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I. T H E EXISTING SITUATION 

The years w h i c h have passed b y since the end of W o r l d W a r II have seen 
far-reaching changes i n the w o r l d , changes w h i c h have re-shaped the whole 
face of the social structure: the maps of po l i t i ca l power and the charts of the 
class structure of m a n k i n d have altered, and new problems have arisen for 
science, pol i t ics and ideo logy . The possibil i t ies of r a p i d development i n the 
mater ia l life of a l l the nations of the w o r l d have been increased a thousandfold, 
but at the same t ime the further poss ib i l i ty of the r u i n a n d destruction of these 
achievements has also arisen. W e f ind ourselves i n a pe r iod of h is tory i n which 
the swift expans ion of the product ive forces and the extension of social relat ion
ships has reached a po in t where the new and the o ld , the w o r l d of tomorrow 
a n d the w o r l d of yesterday, begin to differ f rom each other i n qua l i ty . The basic 
feature of the new si tuat ion is the coexistence of soc ia l ly ant i thet ical state 
systems, w i t h a l l that m o d e r n science and technology can give at their c o m m a n d , 
and such a coexistence that its ideologica l content consists i n the co l l i s ion of 
contradic tory conceptions of the entire development of society. 

The r evo lu t iona ry changes w h i c h occurred after W o r l d W a r II consist m a i n l y 
of the f o l l o w i n g : a) the beg inn ing and development of a socialist group of 
countries on a w o r l d scale; b) the extension of, and in te rna l changes i n the inter
na t ional l abour movemen t ; c) the intensif ied and r ap id growth of the nat ional 
l ibera t ion movement , a long w i t h the development of scores of new na t iona l 
states (and the successive consti tution of new nations) w h i c h are on ly at the 
beginning of their po l i t i ca l deve lopment ; d) the re-grouping of the powerfu l 
forces of the imper ia l i s t states, whose governments are t r y i n g to f ind , under 
new g loba l condit ions, a new strategical orientat ion for their poli t ics and ideo
l o g y ; e) the expans ion of the scientific and indus t r ia l r evo lu t ion w h i c h is pro
ceeding i n the name of automation, mathemal iza t ion and kyberne t iza t ion , i n 
the increasing use of a tomic energy and the first steps of m a n k i n d into free outer 
space. These changes are i n no sense f i n a l : research workers i n var ious fields 
and of var ious po l i t i ca l opinions a l l agree that the h u m a n si tuation on this 
earth is something of a h is tor ical makeshif t and is mere ly the i n i t i a l stage of 
a new epoch on w h i c h m a n k i n d is entering. 

Th i s new social s i tuation invo lves m a n y elements of ideologica l crisis; the 
concept of ideologica l crisis is of course a v e r y wide one w h i c h can be inter
preted i n different ways . The connection i n w h i c h we v i e w it is especial ly 
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concerned w i t h the fact that social theory so far gives no satisfactory explana t ion 
of what has taken place i n the development of science a n d the development 
of poli t ics i n the last ha l f century. It is general ly felt that social theory i n a l l 
the special spheres of ph i losophy , sociology, etc., has not yet w i t h sufficiently 
scientific accuracy hi t u p o n the laws which govern the rela t ionship of social 
development under these new condit ions. The na tura l and technical sciences 
appear to be more successful and to have advanced further i n their solut ion 
of current problems than either the social sciences or po l i t i ca l practice. The 
ideologica l conceptions of the social sciences and of poli t ics are under cr i t ical 
fire i n a l l countries for their r ig id i ty , their schematic character, the dogmatic 
nature of their premises, and the lack of breadth and depth i n their v i s i o n of 
real i ty . These cr i t ica l objections are for the most part just if ied and there can be 
no doubt that this v e r y backwardness of social theory when compared w i t h 
the theories of na tura l science and of technology is itself an element w h i c h has-
helped to b r i n g about this new social si tuation. 

The question at issue is not that of ideologica l conflict between the M a r x i s t 
a n d non -Marx i s t concept ion of social deve lopment ; but of the conflict w i t h i n 
these conceptions themselves. The undoubted fact that the theoretical and me
thodological conception of h is tor ica l mate r ia l i sm is h i s tor ica l ly and log ica l ly an 
advance on unscientific theories of society, does not rel ieve social science of 
the task of unders tanding and interpret ing itself i n the course of so lv ing the 
new, concrete his tor ical situations w h i c h arise. A scientific theory of society 
can preserve its gnoseological and m o r a l standard on ly if it endlessly and 
c r i t i ca l ly analyses and synthesizes not o n l y the object of its s tudy bu t also its 
o w n theoretical and methodologica l pr inciples . 

The new exis t ing si tuation of our t ime, f rom whichever point we set out, 
leads us to the central question on whose correct solut ion depends for the most 
part the future of m a n k i n d : the question of war or peace. The p rob lem of war 
a n d peace i n our t ime is not pu re ly a question of prac t ica l poli t ics , i t is also 
a question demanding a theoretical solut ion of a new k i n d . 

This nove l ty is shown above a l l i n the fact that the p r o b l e m is formulated 
as a d i l e m m a of life and death of the type "ei ther-or", i n re la t ion to the future 
of m a n k i n d , that is to say not as a mere alternative of this or that solut ion 
of social development , wi thout decisive impor tance for the aims of that develop
ment as formula ted b y pol i t ics . 

The d i l e m m a "ei ther-or" m a y seem to be too d ramat ica l ly accentuated. It 
can be m i n i m i z e d b y for example underra t ing the effect of nuclear weapons , 1 

or b y a deliberate transfer of the d i l e m m a to a different sphere, 2 or b y stressing 
the "hero ic outlook on l i f e " 3 or i n other ways , bu t it is impossible to avo id 
complete ly its presence i n theory, and even less so i n the social practice of 
in ternat ional relat ionships. 

A further element i n the new formula t ion of this p r o b l e m of war or peace 
i n our t ime is the changing content of confl ic t ing ideas as to the concept of peace 
and its at tainment i n var ious spheres of the m u t u a l existence of the two 
systems. One of the h is tor ica l experiences of m a n k i n d is that of different var ie
ties of peace, of w h i c h m a n y have meant o n l y s lavery and explo i ta t ion under 
another name. The peace k n o w n to class-differentiated societies a lways inc luded 
vic tor and vanqu i shed ; both sides unders tood peace to be a pe r iod of pre
para t ion for a further decision as to the d i v i s i o n of power : b y means of war . 
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H o w e v e r we m a y assess the subjective po l i t i ca l in tent ion of the r u l i n g classes 
of stales of the o ld type, the fact remains, that the pe r iod ica l al ternation of 
peace and war appeared i n the h is tory of class society up to the present as 
a n e c e s s i t y , so that there was a ra t ional just if icat ion under those c i rcum
stances for the c y n i c a l statement that the m a i n cause of war is peace. 

