"1984" —- WHAT IS IT? POPULAR AND SCHOLARLY
VIEWS OF TOTALITARIAN RULE

Donald M. McKale, Clemson University

Newspaper and television columnist Andy Rooney recently
wrote, "The idea of the year 1984 doesn't do much to me. It
isn't any speéecial kind of number. It's just your average,
everyday year. If it hadn't been for George Orwell, TI'd
hardly have noticed it was coming."l The past year, Orwell's
book, 1984, seems to have been everywhere, cited by everyone,
and misused by most.

The mark of a totalitarian government, Orwell had warned
in his novel, was its ability to twist and distort the truth
through language, so that words become meaningless and used
merely for controlling the minds of the masses. Cur
magazines, newspapers, broadcasters, industrial corporations,
and even professors, by mythologizing Orwell and using his
1984 to make whatever point they wish, have set high standards
in the linguistic sloppiness he deplored.2

Pessimists and professional doomsters have especially
used 1984 to prophesy the demise of American life. ©Public
opinion polls indicate that the percentage of Americans who
said they were "very concerned" about threats to personal
privacy had increased from 31 percent in 1978 to 48 percent in
1983. Not all Americans, however, are so fearful. Orwell's
novel inspired on New Year's day a flight near Boston by a
young man who fastened himself to 57 helium-filled balloons
and soared one mile into the sky. Said the twenty-four-
year-old balloonist about his adventure, "It was a statement
about Orwell's book, saying that life is not as dismal as he
said and we hope things don't get that way.”

There is, in short, not much that has not already been
said about Mr. Orwell. But that is what is intriguing about
1984: its unmatched and enduring appeal in the United States,
despite its British author and setting. Tens of millions
worldwide have read the book, in 62 languages, since it was
published three decades ago. But nowhere has the work been
more popular than in America. In January it was the New York
Times' best seller, ranking two spots higher than the third
place it achieved on the list in 1949.

1984 has had a special charm for professors of history;
we have made the novel assigned reading for countless sections
of western civilization and other classes. Novels have long
held a fascination for the historian, particularly as a form
of historical evidence and because the historian and novelist
deal in the same mediums of prose and narration. But we have
been drawn to 1984 for other, more substantial reasons. One
was Orwell's view of history; in 1984 he identified the study
of the past as a mechanism for propaganda and a potential
menace to freedom. For Orwell, as for Voltaire, history could
become "a parcel of tricks we play on the dead" -- and, one
could add, on the living. In the novel, 1984, historians were
fully employed shamelessly, disastrously, and in total
betrayal of their profession. The main character, Winston
Smith, was a minor bureaucrat whose job was rewriting history
for the Ministry of Truth in his totalitarian state of
Oceania, so that the past conformed to the current party
ideology.
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For Orwell, who witnessed firsthand in the Spanish Civil
War this technique of altering facts to suit policy, with no
regard for the truth, a society that had lost its history was
beyond contenmpt. In 1284, Winston was told: "The past is
whatever the records and the memories agree upon. And since
the Party is in full control of all records, and in equally
full command of the minds of its members, it follows that the
past is whatever the Party chooses to make it."S

1984 has appealed so widely, moreover, because in
politics it is what the reader, both American and
non-American, wishes it to be. A Soviet newspaper in the
Ukraine described the book once:

Recently the American [sic] writer George Orwell
wrote a novel depicting America in 1984. He
predicted that by that time the private lives of
Americans will be investigated by means of
secretly installed television screens. . .His
fantasy does not foretell happenings, but lags
behind 'the American way or life.' The boldest
predictions of Orwell for 1984 are, so to speak,
fulfilled and overfulfilled in the United States
today.., . .There are millions and tens of
millions of innocent people who are victims of
the notorious House Un-American Activities
Committee.

Americans, on the other hand, have embraced 1984 so
enthusiastically because it has reflected and reinforced their
image of totalitarian dictatorship, and particularly of Soviet
Russia, which they have accepted since the 1930s. Though
Americans appear most disturbed today by the relentless
electronic surveillance in the novel, 1984 is not about
technology, but about politics. The image of the totalitarian
state set forth by Orwell was that of a dictatorship whose
citizens (disparagingly called "proles") suffered
dehumanization through propaganda and terror and played no
role in politics. "Big Brother," as Orwell called the
totalitarian state he described, was ruled by the all-powerful
party and was an aggressive state, determined to expand its
power abroad through endless war. When, at the close of the
novel, Winston Smith was defeated in his rebellion against the
regime, the closing lines expressed his bitter failure by
ncting, "He had won the victory over himself. He loved Big
Brother." The reader is left with the impression that "Big
Brother" could only be changed if it was destroyed, and that
it could only be destroyed from without.

