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THE RATION-BTATE IN THE WORLD TODAY

26 February 1960

COLONEL SMITH: In awning_ the Unit on Contemporary Internationsl!
Politica this morning, Colonsl Biuek did a good job of introducing this first
lecture on the subject of The Nation-State in the World Today.

I think it a necessary, tharefore, mﬁy to remind you that thig is
the bagic unit by which men share their aspirations and at the same time
through which they conduct international relatises.

Qur speaker has made a study of this subject, specificslly at the Navai
war College, and has spoken on it there. He is Professor of International
Relations at the School of international Service at American University.

Iam pleased to weloome for his first lecture at the Industrisl College
Dr. Chartes O, Lerche, Jr.

Dx, LERCKE. General Houseman, Colonel Smith, Gentlemen: I is
a great pl.cnm for ove to be here for my firet viait, 1 have heard of this
ingtitution on a number of oconnions, always very favorably, and today it
is with & gresat sense of 3 personal thrill that [ come here and see you,
Iam very sensitive to the privilege which i mine in giving thie lscture
80 close to the beginning of your series on international relstions.

The subject of the MNation-State is, I think, an extremely appropriate

place to begin a consideration of international relations, because it iz the

state as an organination that iz the sgeacy through which internstional relations



operate. We plwayn start our discussions of internationsl law with the

fiat statement that the state {s the international person and that, therefore,

we have to operate on the inteliectusl plane, and that internationai relations,
although operatad, as I will try to suggest in & few minuies, by human beings,
the contacts themaelves are made by discrest hunan persons. Nevertheless,
the perzonalitiez which are involved in the international society are the states,
and we must, while paying due recognition to this fact, guard curselves
ageingt the danger of using this notion to excess. The ptate is e personsality
but the state is not 2 person.

The newspapers are full of the fact that the United States does 0 and a0
and Russis replies. This is & good and useful way to communicate, it we
must always remain slert to the fact that it {8 not the United States which
does avmething but some determinate human being who speaks in the name
of the state, called for convenience the United Btates, and that the Russisn
answer is given by some determinate Russian,

It is this fascinsting interplny between human beings and this corporate
entity, the state, and the cutcomeas which this agreement upon a corperate
fictional personslity, the stete, has produced in imernational relations
which 1 would like to discuss with you today.

The state, as & factor in international relations, is basic, and yet the
state, in an ohjective physical state, does net exist, But people exint,
geography exists, and the iaatruments of national power all exist. But one
would be hard put if he were thliged {0 answer the question: Where is the
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United Staten? What is the United States? He is forced to rely, as almost
everybody Is, upon a definition which does not dmscediex tell what the state
is but describes ita characteristics. We ugually define the state s~

the standard definition is--a politically organized hody of people eccupying &
definite territory, living under & government whish incorporates soversignty,
Thia is fine. H you find gomathing somewhers which consists of theae four
things you bave found a state. There are a number of these In the world,

The exact definition of an exsct numbar of states in the world today is
not clear, mainly becsuse there are so many new politicsl entities which
ars on their way to statelwod, and the exact legsl definition of when a state
becomes a state has never been settied. 50, thevefore, the beat we can any
ia that there are about %0 states of some sort, 30 full-fledged participants
in international affairs, and together they make up the international com~
murity, It is a fadrly small cormmunity, with §0 members., If each one
of you in this rotn represented one atate, sorse of you would have to lpave,
because there aren't encugh to go around. This {5 the kind of community
within which international relations go on,

Since international relations result from what happens when states
come into contact with esch other in any one of an almost unlimited variety
of ways, mast of the studies of internationsl velations, quite propesly,
begin with a consideration of thogse events which mﬂd&mh an international
contact, in other words, the process of decision end netitm which leads a
state, & government, up to the making of & deciaion to act, Secondly, they
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concenirate upon the phonvmens of the contact themselves--this ie the
arex of diplomacy and iamhn negotiation—and then on the consequences
of such a contaet, which ususlly involves thie analysis of the pattarns,
conflict, adjustment, and hAarmony, as seme of our more systen:-minded
pesple ssy upon patterns of state action, reastion, snd interaction--which
is a lovely phrase, and [ woniid wge it more often myself if I was really
sure what it meant,

‘When we talk about the state in internstionnl relations, we have to
Start with one pretty basic asswmption, which 1 that the state, In inter-
natienal relations, scts parposefully; it acts for a reason, Internsitional
relations do not just happen. States don't wander around in the world
bumaping into each other by sheor accident and then hurrisdly recoup from
the upsets of such contact, At lexst generally spesking states don't, and
I hope that the United States dees not.

A an snalyticsl assumption, we have to assume that they do act pur-
posefully. They act g0 as to achieve certain purposes, io achipve certain
goals, which most of the time we eall otjectives. An objective in interna-
tional relations is roet usually defined in some WAY a3 & state of affairs
which the gtate wishes to bring about. Sixtes, having decided upon objectives,
decide upon s course of action to achieve thuse objectives, and thig is
called, at isast by the academic students, & policy~+a course of action to
achieve an objective,

I & state is going to avt, it must use in support of its decision those
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sspects of itself which wake it peasible to sclileve the objective, This

is normally what we mean when we talk about power or eapability--

the s toial of the resources which & atate hag svailable to be cammitied
to the achisvement of an objective,

Ail of this is pretiy elementary stuff, and yet it must be kept in mind,
because the state behavior in international reiations is dynamie. It is not
gomething which can be coldly deseribed in a series af categories hy
saying that Hmmwﬂwu things about states in general you know every-
t‘hiﬁgf&ﬂé&d to know about international relations, or, ifmkm‘rmr
things about a partieular state you know all you nesd to know abeat that
state. Cae ean study the Soviet Union and leern everything there is to be
learned about the personalities of the Soviet lsadership, about the way the
Soviet decisional structure iz made up, and about the rescurces whieh are
avaliable in terms net only of intercontinental missiles but of political
energy, morale, and nationsl eharscter. Ooe can make an simost inter-
minsble list of so-calied chjective duta and, when he is through, he doean't
know an awful lot more about why the Soviet does what it does. To appre-
ciste this he must grasp ma%g of the dynminic which gives Ufe and
power and strength to these abstract or conerets but essentinlly sterile
statistical data,

S0 that the atate acts purposefully. 1 think gn appropriate first major
inquiry ai this point ig; What are the purposes for which states act? Weill,
here we have to first make an initial cavesat io the effect that no two states
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act for the same purposes. As I will try to suggest in & mawent, the
faetors which translate general eoncerns into purpeses for action are
unique to esch state, Even states which are situnted very analogously
neverthelers bave essential differences in their situations. One of the
easiest ways t0 demonstrate thi: is to compare the United States and

Cansda, which are two countries which in terms of social structure, in

terms of democratic governmwent, in terms of basie geographic locetion,
and in termg of ideologies are very much aitke, and yet their external git-
uations {n which they must act are very different, primarily because we
have & relatively amall im! weak ncigﬁor to the north and they have a lerge
and very powerful neighbor to the south, which sutomatically conditions the
way they look at it.