N o n - M a r x i s t s , and especial ly those who approach questions of peace and war 
i n our t ime f rom the posit ions of rel igious ideologies, refer to this type of peace 
of w h i c h we are speaking (namely peace between states) as "the l i t t le peace" 
i n dis t inct ion to "the great peace", w h i c h they consider to be attainable i n the 
sp i r i tua l sphere of mank ind ' s un ion w i t h G o d . 4 

His to r i ca l mate r ia l i sm considers that every peace i n antagonistic society is 
a " l i t t le peace", f rom the standpoint that "great peace" can be attained on ly b y 
r i d d i n g ourselves of classes and of the states associated w i t h them, that is to 
say not b y any one-sided change i n m o r a l consciousness. N o ideologica l out look 
o n the w o r l d can however be considered as fundamenta l ly incompat ib le w i t h 
the existence of a " l i t t le peace". A n t i c o m m u n i s t propaganda w h i c h holds that 
M a r x i s t ideo logy is a basic obstacle to the peaceful coexistence of s t a t e s 
w i t h different social systems calls in as evidence the reputed contradictions be
tween the remote and the immedia te aims of socialist p o l i c y . W . L e o n h a r d 5 

a n d G . Wet te r , 6 for example , assert that the socialist po l i t i ca l doctrine of peace
ful coexistence contradicts the M a r x i s t - L e n i n i s t ideo logy of i r revocable class 
warfare. In par t icular they point to the fact that communis ts demand peace 
between states, but refuse peace between classes and between class ideologies . 7 

W e are b o u n d to take into account the fact that a considerable difference 
between the v iew-points of socialist and imper ia l i s t foreign p o l i c y lies i n the 
fact that the socialist out look enables the prac t ica l rea l iza t ion of a " l i t t le peace" 
a n d thus creates the basic pre-requisite condit ions for at taining the "great peace". 
The latter i n the op in ion of Marx i s t s is not attainable b y some ideologica l agree
ment, or ideologica l capi tula t ion, but is a matter of the n o r m a l regular develop
ment of society. 

N o r do the socialist states f ix any condit ions such as for example that po l i t i ca l 
agreement between the two social systems should contain some ideologica l or 
ph i losoph ica l condit ions, such as a definit ion of freedom, of explo i ta t ion , or the 
l ike , and this not because we refuse to discuss these questions, but because 
i t is imposs ib le to demand that an i n i t i a l condi t ion of peace shou ld be the forced 
acceptance of one or the other ideological convic t ion , w h i c h after a l l w o u l d be 
opposed to the most general conceptions of freedom. 

The socialist doctrine of coexistence thus consciously el iminates the sphere 
of ideo logy f rom the group of questions re la t ing to peaceful coexistence. O n the 
other hand, the doctrine of the c o l d war consciously turns the unavoidable 
ideo log ica l differences into an i n i t i a l obstacle to peaceful agreement about the 
bann ing of nuclear war . 

In our op in ion ideologica l conflicts are no threat to the present or future 
existence of h u m a n i t y . T h e y are a phenomenon w h i c h accompanies and is the 
reflection of more fundamental contradict ions; ideology can of course both 
mitigate a n d increase in ternat ional tension, not because it is ideology, but be
cause i t i n po in t of fact and re la t ive ly t ru thfu l ly defends certain po l i t i ca l interests, 
or else because i t practises deception b y defending such po l i t i ca l interests as 
are incompat ib le w i t h the life and progress of m a n k i n d . 
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The ideo log ica l confl ict on the question of whether r evo lu t iona ry socialist 
ideology is or is not compat ib le wi th the thesis of peaceful coexistence, must be 
considered not o n l y f rom the v i e w p o i n t of ideology , but also f rom the wide r 
s tandpoint of life a n d reason, so far as ideo logy c la ims to set out f rom the 
demands of life and reason. Besides, this we must also realize that it is precisely 
the loudest apologists of ideologica l conci l ia t ion as the first condi t ion of co
existence of the two systems, w h o so far have made no serious attempt to stop, 
or at least to d i m i n i s h the v io len t ideologica l (and not o n l y ideological) attacks 
against the socialist countries. 

The argument about ideologica l conflict or conci l ia t ion has however one 
aspect i n w h i c h i t w o u l d be possible to attain at least some agreement: first 
of a l l i t w o u l d be necessary to agree that the spreading of false accusations, 
false reports and aggressive inci tement to in ternat ional or inter-racial hat red 
and the inst igat ing of acts hostile to peace, should be rendered imposs ib le or at 
least as difficult as m a y be. Second ly it is necessary to extend i n a l l directions 
in ternat ional scientific and cul tura l exchange, directed towards the enlargement 
of mutua l knowledge among the nations, towards scientific, cul tural and other co
operat ion and to the defence of the pr inciples of peaceful coexistence. W i t h 
regard to both these questions a great respons ib i l i ty falls u p o n the appropriate 
in ternat ional organizations, the governments of states and f ina l ly u p o n i n d i v i d u a l 
scientific and po l i t i ca l workers . 

II. POLITICS A N D N U C L E A R W A R F A R E 

The deve lopment of science a n d technology has caused war i n our t ime 
to become a phenomcn of quite a new qua l i ty . The technical means of destroy
i n g people, inc lus ive of the destruction of the v e r y social and b io log ica l con
ditions for human life, have for m a n y years attained such a degree of effective
ness that they can no longer be used to achieve the aims for w h i c h these means 
were created. 8 I n t h i s s e n s e , w a r h a s c e a s e d t o b e a c l a s s i c 
i n s t r u m e n t o f p o l i c y . The r isk of u n l i m i t ed nuclear war is itself un 
l i m i t e d : therefore today noone can hope to attain his po l i t i ca l aims b y un
leashing unrestricted nuclear war . 

The qua l i t a t ive ly new effects of such a war entai l o n l y its ra t ional absurdi ty , 
b y no means its real imposs ib i l i ty . Nevertheless, precisely this fact, that nuclear 
war has got out of the control of reason, has forced pol i t ic ians to a sober v i e w 
of the facts — and has also obl iged the p o l i c y of aggression to consider the 
question of h o w to use the new situation for o ld aims. A s a po l i t i ca l weapon 
there a lways remains one impor tan t aspect of nuclear war, n a m e l y the t h r e a t 
of such a war. 

The p o l i c y of the threat of nuclear war i n internat ional re la t ionship w i t h the 
socialist countries na tu ra l ly runs up against the answer of the counter-threat. 
The v e r y fact that i n in ternat ional pol i t ics the state uses forceful means to 
defend its real or imag ined interests is t r i v i a l , just as m o r a l i z i n g over this fact 
is also t r i v i a l . A n y o n e who is disgusted b y the power -wie ld ing aspect of the 
internat ional p o l i c y of states, should also be antagonized b y the v e r y existence 
of states and b y the existence of the r u l i n g classes whose weapon is the state. 
The socialist states exist on the same planet, and that a constantly d i m i n i s h i n g 
one, alongside the non-socialist states, and must, regardless of their po l i t i ca l 
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intentions towards peace, adapt themselves to the real si tuation. It is precisely 
this si tuation i n in ternat ional relat ionships that is so d i s turb ing: socialist foreign 
p o l i c y is endeavour ing to achieve a si tuation, i n w h i c h t h r e a t a n d 
c o u n t e r - t h r e a t , as methods leading to the direct measur ing of forces 
against each other and so to in ternat ional tension, w o u l d be e l iminated f rom 
relat ionships between socialist and non-socialist states. 9 

Ideological speculations about the state and state sovereignty as the funda
menta l sources of in ternat ional tension, threats, and danger of war , are anta
gonistic i n Lheir i n i t i a l ph i losophica l conceptions: the M a r x i s t conception of this 
p rob l em, i n dis t inct ion to the var ious contemporary sociological and phi loso
p h i c a l theories of the w o r l d state or w o r l d society, take account of the facts 
that a) the abo l i sh ing of the state cannot be achieved wi thout abol i sh ing the 
class organizat ion of m a n k i n d ; b) the abol i sh ing of the states is possible on ly 
as the result of h is tor ica l development on a g loba l scale; c) states have not ye t 
completed their his toric ro l e : i n extensive regions of the globe there are states 
(and nations) wh ich are just entering on the process of format ion ; d) the l ibera
t ion of m a n k i n d is conceivable o n l y as a l ibera t ion f rom a l l states, inc lud ing 
the w o r l d state. 