This view of totalitarianism, however, was not Orwell's
invention; the image had been popular in the United States
since the 1930s to describe Hitler's Germany and Stalin's
Russia. The heart of the concept was that the conditions
inside Germany and Russia, and particularly the terror,
persecution, propaganda, and other bureaucratic methods used
to rule the people, made Nazi and Soviet totalitarianism the
same . Moreover, the apparent ability of each regime to
possess an absolute empire over the minds of its helpless
masses seemed to dictate that Nazism (i.e. fascism) and
Communism would automatically seek to eliminate the threat of
freedom elsewhere by pursuing an aggressive, expansionist
foreign policy. According to the totalitarian theory, no
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change was possible in the nature of such states, and they
could therefore never relinquish their combative posture
toward democratic societies.

For several decades American political leaders and public
opinion have accepted this image of totalitarianism.
presidents have used it often to justify refusing to negotiate
with the Russians and instead engaging in an arms race with
and following a hard line against the Soviet Union. The
totalitarian concept, which Orwell's 1984 did so much to
popularize, has formed the heart of American "cold war"
ideology. But what is more significant than identifying the
theory is recognizing that it has rested on inaccurate or, in
the least, guestionable assumptions that have been made about
Nazi and Soviet rule.

Especially dubious has been the supposition that Nazi and
Soviet totalitarianism was the same. What intensified the
analogy were the Nazi-Soviet pact of 1939 and the Soviet
expansion into Eastern Europe at the end of World War II.
Collier's magazine, responding to the Nazi-Soviet agreement,
thanked Hitler and Stalin for "dropping the pretense of hating
each other's gizzards" and for removing "all doubt, except in
the minds of incurable dreamers, that there is any real
difference between Communism and Fascism." Such attitudes
changed only slightly when the Germans invaded Russia in June
1941 and the United States and Britain eventually allied
with the Soviet Union. The Wall Street Journal commented on
the massive Nazi invasion of Russia that "the American people
know the principal difference between Mr. Hitler and Mr.
Stalin is the size of their respective mustaches.”

But the most significant and misleading part of the
Communist-fascist analogy was that drawn between the
post-World War II Soviet military actions and those of prewar
and wartime Germany. As the Soviet armies marched into
Eastern Europe on the heels of the defeated Nazis, many
Americans saw the Russian move as pure aggression. It was
assumed that Russia was merely replacing Germany as the
disrupter of peace in Burope. Little thought was given to
understanding the incredible suffering of the Russians, Poles,
Czechs, and especially the Jews in Eastern Europe who died by
the millions in Nazli death camps and before 8S firing squads.
Viewed in that context, the Soviet occupation of Eastern
Europe was an act of wartime liberation and the result of
Soviet concerns about their future security.

But the Russians were vehemently condemned, and the
Soviet-American confrontation called the "cold war" unfolded.
Americans viewed the Russian move as a replay of Hitler's
aggression in the 1930s. H.V. Kaltenborn, the broadcaster,
shortly after Winston Churchill's iron curtain speech in 1946,
labelled the Soviet Union "a ruthless, totalitarian power
which is seeking domination in both Europe and Asia," and he
warned his radio listeners to "Remember Munich!"™ 1In May 1947,
President Truman remarked, "There isn't any difference in
totalitarian states. T don't care what yvou call them, Nazi,
Communist, or Fascist. . . ."

Another issue ignored in the emotional and SlmpllSth
Nazi-Communist analogy was the history of Russia's diplomatic
efforts during the 1930s, which were rebuffed by the Western
powers, to form an anti-Nazi coalition and a security
agreement for Eastern Europe. Furthermore, in the fear and
anti-Communist hysteria which swept the United States after
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World War II, Americans were unable to appreciate the dramatic
differences between Communist and Nazi ideology. No
distinction, for example, was made by the Truman government
between the Soviet system, which proclaimed a humanistic
ideology (Marxism) and failed to live up to its ideal, and
Hitler's Germany, which tragically lived up to its
anti-humanistic philosophy of racism and militarism (Nazism)
only too well.

