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Many well-intentioned people have long recognized 
the absence in our century of any effective inter- 
national law, government and mores. They have 
also wasted a lot of time attempting to conjure up 
constitutional governments for the world, to codify, 
revise and extend international law, and to call forth 
a mostly non-existent world public opinion. In a 
world rent by such basic- ideological and cultural 
splits as is ours, these efforts are foredoomed to 
failure. * 

The much more relevant question for .one in- 
terested in peace in this nuclear-missile“ age is 
whether or not the United States and the Soviet 
Union can settle through negotiation some of the 
political problems of the Cold War. If they cannot 
agree to “live and let live” as sovereign states in a 
world of sovereign states, on what basis can we 
expect that they >vi11 engage in that much more in- 
timate collaboration out of which mores, law and 
government can grow? 

I would like to explore the prospects for resolving 
through negotiation some of the political tensions 
of the Cold War. There are many factors which will 
affect the possibility for success in any such nego- 
tiations. I will write here about just three of these 
factors: (1) the American attitude and objectives in 
the Cold War, (2)  the Soviet attitude and objectives 
in the Cold War, and (3) the distribution of power 
between the East and West at the time of negotia- 
tion. 

The American attitude and objectives in the Cold 
War are one factor over which we have a maximum 
degree of control. I n  very broad terms, there are 
essentially two attitudes which the United States can 
take, and these attitudes can b e  illustrated by ref- 
erence to our late Secretary of State, John Foster 
Dulles, who at different times took both of them. 
Both of these attitudes can in turn be traced back 
to two different attitudes concerning the relation- 
ship of ethics to American foreign policy, and again 
Mr. Dulles took both attitudes on this particular 
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issue. To oversimplify, the attitude which one takes 
toward the moral problem in foreign policy affects 
the way one interprets the Cold War, and this in 
turn affects one’s definition of American objectives 
in the Cold War. For the sake of labels I am going 
to call one attitude universal moralism and the 
other attitude political pluralism. 

a 

We find the attitude of universal moralism repre- 
sented in Mr. Dulles’s thought something as follows: 
the late statesman expressed his belief in the univer- 
sal moral law. But this moral law, he made clear, 
is not just a source of ultimate judgment on the 
acts of men, but rather it provides a series of 
specific guides which men should follow in their 
evexyday acts. The moral law consists, in other 
words, not of ultimate normative values for the 
judgment of conduct, but of operational rules by 
which men should and can live. This was evident 
when Mr. Dulles referred to a universal moral 
order, the laws of which, he said, “are as imperative 
and as inexorable as are those that order our physical 
world; indifference to and violation of these moral 
laws always bring . . . sickness and suffering. . . .” 

Mr. Dulles made it clear that he believed moral 
law provided operational guide lines for the behavior 
of states, as well as for individuals. ‘‘~M~rid law,” 
he said in 1946, “needs to be translated into codified 
world law. But even today moral law can serve 
mightily to direct the conduct of nations in the 
way consonant with peace.” He also said that “the 
broad principles that should govern our interna- 
tional conduct are not obscure. They grow out of 
the practice by the nations of the simple things 
Christ taught. . . . Such principles mark the channels 
into wllich our minds must direct our international 
acts if they are to be productive of permanent good.” 

This understanding of the moral law led the 
Secretary of State over the years to propose many 
different reforms of national conduct and of in- 
ternational society, At times he argued that the 
universal moral law is really accepted as a guide 
for state behavior by all states and peoples and 

3 



that the only reason that the moral law does not 
function more effectively as a control of national 
behavior is that states and peoples are ignorant 
of the facts of international life. If they were aware 
of the facts and could see the consequences of their 
acts, then they would readily bring their acts into 
line with the dictates of the moral law. At other 
times, he argued that the universal moral law was 
known ‘and accepted as applicable to the behavior 
of states by only some states and peoples, though 
potentially knowable and acceptable to all men. 