N o n - M a r x i s t t h i n k i n g , dea l ing wi th these themes i n relat ion to the new 
situation of m a n k i n d under the threat of nuclear war , m a y be d i v i d e d into two 
m a i n streams: first of a l l that of the apologetics of the theory of w o r l d govern
ment b y one capitalist state a n d that the most powerfu l — the U n i t e d States 
of A m e r i c a . 1 0 These theories are n o w los ing ground, because the hope of a one
sided m o n o p o l y of a tomic ter ror izat ion has disappeared. The second is the 
pacifist theory of a w o r l d soc i e ty . 1 1 These theories, to be sure, do refer to the 
his tor ic necessity of cont inued existence, their arguments however are above a l l 
mora l i s t ic and are not based on any analysis of social and po l i t i ca l real i ty . It is 
true that the abol i t ion of a l l states of any k i n d is urged, however no suggestion 
is made that class antagonisms and their contradictions should be r emoved i n 
the " w o r l d society", or at least the question of their preservat ion is passed over 
i n silence. 

Characteristic of the change which has taken place in the development of 
in ternat ional relations and in ternat ional po l i t i ca l ideo logy i n the last ten years 
is the fact that n o w i n n o n - M a r x i s t l i terature we more and more frequently 
come u p o n voices arguing against the state or governmenta l un i ty of the w o r l d . 
The format ion of a single government is objected to, because it w o u l d mean the 
too great concentrat ion of power i n the hands of a sma l l b a n d of rulers, and 
thus the poss ib i l i ty w o u l d arise of an u n l i m i t e d despo t i sm. 1 2 The idea of un
leashing war w i t h the object of a t ta ining w o r l d d o m i n i o n now on ly v e r y rare ly 
appears open ly i n bourgeois l i t e ra ture . 1 3 

Since un l im i t ed nuclear war can n o w no longer be the ins t rument of attain
ing po l i t i ca l a ims, the po l i cy of aggression is b o u n d to seek means of ra t iona l iz ing 
war . M i l i t a r y theoreticians i n the W e s t formulate the absurd strategic concept ion 
of " l i m i t e d a tomic w a r " , 1 4 w h i c h w o u l d not escape from the conscious control 
of the slate and w o u l d thus r ema in somehow l i m i t e d b y ra t iona l considerations. 
Fur ther , the western stales are cont inuing w i t h their intensive, a rmament pro
gramme and even (1964) wi th exper imenta l nuclear exp los ions . 1 5 Thus the 
western powers p ro long the pa radox ica l si tuation i n w h i c h a tremendous amount 
of the energy of h u m a n labour and of science is systematical ly r emoved from 
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the sphere of p roduct ion , and thus the mate r ia l existence and inte l lectual l ife of 
the masses of m a n k i n d is c r ipp led . 

W o r l d nuclear war w o u l d have endlessly catastrophic consequences for the 
whole of m a n k i n d , regardless of whether i t were a righteous war or not, aggres
sive or defensive, whether launched th rough ineluctable necessity or b y chance. 
T h e p o l i c y w h i c h w o u l d pe rmi t the m o r a l just i f icat ion of nuclear w a r as a me
thod of a t ta ining aims cannot f ind support i n a n y ra t iona l considerations of 
science, but is ob l iged to f ind an excuse for its intentions i n i r r a t iona l specula
tions. W e see this v e r y w e l l for example i n Jaspers 's book The Atom Bomb 
and the Future of Man: i n order to render the thought of a tom war at a l l accept
able, Jaspers indicates var ious i r ra t iona l , metaphys ica l , " t ranscendental" values, 
jus t i fy ing the c r ime of mass suicide b y means of the H - b o m b . 1 6 

The reasonable or m o r a l just i f icat ion of such mass suicide is of course i m 
possible. Nevertheless there does exist a hypothet ica l si tuation i n w h i c h the use 
of those weapons w o u l d be unders tandable: n a m e l y as a react ion to attack, 
and o n ly to such an attack i n w h i c h the aggressor w o u l d use nuclear weapons . 1 7 

A t this po in t we ar r ive at a dangerous crossroads, w h i c h can lead further 
either i n the di rect ion of sober reason or i n that of c razy subject ivi ty . F r o m the 
log ica l considerat ion that a tomic terror w o u l d be answered b y atomic counter-
terror, the theoreticians of " l i m i t e d a tomic w a r " endeavour to calculate mathe
mat ica l schemes of the deve lopment of such a conflict, to determine the pro
bab i l i ty of ra t iona l a n d i r ra t iona l situations, in t roduc ing into the process of 
atomic destruction "rules of the game" w h i c h into the bargain are to be granted 
p r e l i m i n a r y app rova l b y a l l the players and control led b y in ternat ional i n 
spec t ion . 1 8 

The dialectics of nuclear war however do not a l l o w the rea l i ty of such re
flections: once launched, a g loba l a tomic war w o u l d lead to an increase of terror 
and mass destruction whose l imi t s cannot be mathemat ica l ly predicted. It w o u l d 
be the imag ina ry " w a r to end w a r " w h i c h could become the end of eve ry th ing 
wh ich permits h u m a n existence on this planet. A b o v e a l l , such a war w o u l d put 
an end to a l l the k n o w n forms of c iv i l i za t ion , for the m a i n centres w o u l d be 
submit ted to phys i ca l destruction. If after such a hypothe t ica l war any social 
problems w o u l d s t i l l exist, they w o u l d cer ta inly not be po l i t i ca l and ideologica l 
problems, but pu re ly the p rob l em of the conservat ion of the b io log ica l substance 
of human i ty . It w o u l d indeed be such a war , as K h r u s h c h o v has said, after 
wh ich the l i v i n g w o u l d envy the dead. 

H a v i n g regard to these perspectives, the p o l i c y of war in our l i m e is a b l i n d 
a l l ey ; and an ideology wh ich chooses the a i m of pa in t ing i n rosy hues the 
hypothe t ica l nuclear war is the factor least to be trusted i n the ideologica l crisis 
of the contemporary si tuation. 

