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.By Fred Warner Neal

This article is excerpted from a recent
~lecture at Reed College, where Neal is
- @-visiting professor of political science.

He is also chairman of the international
relations faculty at the Claremont Grad-
uate School.

“IT IS NEVER very comfortable to
to oust President Nixon reaching a
crescendo, it is important, I believe,
to say that such a step would be a
serious mistake.

This out of no love for Mr. Nixon,
whom I have voted against for many
years. I consider his administration
inept, venal, and in many ways disas-
trous, But Mr. Nixon has also presided
over what I consider the most signif-
icant change in foreign policy since
the end of World War II, the ending
of our Cold War policy.

It has been said that the Cold War
might have ended anyway as the re-
sult of what the Soviet Communists

- call “objective forces”—the burden of
the arms race, difficulties of military
ventures, unreliability of allies, en-

‘vironmental problems and other fac-
tors. And yet the same thing could
have been said on at least three other
otcasions during the past 15 years, and
“the Cold War, instead of ending,

" waxed hotter. This was by no means
all the fault of the Russians. The
"United States was so committed to

"continuation. of the Cold War, both
institutionally and psychologically,

that any opposition to it was always .

pitiful and ineffective. .

Certainly Richard Nixon, the coldest
of Cold Warriors, is the last man on
earth one might have thought would
move to liguidate the Cold War. On
the other hand, given the American
milieu, where to be accused of soft-
ness toward communism and the So-
viet Union once meant political death,
only a man of Richard Nixon’s im-
peccable anti-Communist image could
have taken a decisive turn away
from it.

“If the new foreign policy began
with the Nixon visit to China, the real
turning point came with the agree-
ments signed in Moscow, especially
the declaration of principles indicating
basic changes in foreign policy con-
cepts on. both sides. For the United
States, the declaration was for the
first time a commitment to the idea
of coexistence enunciated by Khru-
shehev in 1956, and it signaled an end
to our rigid assumption of the danger
of Soviet military aggression. For the
Soviet Union, it was for the first time
a pledge that support for nationalist
liberation movements and socialist
regimes does not involve military in-
tervention in American core interests
or preclude mutual abstention in
“neutralized areas. For both, it was a

be in a minority, but with the cries -
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pledge to end the Cold War and en-
gage in peaceful cooperation as well
as competition.

The Mideast Crisis

HETHER THE declaration of

) principles will actually result in
a meaningful American-Soviet detente
is still uncertain, but it was the essen-
tial first step. Already it has led to
joint acceptance of accords on Berlin
and Germany, a conference on FEuro-
pean Security, discussions on mutual
military reductions, preparations for

: J

“It is ironic, indeed,
that one has to turn to
President Nixon, the
former Cold Warrior
par excellence, as "a
guarantee against a re-
turn to Cold War poli-
cies, but that seems to be
the situation.”

new talks on nuclear arms control and

intensive plans for bilateral trade.

The possibilities—~as well ag  the

limitations—of the new American-

Soviet relationship are illustrated by
the Middle East crisis. Here was a de-
finite conflict of interest, with danger-
ous military overtones. Both sides
acted strongly on behalf of their re-
spective client states, which exacer-
bated the crisis. But both sides also
were careful to avoid action which
might result in military confrontation,
and both sides clearly pressured their
client states to come t6 terms. Both
sides did cooperate, inside and outside
the UN.—however begrudgingly at
times—to end the fighting, Soviet ac-
ceptance of UN. peacekeeping was es-

. pecially significant. It is by no means

certain but it is entirely possible that

some kind of meaningful peace can

now be established in the Middle East
for the first time. On balance, the Mid-
dle East crisis strengthens the possibil-
ities of real detente more than it weak-
ens them.

On the other hand, the Nixon policy
of detente is full of econtradictions. The
most obvious is the administration’s
insistence on a bigger military budget
than ever. This would Seem to imply
that Mr. Nixon sees Soviet cooperation
resulting primarily from American
military might and feels we must bar-
gain from positions of strength—con-
cepts which could always justify more
armaments, no matter what. Qur MIRV
system—built to counter a Soviet ABM
system which never materialized-—al-
ready gives us “bargaining chips.” To
insist that by having still more we can
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force the U.S.S.R. to accept permanent
nuclear inferiority would be destruec-
tive of both detente and coexistence as
well as futile.

The explanation for this apparent
contradiction may be found in do-
mestic factors. For a detente policy to
be accepted by the publie, it must have

"the support of three crucial elements:

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the military-
industrial complex generally, and the
conservative right wing, Until now, de-
spite their obvious reservations, these
groups have either been silent about
the new Nixon foreign policy or have
endorsed it. It may be that asking for
the vastly expanded arms program is
the price Mr. Nixon has te pay, or
thinks he has to pay, for their con-
tinued acquiescence.

“Policy Paralysis”
N SPITE OF the contradictions, it
seems to be inereasingly clear that

Mr. Nixon is truly committed to
achieving detente with the Soviet

" Union. For one thing, having elaimed

it as the biggest accomplishment of his
administration, he is stuck with it. For
another thing, the real architeet of the
new policy, Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger, has come to occupy an ex-
traordinarily powerful if not invulner-
able position. Although he lacks a poli-
tical constituency of his own, Kissinger
now appears in the public mind as the
one solid rock of incerruptibility and
expertise among a group of second-
raters of dubious honesty.