Nor did the Kennedy and Johnson administrations in the
1960s distinguish between the Soviet support of revolutionary
and anti-colonial movements abroad, whose rebellions aimed at
the social and economic improvement of disadvantaged peoples,
and the Nazi military invasion of much of Europe and Russia,
which was not designed to improve mankind, but exterminate
that part Hitler disliked. Because Kennedy and Johnson failed
to make such distinctions, they accepted the old totalitarian
theory of an "international Communist conspiracy®" at work in
the revolutions in Cuba and Vietnam, they demanded that the
Russians not be "appeased" as Hitler had been in the 1930s,
and they escalated the nationalist struggle for independence
in Vietnam into a major confrontation with the Soviet Union
and China.?

The simplistic Nazi-Communist analogy has also been,
alas, fostered by American education; professors and high
school teachers have tended to accept the "cold war" image of
totalitarianism. Hannah Arendt, in her widely praised study
published in 1951, The Origins of Totalitarianism, stressed
the similarities in the Nazi and Soviet regimes and failed
even to note the glaring ideoclogical differences between them.
Senior Scholastic magazine in the 1960s taught that Communism
and fascism were essentially the same political animal.
Zbigniew Brzezinski, before he became President Carter's
National Security advisor in 1977, was one 9f America's
premier Soviet specialists who acce%ted the traditional
totalitarian image of Russia.l Even today, the
Nazi-Communist analogy is encouraged in western civilization
textbooks used in college history survey classes. To my
knowledge, only one of the leading texts concedes that some
historians "consider the differences between those regimes
more important than their similarities.”

Beyond the Nazi-Communist comparison, there are other
problems with the "cold war" concept of totalitarianism. The
theory stresses that because German and Russian
totalitarianism so victimized its helpless populations (the
"proles," in Orwell's words), such regimes automatically seek
to destroy the threat posed by freedom elsewhere by pursuing a
policy of world conguest. Consequently, according to the
totalitarian argument, no change is possible in such political
systems. They can never give up their life and death struggle
against democratic societies.

These are especially the views which the Reagan
administration has adopted to justify massive defense budgets
and to mobilize American force in the Middle East and Latin
America. For example, in rejecting calls for negotiations
with the Soviets for a "nuclear freeze," the President told
Protestant preachers in a speech in Orlando in March 1983:

During my first press conference as
President, in answer to a direct gquestion, I
pointed out that as good Marxists-Leninists the
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Soviet leaders have openly and publicly declared
that the only morality they recognized is that
which will further their cause, which is world
revolution. . . .

I think the refusal of many influential
people to accept this elementary fact of Soviet
doctrine illustrates an historical reluctance to
see totalitarian powers for what they are. We
saw this phenomenon in the 1930s; we see it too
often today. . . .

Let us pray for salvation of all those who
live in totalitarian darkness, pray they will
discover the job of knowing God. But until they
do, let us be aware that while they preach the
supremacy of the state, declare its omnipotence
over individual man, and predict its eventual
domination of all peoples of the earth--they are
the focus of evil in the modern world.l2

In May 1981, the President told the graduates of West Point
that since World War II the Soviet Union had been “"creating a
society in which everything that isn't compulsory is
prohibited. The citizens of that society have little more to
say about their government than a prison inmate has to say
about the prison administration."13

Part of this argument about the totality of the Soviet
government's control over its people stems from the
traditional Communist-Nazi analogy. Americans were aware
during World War II that Hitler's Germany had carefully
controlled the information it had wished the German people to
have. It was assumed in the United States after the war that
Soviet control of information and propaganda for Russians was
a replica of the German model and that the inevitable result
of such an absence of free expression would be an aggressive
Soviet war against democracy (also patterned on the German
example) .

Some American leaders praised the Russian people and
lamented how they had been viciously crushed by the Soviet
government. Lewis Brown, president of the Johns-Manville
Corporation, testified in 1948 before the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations that "the Russian people, like the German
people, do not want to rule the world, but they are helpless
slaves of the ruling clique that dominates the people through
fear and terror, through concentration camps and secret police
and through the whole mechanism of totalitarianism."