The on ly sensible escape f rom the d o w n w a r d path of d i l e m m a on w h i c h 
h u m a n existence has entered is the p o l i c y of peaceful coexistence. Peaceful 
coexistence of the socialist and non-social ist states at the pe r iod when b y the 
mere pressing of a but ton i t is possible to k i l l one half and cr ipple the other 
half of m a n k i n d is the uncondi t iona l u l t i m a t u m of necessity for a l l states. 

F o r the present however this u l t ima tum of necessity is not sufficiently ac
knowledged , a long w i t h the consequences w h i c h arise f rom it, b y a l l states. 
The practice and theory of aggressive in ternat ional p o l i c y so far s t i l l c l ing 
to archaic notions of purpose, a ims and methods. After the loss of the a tomic 
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m o n o p o l y , w h i c h the U n i t e d States possessed i n the post-war years, the s tubborn 
obst inacy of the western powers prevented any agreement about the prevent ion 
of war, but l ed to the outbreak of the conflict i n K o r e a . In this war the w o r l d 
came close to the verge of a tomic war. H o w e v e r as ear ly as the years 1950—1953 
the m u t u a l balance of power i n a l l its var ious factors was so even that President 
T r u i n a n a n d the aggressive circles closely associated w i t h h i m rejected this 
terr ible ex t remi ty . The hot war i n K o r e a . w a s however succeeded on the part 
of the western states b y the co ld war , a p o l i c y which was not g iven up even 
after such failures and defeats as was for example the Geneva agreement on 
Indochina of 1955. 

The var ious phases of increasing and decreasing tension i n in ternat ional 
relat ionships i n the post-war years were direct ly connected wi th the in i t ia t ive 
of A m e r i c a n d i p l o m a c y i n t ak ing steps to ensure the cont inuat ion of the tense 
atmosphere, and w i t h the in i t ia t ive of socialist d ip lomacy , w h i c h endeavoured 
to attain a more cord ia l atmosphere i n in ternat ional poli t ics b y means of mu tua l l y 
advantageous solutions of the m a i n points at issue. Nevertheless, i n the v i t a l l y 
impor tan t question of d isarmament and r e m o v a l of the threat of a tomic war 
no agreement was reached; not un t i l summer 1963 d i d the two sides take the 
v e r y impor tan t step i n this d i rect ion of s igning the M o s c o w Pact on the ha l t ing 
of a tomic tests. 1 9 

The si tuation w h i c h h a d developed i n ihe w o r l d through the long-term p i l i n g 
up of dangerous nuclear weapons and the other means of scientific-technological 
warfare was characterized b y the pol i t i ca l ideologists of the Wes t as "the balance 
of fear". Some people imagine that i n the present in ternat ional si tuation, w h i c h 
docs not yet give grounds for expect ing any immedia te and fundamental agree
ment on the points outstanding i n dispute between the Wes t and the East , this 
balance of fear is that looked-for factor w h i c h prevents both w a r and agreement 
on peaceful coexis tence ; 2 0 i n other words the second-best solut ion for a p o l i c y 
of aggression, w h i c h has a l ready lost nuclear hegemony and has not ye t g iven 
up hope of a solut ion b y force. 

The balance of fear as a long-term means of so lv ing in ternat ional relationships 
has however dangerous elements. A b o v e a l l i t cannot count on the m o r a l agree
ment of mass pub l i c op in ion . Fur the r i t gives no secure guarantee against the 
accidents of po l i t i ca l development . Fea r of mutua l destruction could become, 
i n cr i t ical situations where forces are balanced against each other, that psycholo
g ica l and po l i t i ca l element w h i c h w o u l d increase the p robab i l i ty of conflict 
instead of decreasing it. F i n a l l y , i t is a w e l l - k n o w n fact that theories of fear 
as the ba lanc ing factor of in ternat ional pol i t ics tend log ica l ly towards the 
thought of prevent ive war , the first b low, speculat ion about a sudden^ sur
prise terror a n d s imi la r speculations of m i l i t a r y doctrine, w h i c h exaggerate the 
technologico-psychological aspect a n d underestimate the m o r a l and pol i t i ca l 
aspect of the mat ter . 2 1 

B o t h M a r x i s t and n o n - M a r x i s t opponents of nuclear war have stressed of 
recent years the fact that the responsibi l i ty of science and education for the 
future of m a n k i n d is i nc reas ing . 2 2 Since i n actual fact a l l over the w o r l d the 
po l i t i c a l l y active interest of scientific and educational workers i n the inter
na t iona l struggle against the threat of a tomic death is increasing, we m a y 
anticipate that this ac t iv i ty of i n t e l l e c t u a l s w i l l have as its result the 
increas ingly close approach of the nations to each other, a long w i t h increased 
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m u t u a l understanding, and w i l l thus strengthen the present favourable out look 
for the peaceful coexistence of capitalist and socialist states. 

The contradict ion between aggressive in ternat ional p o l i c y and the peaceful 
interests of the nations appears at the present t ime more and more as a con
tradict ion between aggressive p o l i c y and science. Scientif ic workers i n var ious 
fields of science and of different po l i t i ca l convict ions have, ever since the yea r 
1945, been coming more and more sharply up against the p rob l em of how 
to prevent the misuse of science b y aggressive policies. Besides this i t can be 
seen w i t h constantly increasing c la r i ty that the preservat ion of peace is not 
o n l y a m o r a l requi rement for science but also an essential condi t ion of its 
cont inued existence. In cannot be denied that the idea of peaceful coexistence 
is for the largest and best part of scientific workers i n a l l countries the most 
attractive suggestion for so lv ing the threat of war i n the a tomic age. 

The paci f ism of n o n - M a r x i s t scientific intellectuals is of course felt b y 
aggressive imper ia l i s t p o l i c y not o n l y as an ideologica l but also as a po l i t i ca l 
and mater ia l obstacle, restr ict ing to a certain extent the "free speculat ions" 
of foreign p o l i c y . 2 3 

Imperia l is t leading circles i n Wes te rn E u r o p e at one t ime conceived the 
not ion of a "real is t ic foreign p o l i c y " . Th i s concept was used to enhance foreign 
expansion and aggression. A "real is t ic p o l i c y " i n in ternat ional relations meant 
that po l i t i ca l practice ignored the so-called humani ta r ian , " w e a k " objections 
raised b y mora l i t y , law, science and pub l i c op in ion and ruthlessly, " rea l i s t i 
c a l l y " m o v e d towards its questionable aims, m a k i n g use of a l l avai lable means, 
i nc lud ing war . 

In the present g loba l si tuation, when the effects of a l l previous wars are 
absurd ly slight i n compar i son w i t h the effects of a g loba l thermo-nuclear 
conflict, any "real is t ic foreign p o l i c y " of this type is a mere prehistoric rel ic . T h e 
new real i ty of the revo lu t ionary expansion of science and society have made this 
" r e a l i s m " absurd — and at the same t ime increased its danger to the w o r l d . 

The doctrine of peaceful coexistence is po l i t i ca l r ea l i sm of a different k i n d . 
O n l y such an in ternat ional po l i cy is realist ic as recognizes that g iven the qua l i 
tat ive changes i n the condit ions of coexistence, i t is i n the interests of a l l to 
subordinate the specific interests and aims of states to the general interest of 
preserving the most impor tan t norms of internat ional peace, i . e. to be governed 
b y sober reason, m u t u a l l y to give up solut ion b y force and not to confuse the 
struggle of ideologies w i t h a rmed warfare. 

