western protests
against Soviet violations of the human-rights agree-
ments. The weakness of these protests had in turn
served only as further incitement for the Soviets to
proceed in their course of repression without re-
straint. Clearly, the ideological war waged by the
Soviets through all those earlier years had only in-
creased in intensity during the era of détente. Nor
did they try to camouflage this warfare. On the
contrary, Leonid Brezhnev stated openly in his
speech to the 25th Party Congress, on February 24,
1977: “. .. it is clear as can be that détente and
peaceful coexistence relate to interstate relations.
Détente in no way rescinds, or can rescind, the laws
of the class struggle.”

Furthermore, as it transpired, instead of reducing
their military expenditures and arms build-up, as
the Western nations had during those years, the
Soviet Union, taking advantage of Western relaxa-
tion, had significantly increased its arsenal. So much
so that if in the 1960’s it could be said that a cer-
tain parity between East and West had been
achieved, by now the Soviets have reached a point
of clear advantage over the West. We also now
know that the benefits to the Soviet Union of trade
with the West were invariably put to military use.
For example, the Kama River truck factory built
by Americans in the 1970’s has recently begun
manufacturing the military trucks that were ob-

.served in action during ‘the Soviet invasion of

Afghanistan.

v THE end of the 1970’s the West was
becoming increasingly aware of these
dangerous developments. The usefulness of d¢é-
tente, long challenged by some, was now being
questioned by many. And then came the final
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One need only look at a map of the world to
sce how ridiculous this theory is. Can we honestly
believe that the poor Communists in the Kremlin
are so frightened that they must protect themselves
by sending their troops to Cuba and Cuban troops
to Angola? By sending military equipment and ad-
visers to Ethiopia and Vietnam and then by send-
ing Vietnamese troops to Kampuchea? Take an-
other Yook at that map: it is not at all obvious
that the USSR is encircled by hostile powers.
Rather the other way around: it is the Western
world that is encircled by the hostile hordes of the
Communists. Well, if their paranoia can be satis-
fied only by surrendering the whole world to their
control, what difference can it make to us whether
they act out of fear or out of endemic aggressive-
ness?

Finally, and most importantly for an under-
standing of this pernicious theory, is the fact that
it was invented by the Kremlin propaganda ex-
perts. It was very successfully exploited in the
years of détente, when Western governments, act-
ing under its influence, deliberately permitted the
Soviets to achieve military superiority. They would
probably deny it now, but I remember very well
the discussions of that period. The argument of
the ideologists of détente was that once the Soviets
caught up, they would relax; this would in turn
lead to the internal as well as external relaxation
of the Communist regime, i.e., to liberalization.
The results of this brilliant experiment we call
see oW,

The Soviet population, too, has been subjected,
cay after day for sixty-five years, to an intense
propaganda campaign about this putative “hostile
encirclement,” The Communist rulers unscrupu-
lously exploit the tragedy of the Soviet people in
World War II for the purpose of justifying both
their oppressive regime and their monstrous mili-
tary spending. They try their best to instill into
the people a pathological fear of the ‘“capitalist
world.” Fortunately, the people are sane enough
to laugh at the very idea. Thus, contrary to this
theory, there is no paranoid population demand-
ing to be protected in the Soviet Union, despite
the best efforts of a perfectly sober and cruel gov-
ernment.

No, it is not the fear of invasion or a World
War II hangover that has driven the Soviet rulers
to wage an undeclared war against the whole
world for half a century now. It is their commit-
ment—repeated quite openly every five years at
each Party Congress since the beginning of this
century—to support the “forces of progress and
socialism,” to support “liberation movements,”
everywhere on the globe.

RE we then to assume that the Soviet

A leadership consists of fanatics aiming

at global control? Even such a model, crazy as it
might sound, still imputes too much “normality”

to the Sovict leaders. Or, more precisely, it is too
big a simplification. This theory, too—fortunately
for us—does not fit a number of the facts. Para-
doxically, none of the present Communist leaders
believes any longer in Communist doctrine. Fortu-
nately, because no real fanatic would ever tolerate
the destruction of the object of his obsession.
He would rather witness the destruction of the
entire world.

The Soviet rulers are a totally cynical lot, much
more preoccupied with their own privileges and
pleasures than with Marxist ideas. They probably
hate Communist dogma more than any Western
capitalist. Moreover, the majority of the Soviet
people are as cynical as their leaders. There are
many more sincere Communists to be found in the
West than in the USSR.

But this fact has also created false hopes among
Western politicians and the public. The same
false hopes encouraged by the theory of encircle-
ment—that it will be possible to treat the Soviets
as normal partners at last, that it will be possible
to negotiate, to cooperate, and to relax. Both
theories lead equally to the same mistaken policy.

So what is the truth about the damned Soviet
system?

Certainly, there was a period when the Soviet
leaders were Communist fanatics, ready to sacrifice
the whole world to their faith. There was a period,
too, when at least some part of the population was
prepared to greet this new idea with considerable
enthusiasm. The people of my country, I suppose,
could be excused for their delusion, because Com-
munism was indeed a new idea and one that might
be thought by the inexperienced to appeal to the
best qualities in human nature. Is it after all not
a worthy purpose, to secure unalloyed happiness
for all future generations, to liberate and unite the
whole of mankind? Naturally, such a thing will
not be easy, but it is worth a great deal of sacrifice
to achieve. Just as naturally there will be many
selfish people to oppose it and we should learn to
be ruthless with them. Only millions of individual
wills fused into a single invincible “we,”” united
by the iron fist of a Leader, can achieve so difficult
an end.

This period of ecstasy, however, was very short-
lived. One by one, the various elements of the
Soviet population cooled down, sobered up, and
then could not believe in their own former en-
thusiasm. The Dbesieged minority reacted to this
desertion of the public by becoming even more
ruthless and single-minded: “We will make them
happy against their will; their children will be
grateful to us”” I will not describe the mass
slaughter that resulted from this great determina-
tion. It has been described many times. A terror-
ized majority obeyed with sham enthusiasm, be-
cause it was a crime to look gloomy. But under-
neath there was a silent, passive resistance. The
minority of “believers” over time became simply a
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TO: FRED WETTERING
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Per our telecon (and your request),
attached are two memoranda from
Judge Clark to Secretary Haig -
please keep me advised.

Attachment 5"
January 11, 1982 Memo (Secret)
June 2, 1982 Memo (S/Sensitive)
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Federal Bureau of Investigation

Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs
National Security Council

[x! 1. For your information, I am enclosing communications which may be

of interest w0 you.

[12. It will be appreciated if you will have the investigation conducted

as requested in the enclosed memorandum and furnish the results.
_ ) 3. No further investigation is contemplated with regard to this matter.

1 4. You will be advised of the pertinent developments in connection
with this inquiry.

[T} 5. Piease note change in caption of this case.

{C} 6. Status of case: ] Completed ] Incomplete

Director ) .
Federal Bureau of Investigation

Enc. 1
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