So it is impossible to do more than generalize broadiy sbout the pur-
poses of atates because of the fact that the transiation of these PUrposes
into conerete undertakings depends upon the situntion each finds itself in,
and no two have the same gituation. At this level of broad generalization,

though, even after making this warning, it is pessible to make cortain general
obgervationg abhout the purposes for which states act, Conaidering them as
we do this morning as unitary personalities and fooking at the way etates do
sct and heve acied for many years, we can say thet basicaily every state
has the sare three fundsmental purposes in mind in international reistions.
R, the state, seecks first to yuarantee its welf-preservation. I wiil say a
little bit about this in & moment. But, operationally, we assume, in making
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international analyses, that every state wishes t6 continue in existence,
In the second place, all states are interested in achieving the practical
maximum of security, and thers are a couple words in here that I will
come back to and refer to. Thirdly, all states are interested in the prac-
tical mazimum of achieving what, for want of & better ¢ erm,we can call
well-being, which is largely an economic concept, but act entirely.

Now, security, self-preservation, and well-being are the common
purposes of states. For almost all states, speaiing in international
politics] terma, these thres purposes are listed--) listed them in an order
of descending priority. That is that in practice & staie will unhestiatingly
sacrifice one of the three lewer on the scale in order to echieve thoge
higher abows it. A gtate, in other words-<and people accept this almost

- without thinking--will ordinarily give up almost all or, if pushed to the

wall, will give up all of ita well-being in order to protect iteelf sgaingt
what seems to be an overpewering security threat. Push it a little further,
and you will resch the point of asbying that states will sscrifice their secur-
ity in order to guarantes their nt!‘—pmm. This ip the iren law of
state priorities, that the thrills, the good iife, are of the lowest order of
priovity, snd that uaually the struggle which gm on within & siate in the
fieid of toreign policy is the debate over m wuch of this maiter of well-
b#lng wuet be gacrificed in order to schieve the maximumn desirable level
of gecurity.

This is what the quarre! {9 in the United Staten todey. It is & quarrel
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which ig not unique to us. Bow much of the goed Mfe do you sacrifice in
order 10 achieve security ? In the caze of & number of small and weak
states who are unable by their own efforts to guarantee their aecurity in
reslistic terms, the choice is not at this levet st all, but inatead is: How
much of our aecurity do we have to give up--4that is, to what extent do we
have 1o placa ourselves at the mercy of other states--in order simply to
guarames our continved existence? This is the kind of cholce which must
be made among these choices.

Self-preservation, to start at the top, raises one, to me, very inter-
esting question: What is the self which must be preserved? When one
studien the state one discovers that tn internationsi relations, particularly,
there {8 & curious division between the state as an entity and the mtute as
an agglomerstion of people, and it is hard to know just where to tuks
hold of this. Western man is so eamphtg’&umw to this that it usually
dossn't oceur to him to ralse the question. I doesan’t geem at all silly for
& Frenchman in 1845, gurrounded by almoet utter ruin, his country not
only physieslly and econemically devastated but his political mornle largely
disintegrated as well, tc say that France won the war. France won the
war, and yet every single Frenchman suffered. This doean’t seem strange.
We are habituated to this, beckuse somehow we are sble to make this shift
between owselves as individuals and ourselves &4 units of the state. And
the welfare of the state, of this sbatraction, is assumed 1o be something

distinct from and, occasionsily, superior to the welfare of al} the indtviduals,
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So gell-preservation in this context means the preservation of this
abatract entity,  the state and bas no really necessary connection with the
prmmtia?: or any or zii of the citizens. This is the classic way it has
been discussed, and thiz is the way, certainly, all of Weaternized political
man has operated. | '

On this matter of secuarity, of course, this is a subject with which
you gentlemen are professionally concerned, far more than I. I can only
say thig at this point, which might pessibly be worth saying. That is, that
security is, a& states operate, & relative concept, The sehisvement of
total, absolute security is, in the way the world is divided, s physical
impossibility for any state which does not amase under itx sbsolute contrel
the overwhelming preponderanee of 21l the power of the world. This =
3 remote porsibility today. So states operate on the assumption that the
achievernent of security in any absolute terws is an impossibility. They
therefors wrestle with the preblem, as I defined it a moment ago, of
achieving the practical mazimuwm which has to be gpelled out in terms
of their ongeing concerns, 'They are forced tnm & rether desperate cal-
culus of deciding which of all of the theoretically poasible recurity threats
are in {act the most Ukely and of devising respouses to thoge in the order
of their severity, and then, recognizing that this always lexves a ragged
edge of ingecurity, prove that they have successfully prepared thergelives
to turn hack any onslaught against thex. This ia simply impeasible to
achisve. It is not the mafﬁqumhmumwmm siide
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rules and univacs, and 20 you, the sintesman, you, the responsible
officer, are slways racked by the thought that somewhere in the line
you have made a misteke, You have either misinterpreted your potestisl
enemy's capsbility or his intentions, or both-~and I hnﬁ no idea of exhuming
that corpse this merning, Or you may have overestirated your own cupa-
bilities, or ancther haunting thought is that yeu may have underestimated
your own and you could do more if you had been more accurate, This
problem of security and the problem of getting the dividing line hetween
security and well-being are problems which drive statesmen into earty gm#n.

On the matter of wall-betag, I think it ie onty necessary here to
point to one {llustration of the dilemma inherent in the state, and that ig
the quesiion of whose well-belng it is you are talking about. Once again,
not 3¢ much for the United States, but for many of the smaller and newer
countries in the world, there is a real confliot between the well-being of
the cellectivity and the well-being of the individusl, and one can be served
only at the expense of the other, This ndds a Mether dimension of conflict
which aguin ean be worked out only in terms of the individual stateaman's
grasp of the gituation and his own portm}; convictions,

The clasaic case here, of course, is the condition of the Soviet Union
after all of these years under Communist rule. If one nceepts the notion
of the economic strength of the eoliectivity, the Soviet Union bhas rosde
fabulous strides. Bt they have been able to make the advancement in the
colisctive well~being, the collective economic eapacity, only at the expenge
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of major aacrifices in the potential well-being of the individuals taken

as A group. 5o they have been forced to make this choice. This wes a
choice which was pousible in their terme, in their situstion. It is not of
necesgity & modet which everybody, or indeed anybedy, ought to follow,
because these kinds of decisions, as I have stressed, are maéa by individ-
ual states in terrus of their unigque situstion.