Brown and others also equated the Russian exile and labor
camps in Siberia with the Nazi death camps. While one must
not condone the Soviet camps or minimize the suffering they
have caused millions of Russians, it must alsc be recognized
that they are not mass extermination camps like Auschwitz and
Treblinka.l3 The genocide and unbridled terror in the Nazi
camps were revealed in the overwhelming evidence presented at
the Nuremberg trials. This vital aspect of the trials,
however, soon became obscured in the mounting emotion of the
"cold war," as Americans shifted their hatred and fear from
Germany to Russia. Furthermore, the trials reinforced the
popular American concept of totalitarianism. At Nuremberg,
the Nazi war criminals portrayed themselves as innocent tools
and pawns in the clutches of a political system that had
allegedly directed their actions, thought, and morality.l6

5



However, recent scholarship in German and Soviet history
has cast doubt on the argument that the minds of Germans under
Hitler and Russians under Stalin (and later Soviet leaders)
were manipulated completely by their governments and that the
people had no influence on their political systems. 1In the
case of Hitler's Germany, the Allied seizure of tons of German
records in 1945 has provided historians with a unigue and
extraordinary look inside the Nazi "Big Brother."

Hitler's regime, according to its own documents, was not
a monolithic system that scrupulously executed his every
command . Moreover, instruments of control like terror and
propaganda were applied by the Nazis differently to the
various segments of German society. Traditional German
conservatives, for example, were hardly bothered. The working
class was viewed with suspicion and carefully watched, but it
too was wooed by the Nazi government because the regime was
dedicated to territorial expansion through war and believed
this would be impossible without mass popular support.
William S. Allen, a leading historian in America of Hitler's
Germany, has observed: "In fact, one can sa¥ that control was
completely exerted only over Germany's Jews."19

Secret German policy and SS reports and records from the
Nazi Propaganda Ministry, which were captured at the end of
World War II and which measured German public opinion, have
shown that Nazi censorship and propaganda were surprisingly
limited in their success. The main goal of Nazi propaganda
was to mobilize the population for war and, once in the war,
to continue the psychological mobilization and maintain the
fighting morale among both German troops and civilians. 1In
some instances, propaganda produced results; anti-Jewish
propaganda, which appealed to 0ld German prejudices and
ignorance, aided significantly Hitler's war against the Jews
by seolidifying among Germans a general indifference toward the
fate of the victims.20

However, Nazi propaganda failed during World War II, for
example, to persuade the Germans that the Russians were
primitive Asiatic "subhumans." The Propaganda Ministry was
alsco unable to convince Germans to accept the government's
euthanasia program, or "mercy killing"™ of mentally retarded
and other so-called "unproductive elements.® According to the
Nazi police and SS reports, propaganda was often countered
among the German population by rumor started by foreign radio
broadcasts which, despite severe penalties for listening to
them, found eager audiences. Also, stories told by
eye-witnesses--e.g., scldiers home on leave or bombed-out
evacuees--frequently conflicted (and sharply) with government
press reports. For example, the exaggerated claims of Nazi
propaganda about the strength of German's air defenses lost
credibility when Britain started bombing German towns and_the
German air force was unable to win the "battle of Britain."2l

A special embarrassment for German propaganda was the
flight in May 1941 of Hitler's Deputy Fuhrer, Rudolf Hess, to
Britain. The official German explanation three days after the
flight that Hess had been mentally ill met with disbelief and
(even worse for the Nazi government's image) the response that
Germany must be in a bad way if a man known to have been
suffering from a serious mental disorder had nevertheless been
allowed to continue holding high office. German propaganda
was savagely criticized by all sections of the population;
one police report noted:
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German press and radio reports of the Hess
affair were from the working class to the
intelligensia described as very clumsy and
bungling. These very reports have prompted
people to concern themselves especially closely
with the Hess case and have so shaken the
confidence in German propaganda {the truthful
press and radio reportage) that for the time
being the whole press and radio reports will
automatically be regarded as untrue.22

Even more disastrous for Nazi propaganda was the course
of the German invasion of Russia, begun in June 1941. As the
Russian war dragged on, it became obvious to Germans that
propaganda claims that Germany could easily overrun the Soviet
giant with feet of clay were untrue. Then came the battle of
Stalingrad at the end of 1942; it was a military defeat and
propaganda debacle of the greatest magnitude. It produced a
major loss of confidence by Germans in their leadership, even
including Hitler. This was the consequence in part of the
wholly irresponsible and misleading Nazi propaganda on the war
in Russia. Until the final weeks of Stalingrad, German
newspapers were prophesying the imminent defeat of the
encircled Soviet army (when, in fact, the reverse was true),
arousing expectations in Germany that Stalingrad would soon be
captured.