What Mr. Dulles succeeded in doing, then, al- 
though he never specifically acknowledged this, was 
to divide all men into the anointed and the un- 
anointed, the enlightenod and the unenlightened, 
the children of light and the children of darkness. 
There seemed to be some doubt as to whether the 
enlightened were all those who live in societies 
organized on principles which are religious rather 
than atheistic, or whether religious societies merely 
provide die potentiality of enlightenment which 
must be realized through the construction of free 
democratic societies. On one point there is no 
doubt. Those who live in societies organized on 
atheis tic principles cannot realize the potentialities 
for enlightenment so long as such principles prevail. 

/ 
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It  is the second interpretation of the moral law 
which is most relevant to an understanding of the 
D d k s  approach to the Cold War. For hfr. Dulles 
left no doubt that he considered the Soviet Union 
to be an atheistic despotism. It thus lay outside the 
pale of those states and peoples who acknowledge 
the moral law as a guide to international behavior. 
Indeed, Mr. Dulles said, “this law has been trampled 
by the Soviet rulers.” 

Mr. Dulles divided all states into two categories. 
There were on the one hand what he called the 
free states, or the spiritual societies, which are 
characterized by the fact that they seek in their 
domestic affairs to implement the dictates of the 
moral law and seek in their international affairs 
to be guided by the moral law. There are, on the 
other hand, the atheistic despotisms, or the ma- 
terialis tic societies, which are characterized by the 
fact that they deny “the existence of God or of the 
nioral law.” The task of the free states is thus clear: 
namely, to estend the area of freedom. 

“No political or social system should prevail,’’ 
Dulles declared, “unless it is the means by which 
men are consciously trying to bring human conduct 
into accord with moral law and to enlarge the op- 
portunity of men to exercise their human rights and 

fundamental freedom.” It was this line of thought 
which led directly to Dulles’s call for the liberation 
of “eight hundred million souls.” By this he clearly 
meant not only the liberation of the East European 
satellites but the liberation of the peoples of the 
Soviet Union and of Red China from their Com- 
munist governments, 

Now if one takes this attitude toward ethics and 
foreign policy in the Cold War, the prospects for, 
negotiated settlement are very dim indeed, for this 
attitude calls for a foreign policy which is essentially 
a moral crusade to extend freedom. It is a foreign 
policy which knows no limits except those provided 
by the inhabited worId itself. It is a foreign policy 
which is reformist in spirit and universal in scope, 
one which claims to be based upon universal and 
eternal principles. I t  is a foreign policy which can 
brook no compromise with the atheistic despotism 
of Communism, for such compromise is a com- 
promise with evil-a compromise of principle. For 
their violation of the moral law, the Soviet rulers, 
Mr. Dulles said, “can and should be made to pay. 
This will happen when we ourselves keep faith 
with .that law id  our practical decisions of policy.” 

Since this attitude toward the Cold War leads 
the United States to proclaim objectives for its for- 
eign policy which are universal and unlimited, it 
can be anticipated that the objectives of our policy 
will never be realized as long as any Communist 
remains in power anywhere, or, for that matter, 
any other violator of the moral law remains in power. 
With this approach, therefore, the United States 
commits itself to being the upholder and defender 
of the moral law for all time in all places, the moral 
policeman of the world not only throughout the 
Cold War but even beyond -the Cold War, if we 
could assume that such a policy would meet with 
success. 

One thing is fairly certain, and that is that if 
the United States commits itself to this type of 
policy the Communist leaders, a t  least, will not be 
interested in any serious negotiation, for they will 
be astute enough to recognize that the United 
States cannot possibly realize its objectives and at 
the same time permit Communist leadership to 
survive. They are certainly not going to negotiate 
themselves out of existence. 
0 

This, then, is one attitude toward the Cold War 
and toward the definition of American objectives 
in it. It is an attitude which Mr. Dulles voiced and 
an attitride which he seemed to share with a great 
many other Americans. Mr. Dulles, however, took 
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another attitude, and again it must be said that 
this attitude too seemed to be shared by a great 
many Americans. One suspects that just as the Sec- 
retary of State was capable of taking both attitudes 
simultaneously, so too are many Americans. This 
second attitude, the one which I call political 
pluralism, is based upon a different understanding 
of the relationship between ethics and foreign policy. 