Social is t foreign p o l i c y , defending the pr inc ip les of peaceful coexistence i n 
relations wi th the capitalist states, endeavours to ensure that the dispute be
tween the two social systems should be waged on the fronts of work and ideas, 
not on the a tomic war front. 

N o t so however the foreign p o l i c y of the Uni ted States of A m e r i c a and other 
Western powers. In spite of numerous proclamat ions of the peaceful aims and 
intentions of this po l i cy , the ru l i ng circles of the Wes te rn states have for years 
rendered v a i n any k i n d of agreement w i t h the socialist states. The U n i t e d States 
have directed their foreign p o l i c y under the leadership of B y rnes , M a r s h a l l , 
Acheson and especial ly J o h n Foster Dul les , towards the strategy of the cold 
war , and have not g iven up the poss ib i l i ty of a tomic warfare. 

The results of the po l i t i ca l practice of peaceful coexistence compared w i t h 
the pol i t i ca l practice of the cold war show that the pol icy of the cold war is 
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exhausted and outdated. O n the other h a n d the p o l i c y of peaceful coexistence 
i n relat ionships between the two systems is increasingly, even al though w i t h 
certain reservations and modif icat ions, f inding recogni t ion as a realist ic necessity 
of in ternat ional relat ionships between the W e s t and the East . 

B u t is the p o l i c y of peaceful coexistence between the socialist and non-
socialist w o r l d a realist ic one, w h e n we take into account the i r reconc i lab i l i ty 
of the socialist and the capitalist social systems w i t h their economic, po l i t i ca l 
a n d ideologica l antagonisms? The realistic a i m of aver t ing nuclear war between 
the two wor lds has its strongest support i n the fact that such a form of warfare 
not o n l y opposes the interests of a l l states, but even the objective interests of 
the different classes a n d class p o l i c y . The abo l i t ion of nuclear war f rom the 
catalogue of struggles i n sett l ing h u m a n relat ionships cannot have any i l l effect 
on the necessary and just if ied struggle for class, na t iona l and rac ia l freedom, 
cannot, i n the eyes of reason, be any obstacle, for example , to the l ibera t ion 
of people f rom the remnants of co lon ia l s lavery , or f rom the terror of reactio
n a r y p o l i c y w i t h i n the state. 

W e must also enquire whether the v i e w p o i n t of reason and general h u m a n 
interests w i l l be app l i ed i n the in ternat ional p o l i c y of the imper ia l i s t states and 
their r u l i n g classes, w h i c h s tubbornly defend the social status quo, according 
to w h i c h the freedom of p roper ty is p laced higher than the freedom of h u m a n 
existence i n society. In other words , whether the strength of c o m m o n reason 
w i l l be greater than that of explo i ta tory class interests, w h i c h often lead i n 
foreign po l i cy to a subjective standpoint, to reckless hazards and thus to cata
strophic decisions. 

It is clear that such questions cannot be answered b y any dogmatic ax ioms 
of general po l i t i ca l theory. H o w e v e r not even the undogmat ic scientific analysis 
of in ternat ional deve lopment can give more than a prognosis of the p robab i l i ty , 
based on analogous h is tor ica l experience a n d analysis of facts and active 
tendencies. 

W e cou ld for example point to the fact that none of the great crises of inter
na t iona l poli t ics in the post-war pe r iod (the K o r e a n war of 1950—1953, the 
Suez dispute a n d the H u n g a r i a n events of 1956, the Car ibbean crisis of au tumn 
1962) l ed to nuclear conflicts. 

The causes w h i c h i n the end led to the compromise solut ion of these dangerous 
crises and to the aver t ing of general war must be sought not on ly i n the re la
t i ve ly balanced m u t u a l ownership of deterrents, i n the strength of ant i -war 
p u b l i c op in ion , i n the coolheadedness of the Sovie t U n i o n , etc., but also i n the 
f ina l po l i t i ca l considerations of the l ead ing U . S . circles. The subjective factor 
of the w i l l of the A m e r i c a n government i n foreign pol i t ics has a lways appeared 
to observers i n these crises as a v e r y var iab le one, exposed to var ious contra
d ic to ry influences of in te rna l power pol i t ics ; and this especial ly i n the 1953 
to 1955 per iod , when A m e r i c a n foreign p o l i c y stood on the b r ink of the abyss, 
threatening to drag d o w n w i t h i t the rest of the w o r l d . D u r i n g the Car ibbean 
crisis, a l though the actual si tuation was m u c h more dramat ic than at any other 
t ime i n the post-war per iod , the attitude of President K e n n e d y , i n compar ison 
w i t h that of T r u m a n a n d E i senhower i n s imi la r situations, was m u c h more 
c lear ly based on responsible reflection and sober reason. K e n n e d y and K h r u s h -
chov, independent ly of each other but i n the same sense, stated that the solut ion 
of the dangerous crisis i n the Car ibbean must be understood as a v i c to ry for 
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reason and the general interests of human i ty , not as the assertion of the w i l l 
of one or the other side. F o r the first t ime since the end of W o r l d W a r II , 
A m e r i c a n relat ionships wi th the Sovie t U n i o n saw a significant r e l inqu i sh ing 
on the part of U n i t e d States foreign p o l i c y of considerations of pres t ige . 2 4 

The va r i ab i l i t y of A m e r i c a l in ternal po l i t i ca l development , caused b y the 
v io len t struggle of the mi lde r and the aggressive circles for a decisive say i n 
the mach inery of home and foreign po l i cy , is a dangerous factor of uncer ta inty 
i n in ternat ional affairs. Th i s is the reason w h y for the present we must not 
overestimate the posi t ive elements i n the A m e r i c a n (and i n a wide r sense, i n 
the Western) approach to agreement on peaceful coexistence, and w h y i t is 
impossible to el iminate for the future the poss ib i l i ty of severe and even v e r y 
severe in ternat ional crises. 

III. I D E O L O G Y AND T H E COLD W A R 

So long as the foreign po l i cy of the Wes te rn states insists on. a s tandpoint 
w h i c h ignores not on l y the existence but even the m o r a l and legal ra t iona l i ty 
of the new balance of social forces i n the w o r l d , i t cannot be hoped that a r ea l ly 
significant breakthrough i n the relat ionships between the two w o r l d systems 
w i l l come about. The atmosphere of m u t u a l trust i n in ternat ional relat ionships 
is i n our op in ion attainable most easi ly b y pract ical steps i n the p o l i c y of good
w i l l , not on ly , that is to say, b y v e r b a l proclamat ions wi thout any subsequent 
pract ical steps. In our t ime i t seems that certain elements do exist w h i c h w o u l d 
be capable of creating an atmosphere of in ternat ional trust, supposing that 
they are further developed. 