I would like, however, to take thig last notion [ used, of whose well~
being, and broaden it a little bit. You remember ! said that states act
purpogefully. I think it in &t this time a good question to ratee a8 o just
whoge purposes these are which a state follows. There are four possible
answers, it seems to me. One s the aimple and chvious saswer given
by Machiavelli and parrotied by writers ever since, which is that the state
has ity mﬁn purposes, that there are certain purposes built inte the nature
of the state which it is compelled to pursus. This is not a guestion of
cholce; it is as inevitable an ia the march of the lemmings to the sea every
year. There is, 1think, a certain amount of togie to this position that the
matter of self-presezrvation is & function of the state, » purpose of the state,
as a siate. I don't think it would be hard te argue and perbaps prove that
the welfare of the individuals of certain states in the world would be rouch
betier if the siates themaelves disappeared, that ihe argument for self-
preservation is one inherent to the nature of the state and ix essentisily
irrelevant to the hurpan beings that make It up,

To a point I think this position can be succesnfully maintxined, but thig,
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ag 1 said, ignores the fact that the state does nothing by itself but operates
only through its human agents. And, as soon as you feed hurcan nature iato
the situation, it 18 not only possible but vitslly necossary to descend from
the high plateau of philosophical speculation iatu the gsemewhat more sordid
and eraes area of human motivations, So you ask yourself whose purposes
in practice does, l2t ua say, the United States Government serve in its
foreign policy.

Here there are three angwers, I think, and I suspect that, certainly
in the case of most democratic staten, each of the three answers is
partially correet, In the fiﬂt.phoe. the state serves the interasts of the
mess, of the bulk of the ettizenry, [ think this is true, and I would love
to be questioned on it afterward if you challenge it. I think thu/gue in
every siste in the world--that the policy maiers are caught, they are
pilloried, on the Tack of mase responses because of the aature of inter-
satienal relations. They dare not separate themeelves from thelr sub-
structure of consensus. 5o, in one sense, if you want to argue theterm,
every country has & "'democratic’ foreign polley in the senne that ¢very
countery takes #o moves in foreign affairs which are not within the Hmits
of perm issibility in terms of wass responses. They must maistain a close
grip on their masses, » cloge touch with themn, and so tharefore they ars
obliged--and lenders have been aince the era of the French Bevolution—
to ground their {oreign policy upon mass mnt:, mass needs, mase pro-
judicens and attitudes, snd mass responses to stimuli,
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A gsecond set of purposes that meet Western governments pursus,
however, are those of certain discreet groups in the community, Iam
not just talking sbout pressure groups, although, of course, this is sig-
nifieant in those Western democraciss which have pressure groups. Guite
obviously, large hunks of American forsign policy are carried on in the
name of the tnited States and the American people but are actunlly carried
on on behall of rather narrow and apeciaiined groups. However, this ia
a0t @ wnique American failing, ¥ indeed it is » failing at all. I sometimes
get into preity hewted srgements when I decide that I think that a prstty
good defense can be made for pressure groups. But, even in these couatries
which €0 not organise interest into pressure the way we do, nevertheless
there are certain social groups which are predominaat in a society, and
I think it is inevitable that the government will serve these purposes whether
it means to or net. Obviously, in certsin new and ungtable governments,
the army is probsbly the most powerful single forcs, and it would, I think,
be fatuous to expsct any such government to conduct & foreign policy con-
trary to the interests of iis armed forces, It isn% gmng to do it.

LW. in other kinda of gocieties the predaminant religions group
has interest in foreign pollcy which the government naturaily and inevitably
serves.

Se I think that, when you are amalysing a country's foreign poliey,
it is an appropriste inquiry to axy: What groups In that country are behind
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thiz policy, or what groups in the country are being served by this policy? i
Hit‘mmm to be & country whese policy you want to change it is appro-
priate to inquire: What groups in this country are being infured by this
policy, and how can the situation be changed o that the injured groups
can get into the act, thereby changing policy vur way?

A third set of purposes which sre lWinMetgapoﬁgynre the
purpoees of the goverament officiale, themgelves. I menn this in two
waye., One is, of course, the inovitable effect of bureaucracy and burepu-
cratic ways of thinking on foreign policies. The bureaucrat is, te me,
at least, defined as & men whoge major professionatl concern is with | i
his eareef rather than with the job he is eﬂmm_i;ud to do. 3o therefore,
foreign polictes are executsd and conceived by foreign aifairs personnsl

in gome countries--whst I have to say has no necepsary relation to the
United States Department of State, not necessarily--men who are primarity
concerned with the record they, themselves, are making with their super-
lora. This is a climate which is not exactly ctham ﬁo-anmmgc.
strengthen, and stimulate innovatien, daring, and briiliant insights. You
tend to go by the book. ‘ |
Not only, of course, ia this buregueracy, bui there are aigo the unique
effects on policies mnd purpeses which are those of pelitical officials who ‘
are eleted and are of the electorsl stripe because, in woeisties where the ‘
democratic proceas operates, such an elected politician spproaches inter- |
mmﬁmmemwﬁnammmmimmh&
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#t the forks or the creels are thinking. These are government purposes,
And I guspect, as 1 gay, that the purpose of the atate in internaticnsl
sffairs is certainly, with regard to the United States, and I think with
regard to most countries, a misture of all of these. The #ute ftuelf, the
magss, the intersst groups, and the governmant officisls themselves all
contribute their unique share in propertions determined by, again, the
peculiar context wfﬁwaﬁt&ﬁthemwﬁ&mumd.

Now, I bave been taltking about the state. I would like now for a few
minutes to finally get, in one sense, to my subject and talk adbout the
Nation-State. 1 have delibertately left it to this late in the discusgion
because there is at work in the stats, as it participates in international

affairs, this peculiar division of motivation. A lerge part of what goes
on in foreign policy arises fromm the sheer nature of the stete aa such, the
8tate as a carporate personality. Serme of this I have been trying 1o allude
to. Ancther share of i, hewever, comes from the fact that virtually sl
of the states of the world today re nation siaiss, by which I mean they are
inhabited by people who are politically self~conscious, whe sense them=
selves sy being united in a collectivity called the nation, a coliectivity waich |
incorporstes not only s bond of membership and identify but Hines of exciu- |
sion between thnmulwn; snd the outside world, and also incorporstes a i
different kind of purposes which apperisin to the social cornmunity of the
astion rather than to the politicsl legul entity of the siate,

Well, in nationalism we have discovered in the 150 years that we have
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been coping with it ax a phenomencn that there sre reslly two kinds, st

tenst two kinde, two broad categories, In the beginning, when modern
nationalisr was born, we discovered that natibnaliszm was, in sarly 15tk
century Europe, fundamentally individualist tn its orientation, in that the
individual jolned with other individunle in the nation, and the identity of

the individual was kept alive, This was also linked with poittical democracy.
Political independence, private right, and political democtacy were the

trio of the nationslist mmmtt of the early 19ih cenfury. This was born,
a8 you know, in Western Europs, bora in the French Revolutlon, As
nationalism sprend throughout the 19th century, it tended to keep this identie
fication with individuslisw and private rights and political democracy.