Political pluralism took the following form in 
John Foster Dulles’s thought. He argued, in essence, 
that there ought to be universally accepted stand- 
ards of right and wrong national conduct but that 
no universal agreement exists as to what these stand- 
ards are or even ought to be. Furthermore, these 
standards cannot be determined on any n priori 
basis, such as the natural or moral law. Agreed- 
upon standards are the product of the practice of 
states in their relations with one another. This is 
what the experts would call a positivistic approach 
to international law and morality as contrasted to 
the absolutist approach which Mr. Dulles takes 

. when he proclaims the existence of a universal 
moral law. ‘ 

It  is the positivistic approach that informs the 
following statement which Mr. Dulles made in 
1948: “Practical political action is not often a 
subject for authoritative moral judgments of univer- 
sal scope. Those who act in the political field must 
deal with the possible, not with the ideal. They 
must try to get the relatively good, the lesser evil. 
They cannot, without frustration, reject whatever 
is not wholly good. They cannot be satisfied with 
proclaimed ends but must deal with actual means. 
These necessities prevail conspicuously in the in- 
ternational field where tradition, national interest 
and group loyalty have accumulated to an unusual 
degree. They place limits on what is practically 
possible. They introduce error into every human 
judgment. They increase the ever-present risk that 
men will see as ‘right’ that which is self-serving.” 

This same positivistic approach was evident when 
Mr. Dulles said: “There are some Americans who 
rather naively and to some extent unconsciously 
assume that a world at peace will conform to our 
ideas and our wishes.” 

Mr. Dulles did not spell out in detail the implica- 
tions for foreign policy, and especially for American 
foreign policy in the Cold War, of this positivistic 
approach to international morality. However, much 
of his commentary on foreign policy, and indeed 
much of his practice as a statesman, indicates that 
he was weII aware of the following implications: 
In the absence of universally accepted operational 
moral principles, the highest common denominator 

which statesmen can find for the foreign policies 
of a number of nations is the concept of vital na- 
tional interests. 

If vital national interests are defined, albeit vague- 
ly, as national survival and integrity of the na- 
tional way-of-life, the concept provides a level of 
discourse which is universally apprehended and 
understood. Statesmen may find that the objectives 
they seek in the name of the vital interest of their 
own state are objectives which they have in com- 
mon with other nations, or the objectives of several 
nations may be mutually incompatible, or the ob- 
jectives of two or more nations may prove to be 
in conflict. Be that as it may, the universal concept 
of vital national interest, as interpreted by rational 
and morally sensitive statesmen, provides the one 
basis on which at least a modicum of justice be- 
tween states can be achieved. 

Foreign policy objectives which are derived from 
concern for vital national interests can be limited 
by reason and conscience. There is, therefore, no 
inherent reason why its vital interest objectives 
must bring a particular nation into conflict with 
any other nation likewise pursuing limited objectives 
derived from its vital national interest. Whether 
or not such confIict does exist will depend on the 
total situation in which the nations operate, but 
unlike objectives which are derived from so-called 
universal moral principles-objectives which are 
therefore unlimited-there is no inevitability of con- 
flict between and among vital national interest ob- 
jectives. 

As I indicated earlier, there is ample evidence 
that Mr. Dulles was aware of all these implications. 
In 1945, for example, he told a church group: ‘We 
must not be dogmatic. Our particular ideals and 
sense of vital interest are not the only ones in 
the world. Also, we must recognize that, as said 
the Lansing-Isls declaration, territorial propinquity 
creates special relations between countries. Just be- 
cause we reject non-cooperation we must not go to 
the other extreme of assuming that all nations have 
an equal interest everywhere.” In the same spirit 
Mr. Dulles has defined the threat of Soviet Com- 
munism as one to the “interests and welfare of 
the United States,” rather than the threat posed by 
Communist leaders who have transgressed the moral 
law. 

This attitude of political pluralism toward morali- 
ty and foreign policy means that Mr. Dulles was 
quite capable of contemplating negotiation and in- 

%deed compromise with the Soviet Union. He did, 
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of course, caution against the dangers of appease- 
ment in the Munich sense of 1938, but a policy of 
no appeasement did not mean, he wrote in 1950, 
“a policy of refusing to make genuine compromises.” 
“Compromise,” he added, “is an essential part of 
every peaceful society.” 