These elements are seen to be above a l l certain posi t ive successes attained 
for example i n the l i m i t i n g of a tomic tests, i n the preserving of constant contact 
between the A m e r i c a n and Sovie t governments , i n the considerably l ightened 
tension after the solut ion of the Car ibbean crisis, i n the gradua l opening up 
and extension of in ternat ional trade relations, i n the favourable deve lopment 
of internat ional scientific and cul tura l cooperat ion, etc. 

A v e r y impor tan t element for the future is also the fact that A m e r i c a n foreign 
po l i cy itself is d isappointed w i t h the results of the conception of the co ld war . 
The p o l i c y and the ideology of the co ld war na tu ra l ly met w i t h the opposi t ion 
of the socialist countries but besides, i n recent years, they have met w i t h such 
a strong home opposi t ion and cr i t ic i sm that any continuance, (at least i n the o l d 
forms) is exceedingly difficult . 

The concept " c o l d w a r " was formed i n the U S A shor t ly after the end of 
W o r l d W a r II . The expression was first used i n 1947 b y W a l t e r L i p p m a n 2 5 

to characterize the acute deter iorat ion i n the attitude of the U S A to the Sovie t 
U n i o n , wh ich took place on the in i t ia t ive of the then President T r u m a n . 

In the fo l lowing years the term " c o l d w a r " became so widespread i n po l i t i ca l 
and ideologica l wr i t ing that i t became a useful contract ion indica t ing the d i 
rect ion and content of the p o l i c y of aggression towards the socialist countries. 
The antagonism of the two social systems thus showed itself through the anta
gonistic conceptions of their policies for foreign relations. The doctrine of the 
co ld was set up against the doctrine of peaceful coexistence. 

Certain Wes te rn historians i n the newest h is tory of p o l i t i c s 2 6 assert that the 
doctrine of the co ld war c rys ta l l ized s l o w l y as the defence reaction of A m e r i c a n 
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foreign p o l i c y against " S o v i e t expans ion i sm" and that the doctr ine of peaceful 
coexistence d i d not evo lve un t i l the post-Stal in per iod , sx> that, as they allege, 
it cannot be said that the Sovie t U n i o n and the rest of the socialist w o r l d 
furthered this p o l i c y fundamenta l ly a n d f rom the outset. 

It is true that the fo rmula t ion of the m a i n pr inciples of the doctrine of peaceful 
coexistence were first g i v e n for the n e w s i t u a t i o n b y the Twent ie th 
Congress of the C o m m u n i s t P a r t y of the U S S R in 1956 (and g iven further 
interpretat ion in further documents) . Th i s does not however entitle us to deduce 
the reluctance of the socialist countries to accept a peaceful agreement i n the 
great questions at dispute even before this per iod . If i t is asserted that at an 
earl ier pe r iod i t was ut ter ly imposs ib le to achieve any successful negotiat ion 
on questions i n dispute, then this assertion contradicts h is tor ica l facts, above 
a l l the fact that after the death of President Roosevel t a clear ant i -Soviet l ine 
of aggressive an t i - communism preva i l ed i n A m e r i c a n foreign po l i cy . The co ld 
war d i d not arise as a defensive reaction of the so-called free w o r l d against the 
Sovie t U n i o n (which h a d come out of the war wi th enormous mater ia l losses, 
w h i c h h a d to be repaired, so that for this v e r y reason the Sovie t U n i o n cou ld 
not represent any threat to the U . S . A . , w h i c h had not suffered mate r ia l ly ) , but 
e v o l v e d as an aggressive or ientat ion in i t ia ted b y A m e r i c a n imper ia l i s t circles 
against the g rowing po l i t i ca l and m o r a l influence of socia l i sm and the Sovie t 
U n i o n i n the post-war w o r l d . The first aggressive step against in ternat ional peace 
and against the interests of .mank ind was taken b y the U n i t e d States w i t h the 
shocking a tomic attack on H i r o s h i m a and Nagasak i . Hundreds of thousands 
of Japanese v ic t ims of the A m e r i c a n a tom b o m b were the first v i c t ims of the 
n e w war : the cont inuing co ld w a r against the socialist w o r l d . 

It is understandable that the Sovie t U n i o n and other socialist countries were 
ob l iged as a result of the aggressive A m e r i c a n t rend of the c o l d w a r to adapt 
themselves to circumstances and undertake special defence a n d re ta l ia t ion 
measures, w h i c h otherwise they w o u l d p robab ly not have taken. It is not 
possible, wi thou t interfer ing w i t h his tor ical t ruth and wi thout trespassing against 
the fundamental norms of morals , to use the argument, that the cr i t ique of Sta
l in i s t methods, carr ied out b y Marx i s t s , i s of itself a den ia l , of the pr inciples 
and concrete acts of foreign po l i cy of the socialist countries i n their relat ionship 
to the capitalist states i n the per iod 1945—1953. The cr i t ic i sm of Stal inist 
methods na tu ra l ly also refers to the f ie ld of in ternat ional poli t ics , but does not 
affect the truth that the Sovie t U n i o n and the other socialist countries endea
v o u r e d i n the 1945—1953 per iod also to f ind a peaceful solut ion of contro
ve r s i a l questions. T h e deter iorat ion of in ternat ional relat ionships i n the pe r iod 
of w h i c h we are speaking was the automatic result of the aggressive in i t ia t ive 
w h i c h the U n i t e d States took i n the mis taken hope that they h a d at their disposal 
means w h i c h cou ld b r i n g about a unique g loba l si tuation — un l imi t ed A m e r i c a n 
w o r l d power. The central posi t ion among these resources was he ld b y the 
t empora ry A m e r i c a n m o n o p o l y of the a tom b o mb . 

The h is tor ica l development of science and of revo lu t ionary social forces 
however thrust the concept ion of the co ld war into ever-increasing difficulties 
and ever-increasing b l i n d a l leys , w h i c h instead of the hoped-for at tainment of 
absolute A m e r i c a n supremacy brought palpable losses to A m e r i c a n m i l i t a r y , 
po l i t i ca l and m o r a l prestige. H e r e too l ie the roots of m a n y n o n - M a r x i s t c r i t ica l 
opinions addressed to A m e r i c a n foreign po l i cy . A m e r i c a n foreign po l i cy , whose 
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post-war unreal is t ic a ims a n d methods at first appeared to m a n y western ideo
logists to be clear and attainable i n the near future, became gradua l ly proble
mat ica l . A n d precisely this phenomenon has shown us that the po l i t i ca l leadership 
itself was the last to realise the logic and range of this cr i t ic ism. It w o u l d seem 
that the lack of sensi t ivi ty , even the bl indness to facts is a regular feature 
characteristic of a subjective and r i s k y in ternat ional p o l i c y . 

The per iod iza t ion and assessment of the h is tory of the co ld war and its 
different stages is of course a question of po l i t i ca l h is tory and the ideologists 
who formulate it . It is of course necessary to realize that moot points i n the 
h is tory of the co ld war do not arise f rom the per iod iza t ion of the stages 2 7 but 
f rom questions w h i c h are closely b o u n d up w i t h the pol i t i ca l opinions of the 
historians. 

