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A
 vast, incoherent am

bition, an am
bition w

hich can 
only grow

 in the heart of the oppressed and only be 
fed w

ith the unhappiness of an entire nation, is fer-
m

enting in the heart of the R
ussian people ... R

ussia 
sees in E

urope a prey w
hich, sooner or later, w

ill be 
handed over to it by our dissensions. 

T
his description of R

ussian foreign policy w
as w

ritten 
by the M

arquis de C
ustine around 1840. T

he U
nited 

S
tates is on

ly th
e latest cou

n
try to feel a th

reat from
.  

R
ussia w

ithout fully indentifying the nature of it. 
A

dam
 U

lam
 has m

ade it his huffiness, first in a m
on-

um
ental history of Soviet foreign policy and now

 in a 
book on R

ussian-A
m

erican relations since 1945, to dem
-

onstrate w
hat R

ussian policy really is and w
hat A

m
eri-

. can reactions to it should be. B
asically his thesis is that 

the R
ussians play a norm

ally cautious form
 of pow

er 
politics, seeking concrete advantages w

ith pertinacity -
and diplom

atic skill. T
he response to this has all too 

frequently been conditioned by a failure to understand 
w

hat M
oscow

 w
as up to and by the m

oralistic prejudices 
peculiar to A

m
ericans. 

T
hus w

hen Stalin w
as preparing his takeover of east-

ern E
urope, the U

nited States directed its m
ain efforts 

to getting the R
ussians to agree to the structure of the 

U
nited N

ations O
rganization—

som
ething of little real 

im
portance in com

parison w
ith the redraw

ing of the 
m

ap
 of E

u
rop

e th
at w

as goin
g on

 at th
e tim

e. L
ater, 

after Stalin's death, D
ulles's rigid anti-C

om
m

unism
 did 

not perm
it him

 to negotiate w
ith M

oscow
 at a m

om
ent 

w
hen the Soviet U

nion w
ould have found itself at a dis-

advantage. W
hen sum

m
it m

eetings started, they failed 
to produce any concrete bargaining on the part of the 
A

m
erican governm

ent. Instead there w
as "the spirit of 

A
n

th
on

y H
artley's m

ost recen
t book is G

aullism
: T

he 
R

ise and F
all of a P

olitical M
ovem

ent. 

C
am

p D
avid"—

a jolly rotarian spree, but of absolutely 
no significance for international politics. 

U
lam

's m
ain point seem

s beyond dispute. T
he w

ay to 
deal w

ith the R
ussians is by tough and tenacious diplo-

m
acy over a long period. V

iolent anti-C
om

m
unism

 has 
b

een
 as d

ecep
tive a gu

id
e to A

m
erican

 p
olicy as th

e 
idea that w

hooping it up over the vodka w
ith "U

ncle 
Joe" or "B

 and K
" in som

e w
ay im

proved relations be-
tw

een the tw
o countries. W

hat is w
anted is a firm

 de-
fense of one's ow

n interests and a prudent exploitation 
of the adversary's w

eaknesse3. W
hen R

ussian delegates  

talk of "A
m

erican im
perialism

" at international gath-
erings, it is inexcusable not to recall events in H

ungary 
and C

zechoslovakia. It seem
s probable that the present 

rulers of R
ussia despise attem

pts to conciliate them
, 

but pay attention to a tough diplom
atic reaction on the' 

part of an opponent. 
O

ne m
ight, of course, have doubts about som

e of the 
details in this generally excellent book. W

as the unex-
pected R

ussian w
ithdraw

al from
 the northern provinces 

of. P
ersia really caused by C

hurchill's F
ulton speech? 

W
as K

hrushchev's objective in placing m
issiles in C

uba 
really to force a G

erm
an peace treaty, deny G

erm
any 

nuclear w
eapons, and insure that C

hina should not get 
them

 either? T
he answ

er to these questions w
ill not be 

know
n until the day w

hen w
e obtain som

e m
ore con-

clusive inform
ation from

 the R
ussian side. U

lam
's inter-

p
retation

 is a logical on
e, b

u
t th

ere is u
su

ally m
ore 

m
uddle about policy-m

aking than he allow
s for. It m

ay 
be that K

hrushchev him
self w

as not certain how
 he in-

ten
d

ed
 to u

se th
e b

argain
in

g cou
n

ter of m
issiles in

 
C

uba. T
here w

as an air of im
provisation and opportun-

ism
 about his policies w

hich does not suggest careful 
planning. 

U
lam

 rightly places great em
phasis on the im

por-
tance of C

hina for R
ussian policy. T

he existence of a 
hostile C

om
m

unist pow
er on its eastern border places 

the Soviet U
nion in a dilem

m
a w

hich has not yet had 
its full effect on w

orld politics—
largely because of the 

lack of contact betw
een C

hina and the U
nited States. 

N
ow

 P
resident N

ixon and H
enry K

issinger have draw
n 

the logical consequences of this situation and called in 
a new

 C
om

m
unist pow

er to balance the old. T
his step 

w
ill certainly alarm

 the R
ussians and m

ay induce them
 

to display m
ore caution elsew

here—
for instance, in the 

M
iddle E

ast, w
here they are over-extended and perhaps 

vulnerable, as events in the Sudan have recently show
n. 

If so, it w
ill be a striking confirm

ation of U
lam

's view
 

of R
usso-A

m
erican relations and of the advantages for 

th
e U

n
ited

 S
tates of a foreign

 p
olicy less su

b
ject to 

m
oral considerations and m

ore conscious of the real 
patterns of pow

er in the early Seventies. 