It was largely missed in the United States among studente and statesmen
alike that evan in the 18th century an ominous rift in this tric of nationslis:r,
individuglism, and demoeraey appeared when the German Empire was created
only on the crest of a deliberate sbhandoxfnent of individualism and democ-
ricy, and there was instead the identifieation of nationslism, with bloed

and iron, and with the symbolism of nattensl power.

Nevertheless, we went right up to the Paris Pesce Conferente~--the
Weatern man in general-~of 1919 in the expratation that nationsliar meant
inevitably individualism and democracy, thet & nation state was by definition
& free state aad & demacratic siate, and, if you listenad to Mr. Woodwow
Wilson, alsc a '‘pence-loving” state,

Wall, this was the only form of nationalism which received intellactual

18




house rocm, generslly speaking, in the Westers world until the inter-war
peﬂ#d, when we discoverad that the second type, called by Profesnor
Carteton Hayes integrating nationatisme«-1 myself use 3 much more logded
terz, of totalitarian nationaiieam--appenred as an obviows and unmistakable
phgnorvenon. [ said that in the ald kind of nativnalisr you were an indiv-
idual jobel with other individuste in a group, but each of you kept your
individuality. The emphasis was on the inter-individusl bond. In this

new kind of nationalism, as it got preached, when you, the individual

join the nation you cense to be an individual. You merge into samething
much bigger, sowething much more inherently worthy, which is called the
nation. Your individual interests and wants and nesds are separate from
those of the nation and intrinsically inferfor., This means that you re a
citizen first and always, ‘and you are & private parsen enly in such spare
time as your citigenship duties permit you. Every sphere of astivity in
this kind of nationalism acquires & nationalist and political overtone, and
all areas of inuvan endeavor, frum literary crestion to bislogical creation
to athietic enterprise, hecoms birvested with a peculiar nstionalist political
significance,

Sowme of you gentlemen may be, as I am, following the course of the
Winter Glympics. Iam atill waiting for the first diapatch in & newspaper
on the Winter Olyropics wiich does not include in the first paragraph the
fact that Raasia is winning the gaives. Mayhe you have seen one--1'2 he
delighted to hear about it, This i a nationalist enterprize, and it is an
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agpect of what I am ialidag about, that elrooat svary kind of action acquires
a political dimmension, and this political dimension becomes predominant,

Now, in the histery of natfonalism we semx to see some kind of cycie,
that by and Iarge most societien, ng they move from non-nationalism to
nationalism, do it in terms of the symbols aad values of the Oret king, of
liberating natmutm. The nationalist revolutions of our age are going
- on in terms of the symbole of individualism, demoecrscy, and nxtlonalism
as an inasparable tric. But, either almost immediately after fulfitling its
initinl nattonalist gains or after a longer time, whenever the inevitable
frustruting resction sets in, then the outcome of this frustration is fre-
quently--or there is a tendency, a trend, for the reaction of such frustra-
tion t& be~-a movement frow individusl and Bherating nationalisw into
this totaliterian kind, ,

1 hope I have not sounded invidious in trying to prefer one to the other.
1 haven't meant to, !am trying te be descriptive. Sv, when we talk ubout
nationalism in the wapld, we have to be careful about what kind we are
talicing sbout, because it hus differeni conssguences. The Hberating
mationaliam has in international relations primarily the effect of trying
to move the country away from other countries, R iz a philosophy egaen~
tially of internationsl individualism, if you will let me, in thet by and Intze
liberating nationalists are primarily concerned with achieving independence
from outside pressurss and that therefore thelr spprosuch i & centrifugal
one. Un the other hand, integrating nattonatiam tends to incorporate among
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many of its believers what Professor Hans Morganthau calis nationalistic
universalism, That is, every nationalist creds bas us one of it basic
agsumptions, the innate superiority of the nationsl group in some waY.
We are noi only different from all other peopls; we are different becsuse
in at least thia perticular way we are better. Rither we sre more moral
or more civilised or we have more fun. For any particular value that
you want to huild i, nationslism argues that the nation gets together
because it gets thess Uke-minded people who sre united in this one way.
Liberating nationallym wants to remove the believers fram pollution
by contact with inferior peopis, and uo you get separated. But integrating
- sationalism argues thet it is not alone enough for us to be convinced that
we pre innately superior; we must universalize our values, which is a
high-flown way of saying we've got to make sverybody else agree that we
are supsrior. Not only dees this uaiversaliss in terms of scope but it
frequantly tenda to universalize functiorally, Originslly nationalam picked
tut cerisin values as being the unique goods mud as being the basls on which
the nation was formed. But the tendendency in u nationalist universalist
othos iz to hronden the charge ¥o that you not only are anxious to prove
to the world thet the Swiss are the world's grestest chocolate makers but
instead that the Swiss are the world's greatest people, This is where it
gets tough, |
Of course the Soviets are » classic example.. Modem Soviet natioaslism
started out with the basic unifying principle being an ideclogical wuperiority

b

18




B T T

with regard tc certain sconamic principles. But now they are not satisfied.
Now they insist on universalizing it in everything. They've invented every-
thing. They are the best at anything, And if they are not the best at anything
then it is aot worth playing, They have gotten this into the Soviet people
and they are responding. We should recognize this sapect of it because

we have played this game cuirselves to a certmin extent, We have automst-
ically assumed that in ¢verything that was impertant we were the beat by
right, and we got sort of angry when not everybody agreed with us. Now
that they aré aot only digagreeing with us but some of us are proving that

we are not the best in everything, we are having some difficulty proviag

that those things which we are not the hest at are not vary important anyhow.
1 s8till have the Winter Olympies on my roind.

S0 sationalism works twe ways. We have in the world today, in wuch
of the non- Western world, what I call liberating nationalism. We heve in
all of the world's largs, powerful siztes, by which I include right now four,
and possibly more--I include in the giants of the world the United States,
the Soviet Union, Communist Ching, and India-~in sach of them, prineipies
of nationalistic universalisrz, Ench is seeking to aniversalize these peculiar
values for which it stands and, by extension, a8 whole flock of yalues, These
values are not nil the same, Therefore they don't always, cbviously, con-
flict. But, nevertheiess, sach of these states, and some other states who
don't have guite s good a chance of selling thair bill of goods, are trying
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to universalise their values. On the other hand, in the non- Western
world, you have various forms of this liberating nationalism, riding the
creat of national independence movements. By snd large , it is a with-
drawing type. Some of the states, asuch as Indonesia, are in a period of
transition from whers they originally started out as almost xenophobic,
withdrawing states. They have switched now and are trying in their own
way to universalize their own values. But, by and large, most of the
new sintes, particularly the amaller ones, are still liberating, as far os
international relations are converned, though several of thew have had
their domestic frustratione and have shifted their emphaais from the jo}!ul
communication of man with man, which is the platforms: of liberating nation-
alimm, to the notion that tiw nation needs your services and you are hereby
voluntesred to give your services.