While many of his opponents view
Mr. Nixon as a man without principle,
willing to take any position that pays
off, Kissinger sees him as a pragmatist,
able to change his mind as his percep-
tion of the realities change, This is the
image the President himself seeks to
project. Of his foreign policy shift, he
wrote in U. S. News and World Report
on June 26, 1972, that on taking effice
he decided “one of the most dangerous
elements in the world” was the “policy
paralysis” in U.S. relations with the
Soviet Union and China, He saw that
rigid hostility to the Communist pow-
ers was working against our interest,
he wrote; and he discovered that the
U.S.S.R. and China had “accepted the
idea that their best interests would be
better served by negotiatian than hy
confrontation.” He added: “We held
the same view concerning the best way
of serving American interest.”

Why Mr. Nizon moved toward de-
tente is essentially unimportant com-
pared with the fact that he did so.
The explanation of the New Left, for
example, is that the whole development
is simply a move of the two great im-
perialist nations to divide up the world
in their own interests. Like most New
Left positions, this is far toe simplistic
to be taken seriously. But even if it
were true, one might ask, “Se what?”



Sake

The important thing is to get the Cold
War ended -— first and foremost, of
course, to reduce the dangers of ther-
monuclear war.

But, additionally, it is the Cold War
which has produced the extreme dis-
tortions of both our foreign and domes-
tic policies generally. These did not
begin with Watergate. From the Tru-
man administtation on, the shibboleth
of “national security” has covered one
depredation after another while our
economy, our foreign trade and our
reputation—to say nothing of many
of our people—suffered. Only achieve-
ment of a firm detente with the Soviet
Union can put an end to the Cold War
and to the situation which permitted
and encouraged all this. :

The Jackson Amendment

THE REAL DANGER to detente, and
' thus to ending the Cold War for-
eign policy, does not come from the
New Left, however. It comes from a
combination of other forces, including
hard-line Cold Warriors like Sen. Hen.
ry Jackson, Zionists and well-meaning
liberals. Their efforts currently are
directed at maintaining trade discrimi-
nations against the U.S.S.R. unless it
eliminates emigration restrictions and
grants more individual freedom. It
looks as though they will succeed, at
least temporarily. The movement to-
ward detente, on both sides, may sur-
vive such rebuffs for the time Dbeing,
-but ultimately it cannot. As Secretary

Kissinger has put it: “Opportimities

cannot be hoarded; once past, they are
usually irretrievable.”

Commenting on the concern of Sen.
Jackson and his strange assortment of
allies for civil liberties in the Soviet
Union, Sen, Fulbright said recently:
“If we wish to apply pressure for de-
mocracy and human rights, would -t
not make more sense to start with
Chile, or Brazil, or Greece, all of whom
are vulnerable to American pressures
and none of whom are, like the
U.S.8.R., essential partners for mainte-
nance of world peace?”

The answer is, of course, that democ-
racy and human rights are not the pri-
mary consideration for most of the
supporters of the Jackson amendment.
Their primary concern is to block de-
tente with the Soviet Union. In this
Sen. Jackson is at least consistent. He
has always been an ardent Cold War-

,rior. As for the Zionists, they fear de-

tente will mean less American support -

for Israel.

One may—and should — condemn
many policies of the Soviet Union and
hope they will change. But as far as
these concern Soviet internal affairs,‘
it is not our business to try to force
change. More practically, we can’t
do it.

If we are genuinely interested in the
rights of Soviet citizens, what we can
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By Maxwell Silverstein

Brezhnev contemplating the bust of Nizon

do is to contribute to world conditions
which may make it possible—and more
likely—that the Soviet Union will de-
velop ‘domestic policies to which we
can be more amenable, We can do this
only by continuing the policy of de-
tente and making sure the Cold War
is over once and for all. This means
opposition to the Jackson amendment
psychology. It also means, I think, sup-
port for the continuation of President
Nixon in office for the remainder of
his term.

Three More Years

O MANY, this poses a grave diiem-
ma. President Nixon has used, or
permitted his subordinates to use, de-
vious and sometimes illegal means in
ways which jeopardized the delicate
democratic constitutional fabric on
which our liberties rest. Were it not for
the Nixon policy of detente, one could
make a strong argument for getting rid
of him forthwith. But the question that
. must be asked is whether achievement
of detente is worth keeping Mr. Nixon
in office. T believe that, on balance,
it is.

First, we are now probably safe
from any further funny business from
the White House. These people almost
certainly will be disinclined to try
again what they have gotten so badly
burned at, and the country is now on
guard in a way it was not before.

But whereas Mr, Nixon is perforce
committed to detente, it is question-
able whether the detente policy could
survive were he to be replaced. Vice
President Ford, for example, doesn’t
have Mr. Nixon’s background, his
finesse, his national constituency or

his personal investment in the detente
policy. He is much more open to being
swayed by the powerful' Cold War
forces still at work in the country.
The words of Sen. Jackson and his
fellow opponents of detente are what

our people have been hearing for 25
years, whereas the words of Kissinger,
Fulbright and others in support of
detente are not. There is a ready-made
public against detente, which explains
the popularity of the Jackson amend-
ment; there is almost no conscious,
organized public for it.

It is ironic, indeed, that one has to
turn to President Nixon, the former
Cold Warrior par excellence, as a
guarantee against a return to Cold
War policies, but that seems to be the

situation.

If detente can be made to work and
to persist for the next three years,
it is unlikely to be reversed. In such
a case, we can at least concentrate
our energies wholeheartedly on the
problems which face us at home, and
the chances for a meaningful peace—
not a perfect peace but a workable
one—will be at hand. The U.N. can
function again, and real disarmament

. will be in sight.

None of these goals are certain even
if we have detente. But without it
they have no chance at all. They are
goals for which, at least as of now,
I am willing to put up with President
Nixon for three more years, because
I am convinced that in the existing
situation it is he—with Kissinger—
who is most likely to foster conditions
for their achievement,