To be sure, Nazi propaganda enjoyed some successes in the
last years of the war, such as exploiting the German hatred
toward the British and Americans stirred by Allied terror
bombing of Germany. But propaganda continued to lose its
effectiveness. On June 6, 1944, the day Allied troops started
landing in France for the offensive against Germany from the
West, a police report from Bavaria made the following
assessment of the government's propaganda:

Propaganda: the opinion is widespread among the
people that things are worse than we are told,
and the comments can be heard: "We're lied to
in this War just as much as we were in the last
one." Above all, the many announcements of
[Propaganda Minister] Dr. Goebbels in [the
newspaper] 'Das Reich,' which up to now have
never been followed by any action, have had an
unsatisfactory effect in that they have for a
long time aroused hopes and promised early
fulfillment and now leave great disappointment
in their wake. The people, also Party members,
say it would be better if Dr. Goebbels didn't
write anything more, since either he repeats
what he has already said ten times or makes
prophecies which are not fulfilled.24

Further, the escalating terror and repression against
Germans by their own government during the war illustrated
that the Nazi regime had failed to create a consensus of
public opinion among the masses, except for the one that was
the most unacceptable to the government--a consensus for
ending the war. If it was not total mind control, but terror
that persuaded Germans to follow Hitler into defeat and
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destruction, that tragic process was encouraged by deep
historical traditicons in the country that had predated the
Nazis by many years. The German heritage had included
authoritarianism, militarism, and racism.

Historians studying Russia have also recently produced
evidence which suggests that the "cold war" image of Soviet
society may not be as accurate as believed. For many years,
students of Soviet history were blinded by the horrors of
Joseph Stalin's purges and forced economic changes launching
Russia toward socialism in the 1930s. Such changes had been
carried out by the Stalinist police, state, and party
bureaucracies. Stalinism, historians explained in the 1950s
and 1960s, was the consequence of excessive bureaucratic
terror and mind control (i.e. propaganda), similar to the
process the world had seen in Hitler's Germany.

But at the end of the 1960s, partly because of the revolt
of Czechoslovakia in 1968 against Soviet rule and because of
the publication in the West of studies by Russian dissidents,
western historians started examining the social bases (i.e.
the society) of the Soviet regime. A leading Soviet
dissident, Roy Medvedev, who had been allowed to view the
Communist party's archives and was once commissioned to write
an official history of the party before he fell into disfavor
with the government and his research was banned, admitted that
despite the horrors of Stalin's policies, genuine popular
support had existed among Russians for Stalinism:

The fact that most of the Soviet people trusted
Stalin, the party leadership and the punitive
agencies placed the victims of [Stalin's]
repression in a tragic position. They were not
guilty, but most people did not believe them,
and turned their backs.27

Only recently have historians started to grasp that
Stalin's massive economic reforms and expansion of the state's
power in Russia produced a great proliferaticn of official
(i.e. government) jobs and privileges, even creating a new
Soviet working class and bureaucracy. Therefore, while many
Russians were victimized by Stalinism, as Medvedev and others
have shown, many more profited from and identified with it,28

The role of popular opinion in Soviet politics has,
moreover, been illustrated by the dramatic controversy over
Stalin inside Russia that has been smoldering since his death
in 1953. Evidence suggests that when Nikita Khrushchev
initiated his de-Stalinization campaign in 1956, he acted not
merely from a narrow, bureaucratic struggle for power between
him and his party rivals. His attack on Stalin was also
prompted by mounting pressures from the Soviet military,
seeking to rehabilitate itself after having been weakened and
disgraced under Stalin. Pressure also apparently built from
"below,"” however, among Soviet citizens, demanding radical
change and a "thaw" in Soviet intellectual and cultural life.
Petitions and pleas flooded Khrushchev's office and state and
party agencies, and thousands of persons who had died or
suffered in the notorious Siberian labor camps under Stalin
were rehabilitated.

De-Stalinization, however, threatened to open the
floodgate of economic and political change. Khrushchev's
reforms, especially when they were not immediately successful



in agriculture and the Communist party, struck fear intoc an
entire class of Soviet officials whose lives and positions
were based on the rigidly state and party-controlled system
stalin had created. By 1964 these officials were bitterly
opposing Khrushchev's efforts.29 But the rebellion against
de-Stalinization also came from the average Soviet citizen or,
as Stephen Cohen, professor of politics at Princeton, has
written recently:

from decent people who were not evil
neo-Stalinists but who naturally composed the
Soviet conservative majority. For them, ending
the terror and making limited restitutions was
one thing; desecration of the past and radical
reforms in the Soviet order, for which they had
sacrificed so much, was guite another. . . .A
middle aged Soviet citizen in 1964 ahd grown to
maturity during the hard Stalin years; and hard
lives breed lacquered memories and conservative
political attitudes.