Then we have a third phenomenon about nationalism, semething which
& generation ago would have aimply besn declared to be impossible. Therse
&re in g number of states, mwost of them, I might add, in Western Europe,
overpowering evidences that nationalis: as we have known it and bave
become familisr with it is on the decline. That is, the appeal of the national
symbols now are no longer as sutomatic. The stste, the natien, ig no loager
the automatic unquestioned receptacie into which the individusl pours all
his loyalty. R is toe much to say that YWestern Evropean mtimufm is
being replaced by loyalty to something larger, called Europe. Bugjfiu. 1
think, uoquestionable that there is a sizable minority of rather infiluential
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Europeans whe do feel themselves commitied 1o something ¢alled Europe
and who are perfectly aware that this has meant, st the very least, a diln-
tion of their national identification. In some cases it hus been an actusl
replacement. It is uleo unquastionable that the oversii mititancy of national
identification throughout ail of ‘anr:i Europe m been drastically cut
down, and cut down by 3 cambingtion of pad sxperisnce in the paet, and the
overpowering necossity of some kind of supsrnationsl action {n the present.

S50 we have to add to this cyele the possilrility of a third plmae, where
it starts out liberating, switches inte integrating, and et some point poasibly
entera the phase of decline. Perhaps, after all, natiomiliam i=, scrt of,
like measies, & self-limiting condition, aund the more it builds up the more
the counter tendencies are built up to it and it neutralises itself, We simply
don't know right now,

Now, in my iast fow minutes, ! would ke to throw out here s fairly
rapid listing of whnt seem. to me to be some of the othay important irends,
in the state form as it exists in the world today. Some of thase palnts ars
fairly ebivicus and just nsed to be mentioned; seme of them will need a little
bit of discussion, | |

In the first place, we are in an era when ihe sumber of states in increas

t

ing at u fantwstic rate. Just before World War X1 we used to say there wers

somewhere in the neighborbood of 60 states in the world, Today there are

80, This is a 30-percent increase in a generation. The community ig 3

lot bigger. By and large, 100, most of thens states Ave small and/or weak,
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Most of then: are also non-Western—which ¢changes things a good deal,

A gecond rather significant trend is the fact that the old, cilassical
kind of nation~state has come to the point where it verges upon obaclescence,
That is, in almost any term you m to use, aAny criterion you care to apply,
the classic nution-state is almost ckeolete. Lot us take France~-50 mitlion
people and so many hundreds of thousands of sguare miles, This sixe and
type of state is almost chsoless in the senwe that it can no longer, by its
own efforts, accompliah that share of the purposes of the French nation
which it used to be able to do, On the one hand it is caught by the fact
that the effective unit of political organization today is so fantastically
much bigger. France is surrounded by gisnta, aad, whereas it used to be
the giant, it iz now & wember of the smaller middls clase. On the otber
hand, the kinds of derands which people are placing on their governments
today in internationsl relations are not the kinds of demands whieh the old~
style nation-state could solve, and they may be, as I'll gmuggest in a moment,
the kinds of problems which even the new atyle, the giant, cannot solve on
any satisfactery banis,

Eo there is at the same time that the number of states is inereasing
the connter tendency, the growing awareness that there are a number of
things which we want government to do which the place where goverament
regides, the natiomsl-state, is no longer equipped to do.

What ars some of these problems which are taxing the capacity of the
state form 7. Probably the most obvicus one is the impact of nueclear
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technology. Again I den't think I need to belabor this pednt with you
gentlemen, pince you ere all more conversant with it than I, There are
two azpects of nuclear technology. One iz in terme of the new industrial
revolution which people are talking about, which will be a tremendously
equalizing thing once nations are able to Hberate themgelves from the
nexus of the conl-iron hchnﬂtngy This will be a fantastic reordaring of
industrial priorities. And then, of courme, there in nuclear technology in
terms of weapong, where it in perfectly obvieus, wherever else one may
gtand on the conatant strategic debate on strategy, that the classic rules
of warfare have had to be siretched, as well aa reinterpreted, (n order to
fit nuciear technology to the old classic rules. There are thomse who find
themwselves aseriounly bemused by the prebkm and almost willing to despair
that it can ever be done. I don’t know whether 1 agree with theae people
or not, eince I am slmost the enly colisge professor who {8 not an expert
on military strategy.

A second kind of problem which the old-type nation-giste can't reslly
golve has to do with transportation and communication. We have a nuclear
revelution. We ales have & communications revohution, not enly in terms
of the number of people capable of being simultaneously reached by a mes-
sage--in the good old Madison Avenue terms--but also in terms of instant-
aneous communication over tremendous spuns. The old notion thet one
nation could insulate itaelf from other nations and protect the minds of its
people from: baing polluted {s made a mockery by modern electronic
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comymunicatiens. You ean go on jamming just se Wng, You can’t have
your people in & veewizo any more, whisther they want to be or not. They
are in a world which transportation and comnmanications bave made o
small, parsdoxically, that only the biggest mation-states can cope with it.

Another problem which i obvicusly beyoud untlsters! sotution is this
whole complex of issnes centering around the basic problems of human
biciogy, More people are being born and we sre heeping them alive longer,
These pecple have 10 ent. Iam not a Neo-Maithusian. Iam not a human
ecologist. ! don't believe thai the human race should limit ite numbers
80 a8 to make room for the mountatln lions and the earth worms and the
lichens and liverworts and the other forms of nateral itfe which many
ecologiate feel have hust ar mueh right to live as hurman beings do. I don't
buy that sort of staff. 1do feel, in other wards, that the problem of recon-
ciling simple matters of food supply dnd the meuths into which to put that
food is & soluble problem. I bhave wrestled with this one. I cannot gee |
how it ¢an be soluble in any comprehensible terses by the states of‘thi world
as they are presently constituted, This is a probiem in which the unit of
caleulation must be the humen species, not nations and not states.

Well, just let ma wind up here quickly. I heve alresdy spoksn over
my deadline. These are some of the biggest of the problems which are
bewetiing the old atate forms, And we are seeing this g still another trand
in the development of the siste--we are seeing conacious sxperiments with
a1l soria of new organizational forms. We muﬁng. of course, in Eurepe
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where the problem is the esaiest, ! suspect, the development of some
organizational patterna which transcend the old state form centering around
the Earopeas community but with unique rawifications. This is & deliberate
aew erganizational form which, if you wanted to use the ugly word, could

be called a superstate or a aeries of meunm supersiates which are,
quite obviously, coalescing.

iIn addition to the creation of super federations, we are also seeing in
wuch of the non- Weatern world the rather rampant movement of these
_ newly independent entities inte a consideration, at any rate, of some kind
of faderation, as a means of building the unit of organtzation up to a large
encugh size so that it could do the jobe which are neceseoary.