D . F . F l e m i n g i n his comprehensive w o r k on the his tory of the co ld war , 
sees its causes i n the lack of sound sense i n the po l i t i ca l ideas of the leaders 
of western foreign p o l i c y . The A m e r i c a n his tor ian J . Lukacs considers that the 
causes lie i n the conflict of the power pol i t ics of the U S A and the Sovie t U n i o n . 
E . F r o m m supposes that the quar re l between Eas t and Wes t has its cause i n 
the pathological condi t ion of in ternat ional po l i t i ca l op in ion , wh ich confuses possi
b i l i t y wi th p robab i l i ty . N o n - M a r x i s t ideologists l a y great stress on na t ional , 
rac ia l , geographical and other characteristics of the h is tor ica l development of 
A m e r i c a and of the Sovie t U n i o n , and especial ly i n connection w i t h the diffe
rences w i t h i n the socialist w o r l d (China) often too hu r r i ed ly exaggerate these 
specific characteristics. 

A p a r t f rom some excep t ions , 2 8 those voices w h i c h p reva i l i n the Wes t b y 
means of the strength of their arguments and b y their effect on pub l i c op in ion 
are those w h i c h agree i n the v i e w that the co ld war d i d not achieve what was 
expected of i t and that its further continuance w o u l d be a threat to m a n k i n d . 2 9 

A matter of great interest is the fact of the wide difference of op in ion among 
n o n - M a r x i s t writers about the basic concept ion of coexistence as peaceful coexis
tence and the w a y i n w h i c h these differences i n concept ion correspond to the 
differences i n the concrete his tor ical si tuation of the different states, regions, 
classes and tendencies. W h i l e the A m e r i c a n ideologists of internat ional rela
t ionships, according to our op in ion , l a y more and more stress on the search 
for agreements and differences i n the two conceptions of democracy and i n the 
economic and c i v i l condi t ion of m a n under the two systems, the Wes t -Ge rman 
ideologists of the co ld war are outstanding above a l l i n their emphasis on the 
racia l , b io log ica l and cul tura l differences between " E u r o p e a n " and " A s i a n " 
c i v i l i z a t i o n ; perhaps this is caused also b y the fact that contemporary G e r m a n 
anti-communists are power fu l ly h y p n o t i z e d b y the tradit ions of G e r m a n m i l i 
taristic e x p a n s i o n i s m . 3 0 The B r i t i s h ant i -communis t ideologists of the co ld war 
do not p l a y any par t icular ro le ; even i n their own country they r ema in wi thout 
any par t icular influence. The F r e n c h theoreticians of an t i - communism are i n 
a par t icu la r ly delicate si tuation, i f ca l led u p o n to "defend" both bourgeois de
mocracy and the avers ion of a tomic danger, since i n both spheres there exist 
strong reasons for doubt as to the good sense of the present-day F r e n c h tendency. 

The ideologists of the Wes te rn countries often consider coexistence i n the 
first place not as a po l i t i ca l p rob l em (the peaceful coexistence of states), but 
as an ideologica l and m o r a l p r o b l e m (the peaceful coexistence of communis t 
a n d non-communis t ideologies). So H . Brugmans , rector of the E u r o p e a n U n i -
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vers i ty of Brugge , asserts that coexistence of states in peace is imposs ib le 
because the a i m of communis t ideo logy is the m i l i t a r y conquest of the w o r l d . 
" T h e mean ing of coexistence is not then a peaceful agreement w i t h the socialist 
states, but that care for the spir i t w h i c h i n the struggle w i t h c o m m u n i s m must 
not be defea ted ." 3 1 

Agains t this p r i m i t i v e an t i - communism of Professor Brugmans , however , m a n y 
non-communis t voices are raised i n acknowledgement that peaceful coexistence 
a n d the complete ending of the co ld war are not on ly realist ic and possible but 
essential i n the interest of human i ty . Thus W . B a n n i n g 3 2 sees i n the exis t ing 
antagonistic systems of society a different p r inc ip le at w o r k i n assuring the 
social existence of man , a pr inc ip le w h i c h is h is tor ica l ly a n d m o r a l l y just if ied 
equa l ly i n each case. " I do not want a war of destruct ion," writes B a n n i n g , 
" I have no trust i n the co ld w a r . . . mu tua l negation is impossible , just as i t is 
u n m o r a l . O n l y one poss ib i l i ty remains : coexistence, directed towards the avo id 
ance of war , the format ion of in ternat ional l aw and the b u i l d i n g up of peace." 

The wide range of different opinions w h i c h Marx i s t s encounter i n n o n - M a r x i s t 
wri t ings about coexistence, peace and war, is not of course ident ica l w i t h the 
range of real influence these opinions have on pol i t i ca l power and pub l i c op in ion 
i n the Wes te rn states. Therefore we cannot conclude that the good or b a d sense 
of i n d i v i d u a l ideologists is accurately reflected i n the considerations affecting 
the govern ing circles, w h i c h i n the Wes t take the decisions as to internat ional 
pol i t ica l act ion i n re la t ionship to our socialist states. 

M a r x i s t l i terature deal ing w i t h questions of in ternat ional relat ionships and 
the problematics of coexistence has perhaps a less wide range of o p i n i o n : how
ever our dependabi l i ty i n in ternat ional pol i t ics is greater, because i n the socialist 
countries there does not exist i n the social structure of the state any serious 
force fatal ly thrust ing towards war. 

The absurdi ty of nuclear war as an ins t rument for so lv ing in ternat ional anta
gonisms between socia l i sm a n d i m p e r i a l i s m has brought us to the point where 
the foreground is he ld b y a v io len t co l l i s ion of ideologies. The significance of 
ideo log ica l strength for the results of the controversy has a lways been re
cognized i n M a r x i s t l i terature. Non-communi s t theoreticians w e l l real ize that 
the war of opinions and the war of o u t l o o k s is a l l the more impor tant 
i n our t ime because the masses of the people are taking an ever greater part 
i n the in te rna l a n d in ternat ional p o l i c y of states. Len in ' s thesis to the effect 
that ideas become a mate r ia l force w h e n they re ign in the minds of the masses 
is ac tual ly supported b y W . L i p p m a n 3 3 when he demands the format ion of 
a "people 's p h i l o s o p h y " of capi ta l i sm. This of course is also an admiss ion of 
the lack of ph i losophy of a society and state w h i c h has for years been ca r ry ing 
on the co ld war under the v e r y slogan of the defence of the ideas of c iv i l i za t ion . 

The o ld "c lass ic" co ld war , whose ideologica l sponsors were W i n s t o n C h u r c h i l l 
and Foster Dul les , now belongs to the past. The controversy between the states 
be longing to the two systems and between their ideologies does however con
tinue and the var ious forms i t w i l l take i n the future must b r i n g greater c lar i ty 
as to whether the nuclear threat w i l l be f ina l ly removed , just as i t must c lar i fy 
the question of what the socialist w o r l d of the future w i l l be l ike . 

The thread on w h i c h the nuclear b o m b hangs l ike the sword of Damocles 
is none too strong. T h e knives w h i c h w o u l d cut it are not however i n the hands 
of the classes a n d their ideologica l spokesmen, but i n the hands of the po l i t i ca l 
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leaders of the great states. T h e immense task of the ideologica l struggle w h i c h 
is just beginning is to convince the w o r l d that the central question govern ing our 
fate is to prevent aggressive p o l i c y f rom be ing the hand to cut the thread. 