It  is this second attitude toward ethics and foreign 
policy-an attitude which looks to vital national 
interests rather than to a universal moralism as the 
guide for foreign policy-which holds out some hope 
for successful negotiation of the political problems 
of the Cold War. It does seem, however, that this 

. is an attitude which must be more widely held by 
the American public before it will have any impact 
on our approach. 
0 

Tlie American attitude and American objectives 
in die Cold War &e, however, only one of the three 
filctors which have a bearing upon the prospects 
for successful negotiation. The second factor is the 
attitude and objectives of the Communists. 

Unfortunately, there seems to be more than ample 
evidence to indicate that the Soviet attitude toward 
the Cold War is even more crusadingly moralistic 
than is the attitude of that segment of the American 
public which would subscribe to Mr. Dulles’s crusad- 
ing ideology of freedom. To be sure, official state- 
ments of policy by Soviet leaders are also shot 
through with contradictions. On the one hand it is 
quite possible to get the very firm impression that 
the Soviet leaders look upon the Soviet Union as an 
instrument to be used in a great crusade to bring 
Communism to the whole world. On the other hand 
there have been verbal indications that the Com- 
munist leaders would be willing to settle for some 
sort of compromise arrangement which would permit 
peaceful coexistence of Communism along with 
Western and other non-communist types of society. 
In the face of these contradictions we must guard 
against two things. First, we must guard against 
interpreting Soviet objectives as limited merely be- 
cause we wish they were; second, we must guard 
against assuming that Soviet objectives are incapable 
of change. 

In my mind the only prudent course is to assume 
that the Soviet objective is world domination until 
such time as we have convincing proof to the con- 
trary, but, I repeat, we must guard against as- 
suming that this objective of world domination. is 
not susceptible to change, and we must be alert to 
the change if and when it takes place. As long as 
this is the Soviet objective, then we must view any 
Soviet interest in negotiation as primarily a tactical 

move to advance its cause in the Cold War and 
not as a basic change indicating a willingness to 
terminate the Cold War on terms which would 
protect our national interests. 

For the time being I remain convinced that the 
Soviet Union and the other Communist states, es- 
pecially China, are not pursuing objectives limited 
by a concern strictly for their own vital interests. 
The very rapid and successful expansionist policies 
of the Communist states since the end of World 
War 11, and the constant pressure against the non- 
Communist world ever since, certainly belie any 
such limited objectives. I can only conclude, there- 
fore, that there is at the moment no hope of reach- 
ing an acceptable negotiated settlement of the 
Cold War. 

I would point out, however, that in spite of the 
general hardening of Soviet policy after Hungary, 
there are still forces at work which may eventually 
lead the Soviet leaders to a limitation of their ob- 
jectives. For one thing, there is the very real force 
of terror which inheres in any contemplation of all- 
out nuclear warfare. If we can convince the Soviet 
leaders that they cannot realize their objectives 
short of all-out nuclear war and that they cannot 
win a nuclear war, then this terror should eventually 
work toward a change of objectives. 

Secondly, there are certainly changes going on 
within the Soviet Union, and within the Soviet bloc, 
which at least offer some hope that Soviet objectives 
may eventually be changed. Of the forces working 
for change within the Soviet Union I think I would 
place my greatest hope on the long-range growth 
of conservatism which one could expect would 
accompany the continuing success of Soviet domestic 
policies. Finally, I would find some hope in the 
long-range prospect that the Soviet Union will find 
it more and more difficult to keep a large number 
of Communist powers, and especially Communist 
China, in line on all doctrinal and policy matters. 
Underlying this hope is the expectation that in the 
long run nationalism will still prove to be a stronger 
force than international Communism. 

If these forces are present, and if the United States 
takes the attitude that the Cold War can be brought 
to an end without exterminating all Communists, 
then it seems clear that United States policy should 
be directed toward encouraging these forces and 
thus encouraging a change in Soviet objectives. It 
also seems axiomatic that this rules out as one 
possibility for American policy a counter-crusade 
which could only tend to confirm in the Soviet mind 
whatever fears they may have for their own future. 
(Air. Plotig‘s article will be concluded next month.) 
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