We are seeing extensive kinds of long-lssting interaational cooperation
patterns in the whole United Nations system, for example, ‘speeitnud
agencies which are ebvicusly attempts to solve proeblems which the states
cannot solve by themselves.

Tam saying here, aad with thix I will cloge, that the state in the weorld
today iz cbvicusly in a peried of change. Soime people find this shocking.

I, myself, donr't, becsuse history teaches me that the state form had nothing
inevitable or commic shout it, that it happened to be the basis of organization
which, at a particular point in history, served to meet the aveds which men
were demanding of thetr duly constituted authorities. What I am suggesting
possibly (s that, in the middie of the 20th century, the pressure of needs

and problems is now becoming possibly too great for the state, in its traditions!
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form, 1o solve, And men, ss they did before the state, are once again
doing, it seems to me, the nstural thing. ¥ the organication we have
isn't working, let's see if we can’t modify the organisation so it works
and in this way preserve the velues which the state system has while
freeing vurseives from the warst of its disabilities.

Thank you,

COLONEL SMITH: We sre ready for question, gentlemen.
GUESTION: What will be the effect on the United Nations organization
and our participstion in it of this tremendous increase fn membership?

IR, LERCHE: That's a very very good question. Fart of the answer
is already available. In the firét place it has made the General Asaembly
far more than ever hefore—and it alresdy was quite a wuya--th& center
of the organisstion, The General Assembly now runs the ahow. The Secur-
#y Council is slmost non-existent. It doswn't meet as often as it vaed to,
Membersiip on the Council for & non-permanent member is just a plum,

It doesn't mean anything. How long has it been stnce the Security Council
hag done anything? The General Assembly is {t. The second thing, quite
obvicusly, that this ineremse in membership will mesn is a change in
fecug of the concerns of the organization, The ex-colonial countries are
now in the mnjw-lty in the United Nations, which means twe thinge: One,
that issues of celonialism and their related ingues of an emphasis on
social and econvmic programs are vastly stepped up in priority, and lssues
stemming from the East- West struggle ars badly downgraded, The cold
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facts of the matter are that mmt of the new membera, most of the non-
Western members, couldn't care less. They are bored with the cold

war. Therefore, this shows in the U, N. They ere not reslily interested.

I think that, had it not been for the fortwitous fact that the Chinese Commun-

iats acted like a bunch of idiots in dealing with India, this iy the year, this
past seswlon, that we would have gotten creamed on the matter of Chinese
membership. The Chinese saved us by acting like a bunch of dopes.

But they are much loss iovpressed with this exchange of insults and
recrimisations by the Soviet and the United States, They look upon this
as a digression from the Imp&unt business, which is to hurry along the
rew&u&m of rising expeciations by means of U. N. action.

I think those are the- two biggest resulta.

QUESTION: You said that the state is in a peried of evolution now.
iwas wondering!tmcmld!aﬁimmmm see what you can see
with regard to the evelution of the South Ameriean stetes in relation to
the United States.

DR, LERCHE: Well, we are in private here, Every once in a whilg--
oot alnya—_-l take advantage of the fact that I am Irresponsidble, s0 ] can
speculate. I think that the era where the notion that the United States has
2 Gemind in the Western Hemisphere is coming to & close. The intellectual
underpinnings of the meaning of Gemint are rapidly, I think, bescoraing
ebsolete. 5o the Latin Americanos are not going 10 be a group of American-
type salellites any longer, We den't call them that, but that's what the rest
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of the world has called there, It was said in the United Nations: Why
should the United States get road that the Soviet has three votes in the
United Nations ? We have 2i, This was a hard one to gnswer. This is
net true sny more, incidentally. So that incremsingly the United States
is going to have to cope with these people on a different kind of bagig~~
which is why the Fresident is down there right now.

Implicit in your question I detected a wish for me to raisge the question
of Latin American federation, This will come--not federation, no--not
necessarily federation. The creation of a semwwhat more cohesive
Latin ismerican perscoality in the world will éome. How long it will taxe
Iam just Mﬁy unable to guess. The recent sxperisnce in developing
new organizational forms has led me to the conclusion that there iz no
inevitable historical sequence, What thers is instead {s the graduat accu~
mulation of pressures. But then, when the preasure builds high enough,
the change is made with startling suddenness. VAt what point the pressures
in Latin America will build up o devise some new kinds of forms, Idon't
know. It's a magnificent notion that President Kubitchek has in RBrazil of
50 years' progress in 5. He's doing pretty well. It’s true that Brazil has
50 miﬁim people and half the population of South America. Hut Brasil
cannot go as far as she wants to slone, These are the cold facts of the
matter as it applies to us, too. We can't go where we want to go by our-
selves, We've got to dﬁg cwrybody eise along with us. In Latin American
terms, this is what Brazil is up against. And there may be the erostion of
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& Latin American thing, a Latin Anverican satity in the world affairs under
Brxjzilian leaderwhip. R may coame in two years and it may take 100, It
wil come,

QUESTION: I have essentiaily the same question with relation to
Africa, The countries there now are old colenies, but sooner o Iater
they should coslesce,

DE, LERCHE: Yes, Lecause of the kinds of probiews and the expecta-
tions. Let me be professorisl and generatize a minute, Every government,
no matter how atable it is, must i ita day-by-day existence face the fact
that revolution is possible. This 1a as much of a problez in Washington
as it i¢ in Moscow or as it ie In Ascuncion, becsuse, after all, the stote
cosrces people, and the revolution comes whan people won't be cosrsed
by this particular group of leaders.

Students of revelution pretty well agree that revolution doss not come
st the bhottom of the cycle of dovelopment. Revolution does not come when
things are at their worat. It comes when you hit bottorm and are slowly
coming back. Every one of the great revoltions of our time, and actually
just about evary one of the minor revolutions of our time, have come when
things have past their worst and are starting back, Why at this point ¥
It hag to do with the maiter of expectations. The old proverh {3, Blessed
is be who expects nothing for he is never disappointed, and bears on thia
point, As leng as the people expect nothing they won't revolt., But once
things start to get bettey, then they expect something, and then revelution
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is danpercua.

This preface is by way of answering your question. The African
aationatist movements have succesded in making changes because they
have aroused the expectations of their people for not just political inde-
pendence but for what they call in these non-Western revolutions rising
expeciations. These maph expect things. The brutsl facts of the matter
are that there ian't one of the new states in Africe that comes anywhere near
mesting the axpectations of its people on its own terms.