Translated by Jessie Kocmanovu 

N O T E S 

1 Here we are thinking especially of the remarks of E . Teller and some other atomic 
scientists to the effect that the radio-activity caused by atomic explosions is a slighter danger 
than the radiation from luminous wrist-watch dials. 

2 K. Jaspers, Die Atombombe u. die Zukunft des Menschen, Munich, 1958, places against 
the dilemma peace — war, the dilemma freedom — communism. 

3 Some Chinese opinions set up against the power of the bomb the power of the masses 
and assert that the doctrine of peaceful coexistence is an expression of cowardice and fear 
of imperialism. 

4 In the collection Coexistentie, Hilversum 1962, the essay of F. Heer, "Coexistentie en 
Procxislcntie". 

5 W. Leonhard, Sowjetideologie heute. Die politischen Lehren. Frankfurt a. M . , 1962. 
6 G. Wetter, "The Soviet Concept of Coexistence", Soviet Survey, X—XII, 1959. 
7 W. Leonhard, op. cit., p. 242. 
8 N. Talenskij for example mentions in the paper "The Absolute Weapon and Safety", 

International Politics, 4, 1962, that an explosion of a 50 megaton bomb will absolutely 
destroy an area of 40 kilometres diameter and relatively destroy an area of 80 kilometres 
diameter. 

" This is the intention also of the Soviet government's proposal of January, 1964 on the 
peaceful settlement of territorial disputes. 

1 0 The representative of these theories is often given as J . Burnham, especially because 
of his book The Struggle for the World, 1947. 

1 1 A very interesting theory of the world society is developed for example by the Dutch 
sociologist B. Landheer in his reflections on the sociological approach to international 
problems, Haag, 1962. 

1 2 F. Heer, op. cit. 
1 3 In the socialist countries for example the work of W. Schlamm, Die Grenzen des Wun-

ders, Zurich, 1959, was indignantly rejected and the question was asked, how could literature 
of this type be tolerated in the West. 

1 4 H . A. Kissinger, Necessity for Choice, 1961, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, 1957. 
Further W. Halm, J . C. Neff, America's Strategy for the Nuclear Age, H. E . Osgood, Limited 
War, 1957, etc. 

1 5 U.S.A. after the signing of the Moscow agreements performed a series of further under
ground atomic tests. 

1 6 K. Jaspers, op. cit. 
1 7 This reason is also given by those atomic physicists who have been protesting in the 

U.S.A. for years against the misuse of atomic energy for producing weapons of mass de
struction. 

1 8 R. E . Osgood, op. cit. and others. 
1 9 This agreement has not yet (January, 1964) been signed by France and the Chinese 

People's Republic. 
2 0 E . Teller expressed the opinion that only the threat of complete destruction can bring 

mankind "lo reason" and that atomic armament is thus a guarantee that there need not be 
any war. He quotes R. Jungk, Heller als tausend Sonnen, Stuttgart, 1956. 

2 1 The representatives of the Soviet Union have frequently proclaimed that that country 
would never use atomic weapons first under any circumstances. 

2 2 Recently for example Prof. B. V. A. Roling, a sociologist specializing in international 
law at the University of Groningen. The question of the responsibility of science and education 
is given its broadest basis in the works of Prof. J . Bernal and L . Pauling, as also in the 
speeches of B. Russel on this question. 

2 3 In this direction a characteristically sharp attack is made by K. Jaspers on the German 
atomic physicists who refused to misuse their research activity for the political aims of the 
former Adenauer government. 
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2 4 The question of prestige in foreign politics must not be confused with the relinquishing 

of fundamental principles of political morality. 
2 5 Quoted among other by J . Lukacs, A History of the Cold War, in Chapter III. New 

York, 1962. 
2 6 J . Lukacs, op. cit. 
2 7 The main landmarks of the cold war are given as 1950, 1956 and 1962 and the criteria 

of this periodization are the international political crises. The question of the periodization 
of post-war political history is not fundamentally dealt with in this work. 

2 8 In the opinion of the author the continuation of the cold war is demanded most vi
gorously by West-German anti-communist literature which brings with considerable cunning 
to the "common" war against communism a rationalization of the particular plans of aggres
sion of West-German imperialism. 

2 9 D. F . Fleming, The Cold War and Its Origins, 1961. 
3 0 Part of this tradition is for example the special department of "Ostforschung", whose 

purpose is to find reasons for the historical and cultural right of Germany to rule Eastern 
Europe. 

3 1 H . Brugmans, "Gesprekt met de Communisten ?" Coexistentie, 1962, Hilversum. 
3 2 W. Banning, "Coexistentie: Onmogelijke noodzakelijkheid", ibidem, 1962. 
3 3 W . Lippman, The Public Philosophy, 1955. 

IDEOLOGIE, POLITIKA A NUKLEARNI VALKA 

V teto uvaze o ideologic, politice a nuklearni valce se autor zabyva nSkterymi zakladnimi 
aspckly koexistence socialistickych a nesocialistickych zemi v nove historicke siluaci. Zmeny, 
jez jsou obsahem teto nove situace, jsou rozebrany v casti I. (Vychozi situace), ve ktere 
je tez strucne vylozeno, jake stanovisko k novym faktum vyvoje spolccnosti zaujima socia-
listicka a nesocialisticka politicka ideologie. 

V casti II. (Politika a nuklearni valka) autor zastava tezi, zc nuklearni valka pfestala 
byt klasickym nastrojem politiky, nebot se vymyka racionalni kontrole. Nastrojem politiky 
vsak zustava hrozba a protihrozba takovou valkou. Nemarxisticka politicka ideologie vsak 
jiz nemuze spolehat na pfekonane argumentace o moznosti dosazeni svetovlady silou zbrani. 
Nuklearni valka je sice nerozumna, avsak jeji moznost trva. Zapadni teoretikove rozpraco-
vavaji ruzne strategie omezene atomove valky; nicmene svetovy nuklearni konflikt by nemohl 
byt spoutan zadnymi pravidly a vyustil by vc zkazu vsech. Jcdine vychodisko je mirova 
koexistence, tj. stfizliva a rozumna mezinarodni politika. Zkoumame-li nejnovejsi historii 
velkych mezinarodnich politickych krizi, muzeme videt, ze rovnovaha strachu je velmi 
nejislym cinitelem zachovani miru. Agresivni politika se dostava do neustalych konfliktu 
se zajmy miru, lidu i vedy. Cynick4 „rea l i s t i cka zahranicni politika" je jiz neudrzitelna. 
Cinitelem nejistoty v mezinarodnich vztazich je tez labilita zahranicni politiky USA, jez 
v minulych krizich stale kolisala ve svych cilech i prostfedcich. 

V posledni casli III. (Ideologie a studena valka) autor uvazuje o pficindch vzniku a o obsa-
hu americke politiky studene valky a strucne charakterizuje diferencovany postoj nemar-
xisticke ideologie k zakladnim otazkam studene valky, miroveho souziti a koexistence. 

Josef Solar 