The Stalin controversy contributed to the ousting of
Khrushchev in 1964 and the rise to power of Leonid Brezhnev,
who reflected the growing public sentiment, slowly
rehabilitated Stalin, and ruthlessly suppressed
anti-Stalinists. The Stalin issue continues today among
Russians, and sometimes even publicly. This was demonstrated
by an incident aboard a crowded Moscow bus, witnessed by New
York Times correspondent John Burns in March, 1983, on the
thirtieth anniversary of Stalin's death. The incident, said
Burns, was provoked by two young men. They were
swarthy-looking, and apparently from one of the southern
Soviet republics. A woman saw them and said, "If Stalin were
alive, fellows like vou would have been kept out of this city,
back where you belong."” Another passenger responded, however:
"Stalin? How can you possibly speak of the man like that? He
was a murderer." Others on the bus soon joined in, said
Burns, and a furious debate unfolded.

This affair was suprising not so much for the divided
opinion it reflected as for the fact that such a public
discussion had occurred at all.3l But there is other evidence
that Soviet citizens today have views that are not blindly
supportive of their government's policies. Various
sources--such as outsiders visiting Russia, published Soviet
opinion polls, and surveys of recent Jewish and other emigres
from Russia--have indicated that Soviet opinion is
considerably more pessimistic today about the Russian economy
than three decades ago, when Stalin died.

But such despondency is hardly the ingredient among
Russians for resisting or seeking to abelish their present
economic and political systems. In October, 1982, Marc
Greenfield, an American student who spent two years as an
English editor in Moscow for a Soviet press agency, described
his image of the Russians by noting that his experience

has left me with an impression of an exhausted

society trying to catch up with the West while

hiding its backwardness from foreign eyes--far

different from the menacing image of resolute

Slavs girding for struggle with America that we
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often receive at home. . . .Representative
Russians, rather than members of the
intellectual or official class, seemed to me to
live in a mixed-up mental world. They regard
themselves as the liberators, not the occupiers
of Eastern Europe, and they cannot understand
why  there should be such great ill will toward
them in those countries, which--they are well
aware-—enjoy higher living standards than they
do. They are particularly perplexed by the
"fuss" made over Poland, since the Poles are
"known to be" slouches who already live too well
for their own good.

In their talks with me, Russians visualized
the outside world as a hostile camp ready to
tear them apart. However, they regarded the
United States with great respect and curiosity,
and were trememdously impressed by what they

knew of the American standard of living. On the
other hand, Soviet society, with all its faults,
seemed to meet their most important needs. This

is the first generation of Russians since their
revolution that has not known war or starvation,
and their living standards, though low by our
criteria, are higher than most Russians can
remember. As for freedom, they seem toc find
enough of it in Russia's vast open spaces and in
freedom from econocmic insecurity. With jobs
guaranteed by the state, people can spend their
last ruble without worrying about the next
paycheck .33

At the least, such evidence suggests that the West must
study the Soviet system further to comprehend fully how it
works. With that in mind, six months ago, the United States
government started a three-year $7.5-million project to
interview emigres from Russia. At the most, research into
Soviet public opinion hints that one can no longer flatly
accept the view that the masses in Soviet Russia are the
mindless pawns of their regime. Although Russia is in no way
a democracy, public opinion has nevertheless commanded the
attention of the Soviet government. These conclusions do not
support the popular American notion that the Soviet Union is
by nature so unfree that it cannot tolerate freedom elsewhere
in the world and will seek to destroy it. Nor does the
popular "cold war" idea that only a hardline policy toward
Russia will produce changes there appear justified.

This raises the intriguing guestion: why not treat the
Soviet Union like a naticn that, similar to the western
powers, has at least the semblance of a consensus among its
people? With the potential for a nuclear holocaust now
present on both sides of the globe, the United States cannot
disarm or abdicate its position. But neither can it risk
continuing to deal with the Russians according to the same old
dubious "cold war" logic that says, as the British writer and
colleague of Orwell, Dwight MacDecnald, noted in 1945, that
"Russian Communism had to turn out as it has because it now
can be seen to have, in fact, turned out as it has.”35
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