This really underiies what I was saying abowt Latin Americs. The
expectations of these people, as they are rising--and they are~-cannot
be met by the old organizations} forms. Poljticsl leaders are assiduons
cultivatora and manipulators of oationalist symbols, and they are usually
the Inst in a country to be willing to give up the nationaligt business, This |
is known rather vulgarly as wrapping yourself in the Americen fiag, Bat,
even more than the symbolism of nationalism, these guye want to keep their
jobs, and, ian ¢ revolutionsry society, they sre interested in preserving
whole sking,

These Africans have moved very qﬁiekly. you gee, Coming from the
great emotional burst of assaming independence and national status and a
national flag, and all that jus, suddenly they move almoat immediately to
the problem of talking about federation and of submerging this natioml
identify which is #0 precicus and »o new. Why? Hecause they realize that
their gevernments can't cut the mumtard as preaseatly made up. You'lve zot
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t© have a bigger base, You've got (0 have a bigger tax base, if nothing

eise,

So 1 suspect that this notion which I aaid is thet the number of states
is greatly increasing is & twmporary and transitory phenomenon, and a
generation from now the number of political units in the world may wetl
be only half of what we have now.

That's & wild one for you.

QUESTION: Certain students of the international politicat scene
mfmﬂa that the international power struggle today iz less & struggle
between democratic capltaiism and communism and more a struggle
between Russian and Untted States nationalism. Would you address your-
self to that ?

DE. LERCHE: wWell, after what I have said, there is no point being
modest any more. Iam afraid that, genersally spesking-—theugh I don't
ke pigeonkoles-- would put myself in that categery you just mentioned,
i the s&mw that I am pretty muﬁa A non~ideotogical parson. To me, as 1
lock at international relations, ideclogy is used in fact more as s tool of
nationsl foreign policy than it is as a blueprint for action, Iam not chal-
lenging the fact that there is an ideological total, ideological opposition
between the Esst and the West. This is obvious to anyone who can read,

or even listen. But, what I am questioning, snd bave been quewtioning,

for mome time, ix what the fact of ideclogicat apposition means, Were this

an ideological struggle pure and simple, two things would be true, One,
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it would mean that the leaders of both sides would be fanatice, not sane
men, They would, by mest nermal standards of mental hygiene, be
declared t0 be unsound smotionally, Two, it would menn that thls would
be a struggle for extinction, because, if men are motivated entirely by
ideological considerations, they will stop st nothing until they have seen
the victory of their ideclogical predispositions brought aheut in the world,

Now, as I read--and I am just one poor college professor--it, it is
perfectly obvieus to me that Amerienn foreign policy does not proceed
from any set of ideclogical suppositions for the achievement of an ideolog-
ical end. This [ think most of you would agree with, You might be quite
80 willing to sccept without further argument my further characterigation
of the Soviet Union as being the seme way. They very poasibly did start
out that way. Iam willing to grant the fact that Lenin, 30 days before he
scized power, consldered himui!f:ea-wrum ideatogist motivated only
by the eternal truth which he discovered. But the moment he seized power
the purity of his ideological mottvation began te be dituted by the sordid
realities of the necessitios of holding and administering power. The further
this hes continued, the longer the Soviet regime is concerned with it and
it hap gone on, the greater the tendency has become.

Fleage don't read me as mﬁning that the Soviets ignore {deology,
They are quick to use it as justification for what they do, ‘They have no
objection to having people balisving their propegands. Our only real con~
cern i8 whether the guys who issue the propaganda betieve it, I think the
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record indicates that they don't. I have had this out with a numnber of
honest-to~goah Soviet specialists--which { am not. At least some of them
argue that it iz lnmpoasible for a person is conceive of & gtep in Soviet
policy~-you ean't irpagine the Soviet doing anything--for which {deological
justification conld not be found In impeccable and gnimpluhabb sources,
It is thet kind of an ideology.

So, therefore, if you sak me: 'Are we fighting Marxian socialism or
Khrushehevism in ldeoclogioal terma ¥ I would have to say, 'No, we are not
fighting it because I don't conceive that that is our enemy, ' I am perfectly
convinced that, if the Russian leaders decided on the basia of their own
and Rusaisn interest that a permansnt end to the cold war were necessary
and desirable, they would be able to prove this by ideology snd point to their
people that we were right all along. If they foel their people they figure they
are ihat rouch abead,

But, as for this being their motivation in international relations, 1 think
it straing credulity {00 much to accept.

QUESTION: You mentioned Canada as being & nation-state, along with
the United Sintes. Do you make any distinction between Canada in that
position and Cannds 28 » part of the British Empire ?

DR. LERCHE: Only this distinction, sir: In constitational law, Canada
is » completely self~governing country which happens, as a result of jts
own decigion, to have the same perscon wearing the crown of Canada se
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wears the crown of dreat Britain. The Cunsdian Parlisment electes
Elixabeth as their Queen when she ascended to the throne of Great Britsin.
80, in legal terms, Canads is a national entity. However, the British can
teach us & grest many things. COne of the things that I think we are just -
beginning to learn from the British is the fact that there ix no great intrinsic
value in having an iren-clad treaty agreement with an ally, since the most
powerful and closely knit and unified alliance in the world, the British
Commonwealth, is tied toguther by nothing mere than the personality of
Elisabeth II. The British have learned how te break the iren bonds that
tied them with an ex-colony while at the ssme e tying them down very
strongly by bonds, almowt invieible bonds, of silk,

So you can tatk ghout auch a thing as the Commonwenith, snd, with
the possible excoption of the Union of South Afriea, the Commonwesith
i in international relstions, for the purposes en which they are agreed,

a gingle international entity, On other purposes on which they are not
agreed, they nct as completely free agents,

You see, Indin is a member of the Commanwealth, a koy member of
the Commenwealth, the Iargest member of the Commonweelth, But aiso
Indis is & member of ancther grouping. the Afro-Asian Bloc, and the
Indiansg find no difficulty in maintaining these twe wemberships, because
India i3 able to so ammmwnmum‘wmﬂmm
position where its obligations eonfiict,

