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PART II: BACKGROUND OF OUTLOOK 

 

At the bottom of the Kremlin's neurotic view of world affairs is traditional and instinctive 

Russian sense of insecurity. Originally, this was insecurity of an agricultural people trying to live 

on vast exposed plain in neighborhood of fierce nomadic peoples. To this was added, as Russia 

came into contact with economically advanced West, fear of more competent, more powerful, 

more highly organized societies in that area. But this latter type of insecurity was one which 

afflicted rather Russian rulers than Russian people; for Russian rulers have invariably sensed that 

their rule was relatively archaic in form, fragile and artificial in its psychological foundation, 

unable to stand comparison for contact with political systems of Western countries. For this 

reason they have always feared foreign penetration, feared direct contact between Western world 

and their own, feared what would happen if Russians learned truth about world without or if 

foreigners learned truth about world within. And they have learned to seek security only in 

patient but deadly struggle for total destruction rival power, never in compacts and compromises 

with it. 

 

It was no coincidence that Marxism, which had smoldered ineffectively for half a century in 

Western Europe, caught hold and blazed for first time in Russia. Only in this land which had 

never known a friendly neighbor or indeed any tolerant equilibrium of separate powers, either 

internal or international, could a doctrine thrive which viewed economic conflicts of society as 

insoluble by peaceful means. After establishment of Bolshevist regime, Marxist dogma, rendered 

even more truculent and intolerant by Lenin's interpretation, became a perfect vehicle for sense 

of insecurity with which Bolsheviks, even more than previous Russian rulers, were afflicted. In 

this dogma, with its basic altruism of purpose, they found justification for their instinctive fear of 

outside world, for the dictatorship without which they did not know how to rule, for cruelties 

they did not dare not to inflict, for sacrifices they felt bound to demand. In the name of Marxism 

they sacrificed every single ethical value in their methods and tactics.  

 



Today they cannot dispense with it. It is fig leaf of their moral and intellectual respectability. 

Without it they would stand before history, as best, as only the last of that long succession of 

cruel and wasteful Russian rulers who have relentlessly forced their country on to ever new 

heights of military power in order to guarantee external security for their internally weak 

regimes. This is why Soviet purposes must always be solemnly clothed in trappings of Marxism, 

and why no one should underrate the importance of dogma in Soviet affairs. Thus Soviet leaders 

are driven by necessities of their own past and present position to put forward a dogma which 

pictures the outside world as evil, hostile, and menacing, but as bearing within itself germs of 

creeping disease and destined to be wracked with growing internal convulsions until it is given 

final coup de grace by rising power of socialism and yields to new and better world. This thesis 

provides justification for that increase of military and police power in Russia's state, for that 

isolation of Russian population from the outside world, and for that fluid and constant pressure to 

extend limits of Russian police power which are together the natural and instinctive urges of 

Russian rulers. Basically this is only the steady advance of uneasy Russian nationalism, a 

centuries-old movement in which conceptions of offense and defense are inextricably confused. 

But in new guise of international Marxism, with its honeyed promises to a desperate and wartorn 

outside world, it is more dangerous and insidious than even before… 

 

In summary, we have here a political force committed fanatically to the belief that with US there 

can be no permanent modus vivendi, that it is desirable and necessary that the internal harmony 

of our society be disrupted, our traditional way of life be destroyed, the international authority of 

our state be broken, if Soviet power is to be secure. This political force has complete power of 

disposition over energies of one of the world's greatest peoples and resources of the world's 

richest national territory, and is borne along by deep and powerful currents of Russian 

nationalism. In addition, it has an elaborate and far-flung apparatus for exertion of its influence 

in other countries, an apparatus of amazing flexibility and versatility, managed by people whose 

experience and skill in underground methods are presumable without parallel in history. Finally, 

it is seemingly inaccessible to considerations of reality in its basic reactions. For it, the vast fund 

of objective fact about human society is not, as with us, the measure against which outlook is 

constantly being tested and reformed, but a grab bag from which individual items are selected 

arbitrarily and tendentiously to bolster an outlook already preconceived. This is admittedly not a 



pleasant picture. Problem of how to cope with this force is undoubtedly greatest task our 

diplomacy has ever faced and probably the greatest it will ever have to face.  

 