Canada ie a close participent in its own right in defense planning with

a5




the United States, and Canada is also a member of the Commonwealth,
The Canadians are able to mainiain this balence witheut causing conflict.
This is & matter of management from Londen, snd beautiful, skillful
management it ix, |
QUESTION: Bocter, you just brought up the subject of India. You
saild in your speech that it is one of the four great aations of the world
to be, Would you relate this now in terma of the Afro-Astan Bloc and
the SEATO organization, ihe Rice mwh, and 50 forth, as te why you
expect this?
DR, LERCHE: Why I expéet {t--to answer this part Hrst—is s com-
bination of certain objective dats, with some value judgments of my own
about the shape of world affaire in the future. Objectively, you have here
this enormous clhister of population, with a very significant resource endow-
ment and & tremeadous amonnt of politieal energy, & very vigerous nationalism.
Al of these, plus the strategic position which India occupies in world affairs
today, 10 me argue very stromgly that India's power position relative and
absolute in the future is obvicusly destined o grow, It will grow even more
that we expect now if, as I suspect, there iz going to be this evolutionary
change in the nature of international relations in which the kinds of things
with which ndia is identified in the world's mind will become incressingly
the crucial kinds of decistons (n internationa! politics,
I hate to say this in & government installation, but to me the biggent
single thing in world affairs today is not the cold war amy more. It is the
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revolution of the nen~- Western world. This is much bigger thas the

cold war in termws of its mesning for the next 100 years of histery, pro-
vided only that Eust and West don’t erase themaslives and il manking
from the planat, If we can estimate our chances for survival ag being
better than even, thes I would say that iy greai grandchild, looking back
over this centary, would argue that the reslly significant phenomenon of
world history in the century beginaing in 1980 wiks the fact that the non~
Wentern world, {f you will let me say this very dangerous thing, was
allowed to join the hnaman race, and that thiy was interrupted from time to
time by petty sporadic outburats of outworn nationalist frensy in the form

- of the cold war. This is what a historian of 3080 might well write,

This is why I say thai, whether this vision of mine is simply induced
bymuﬂmngthofncupotcwnlbdumrmcm here or not, 1
40 think that those things with which Indin ie identified are increasing in |
significance, and those things which the cold war participants are identified
with in the world's ayes are decreasing in specific gravity and intrinsic
worth, This is why I think India will continge %o mova front and center.
Fart of India's success wan that it got itwel! attncked by Ching. This helped
Indis & great deal. This wes exactly in the image. You see, India is trying
to project Ghandi's satl gara inte world politics-~you overcome evil by just letting
it wear itgelf cuf. Indiz has got an sstonlsbing samount of mihugt out of
this already, and it has heen in business oniy 18 years.

India merits long and committed study by Americans, because increasingly
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it is grewing sad we have such awful mizsconceptions about it, We have
the iden that India and Indians are anti-American. Many of you undoubtedly
know different from your pergonsl experience. The Indians whom 1 have
talked to, whommtgenrnmmimmdwimhnwmmmhrm
to grind-~mont of them sre scholars--say that, contrary to what we read
in owr press, which ia thet India is more pro~-RBritish today than it ever
was, and Americans ars left on the outside whistling, Indian intellectual
and cultural life has been alresdy envrmously infiltrated by American
things, and the indians look at American things and like them, and the
American impact on Indian culture is slresdy great, in apite of the frequent
bumbling we have had at the political level. The Eissuhower trip to India
wke not just window dressing, Thia was & pretty basic thing, and 1t will,
1 suspect, bulk very large in the next p!mie af internationsl relations,

QUESTION: Dector, in describing the state you cf ted very neatly
the three comnmon purposes of any atate axnd the order of priority in which
they would give them up if cornered, Is there a quarrel about that in
reverse in relation to this integrated nationalimm, with specific refer-
ence to the USSR ?

DR. LERCHE: Iam going to cheat a Litthe bit. Would you clarify for me
exkctly the reverse in which way?

STUDENT: It begina with economic well-heing. For exumple, if
there i3 & gap or deficiency in economic well-being, or 8 weskness in i,
yom want to make up for it and you use that &8s 2 motivation for tranacending
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yoiur particular boundaries snd imposing on somebody elge,

DR, LERCHE: What you are suggesting maybe is thet these are slso,
if you like, seﬂﬁ el peychic distance between the individusl aud the state,
in that he 1y most intimately connected on the iswue of well-being, somewhat
less connecied on the matter of security, and feels originelly, to begin
with, the least identification with this matier d seif-preservation,

Sure. How did the Soviets actunily sell themselves to the Rusgian
pecple? From the beginning they promised them individual pie in the sky.
This served the Sovist leaders & very neat purpose, because this gave them
a butlt-in excuae for not achieving the ple {n the aky, They gave the lne:
"Sure, we want you to bave autoanochiles, toothbrushes, and shoes, but
we can't give them {0 you bacause our securily is in &nger The capital-
ists mre cut to destroy us, m worked very anicely. That is, it was the
carrot and the stick.. They used the promise of all this lovely peace by and
by ae the carrot to drive the Russisn peopie on. Hewever, and this 1 true
an & preotty basic lesson in political leadership, this appeal, of course, has
begun {o run thin, And now, sppareatly, enough of the Russian people are
asking the guestion: ‘When are these shoes going to be forthcoming?' At
least a more reslistic sttention to the problem of making them svailable
s aov? being given in the Kremiin.

¥ I understand your question reslly correctiy, it ia: Iz it posaible
that they could wae this pretext of pursuving well-being as a cover-up for
new political advestures? I doubt this, maioly because of the mass
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psychology which is invelved. Our peopls are constantly being urged
fror: Washington that we maat sscrifice. My, Gosring presched to his ‘
people conquest and guns instesd of butter-~anly after the problem of ‘
gung has been completely solved can we get the butter, This is what the
Ruspians have been asying.

Now if you teil them that the butter is just around the corner, it is
coming, and it {8 ceming not by political military means dut because we
are better than the Amsricans at mass produstion and because we don't
have this sculleas capitalinm, #ning this a8 & sprioghosrd for pﬁﬂﬂmt‘
and militery tensions would be, I think, dungerous. Semewhere in Proverbs
in the Bible there is something o the effect that "Hope often deferred i

meketh the heart siek, " H seems to me that the closer that hope is te i
realisation before it gets deferred the sicker the beart gets. Icannot
coniceive of the Runaian leaders taking the big riak now at this peint where
they've got thelr people pretty well sold on U idea that the chickens are
coming home t6 rooet in the pot, and saying, "Well, I'm sorry, Ivan, but
thoge dirty smericans did it again, ” Ivan st this point would say, "No,
thanks, ['ve had too mueh alresdy. " This {s & denger, Remember this
problem, He's get to play his people lke an organist plays his instra-
ment. He's pushing the soft-touch pedal now. Ha just can't switch immed- l
jately to the war trumpet; It's too risky pulitienliy.

That's esactly the problem we bave in this country. Washington
allows itasif to get swaynd by & muss seale of jitters about the proapect of

40



mass complacency in the country. It isn't 0 much complacency that
worried them as the problem of getting back out of complaceney into
the requisite degree of anxizty and frensy. 3o the simplest thing ias to
just mp them tensed up,

COLONEL SMITE: Dr. Lerche, this has been an exciting morning.
Thank you very much.

DR, LERCHE: Thank you, smir.
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