Sunday Afternoon
‘uly 15th 1945

Dear Ones,

43 I start this ketter I like to think ¢f:Sunday afternoon at home - perhaps at this time
you are sitting down to write to me, Sometimes the idea of my being in the New Hebrides
seems entirely unreal; even after I had entered the servicé& and knew that one day I would
go overseas, I used to find it difficult to comprehend what that meant in tems of
leaving the surroundings and the routines to which I had been accustomed - and that
feeling continues now that I am here, I think that someday I will look back on this
experience » that is,my physically being here = as souething that really did not happen
at all,

lhis note is to answer your letter of the 4th, D:ddy, and to comment on the Sess article
in SatBvePost since your ideas coincide so closely with those of the Pogt writer. “et me
say at the sgpbamt that I think that your attitude is a highly acceptable one and is-
entirely understandable, that you have faced the problem as you see it, and that your
conclusions are fair and in fact bring you to an admirable atti tude toward the problen
of our relationship with Hissia and with commniigm, Itegree for the most part with your
conclusions but I am not wholly in sympathy with the premises of your thinking.

First about the wars I think the argument that we did not fight the war primerily for
ideals is based on a misconception; it can be traced to the confusion bewween what
specific thing caused us to go to war and what we fought for. Mo great human effort was
ever culminated on an entirely negative platform or program - wars, projects, what have
you, may start out to prevent or avoid or stop something but they invariable end up with
a positive goal beyound the negative aim. It is true that"why we fight%is usually clear
to all while it takes tbme for'what we are fighting for"to take shape, However, I feel
that it is no more than debatable rhetorie to say that we are not fighting primarily for
the achievement of our ideals - I know that I am, and I am sure that most soldiers would
agree with me,

Secondlys since this discussion depends very largely on o use of words with many meanings
it is important that we define totali tarianism, that is distinguish it from fascism, Ang
it is clear immediately that our first goal was to defeat fascism, not totalitarianism.
(This is borne out by the fact that we still fight fascisn in forms like race riots and
anti-Senididm in this country even though it is thoroughly disassociated from totali tardan
fooms,) Nobody ever claimed that we were fighting totalitarianism, We can agree then

that the negative phase of our effort was the defeat of Faseism as an ideology which can
corrupt any governmental formm =« separatist, federal, democratie, totali tarian or other-
wises This does not deny that totali tarianism by ite nature lends i tsékf to Faseism, but
that is not the point at hand.

Tirdly: I fear that you are confusing comnunisn and totalitarianism, I think that what
you mean to say is that there is no "ideological affinity between totalitarianism and
democracy" where you pmms substitutedcommuinism" for *totalitarianism," However, I will
say that in either case, I do not agree with you. Now, Bess quotes the Bri tannica definie-
tion of totalitarianisn as the "centralization of control .. emphasis on the organiec

uni ty of the gtate,® That is a good definition = note thet there is not any mention of
who is in control, how broad the base of the controlling element isy what the factors are-
that motivate that controlling element, We know that it is that broad political concept
called commnian that motivates the totalitarianism of Rissia; therefore it does not seem
unfair to me to come to the conelusion that we must stidy the tenets and basics of
conmnisn and that we must try to avodld judgnent on the basis of the method which is the
medium of the communistic experiment, In and off itself, totalitarisniem is not the

majar issie at hand, then.

&
’ourthly, my conclugions then are different from yours as to the nature of Russia today,

sinece I see communism not totali tarianisn as ilfte motivating force in Rissia, ad I feel




that there is a remarkable affini ty between communisn and demoeracy in principle, *ere you
must avoid the assumption that the communistic ideal presumes the totslitarian dictator-
ship of the proletariat; on the c¢ontrary, the foremost goal of the pure communist is the
"withering away" of the state when the country arrives at the point of economic and
political education that control and regual tion no longer are necessary., That is of course
unachievable in the extreme, but it points to tke principle that the totalitarian phase
is no more than a phase , e points which I made in my previous letter - the new
constitution, the recognition of the Church, the new marital laws, the dissolution of the
comintern, the new wage scales - are all signifitant within that context, The fact that
this is the first time this experiment has been tried is no reason for you to foredoom i%
to failure; certainly there may be upheaval during the changes, but that does not deny
the fundamental strain and course of events. The "power begets power" expression which is
on of your favorites is not as infallible as you would make it, One recent example is
Battista in Guba; the history of the growth of English consti tutkonal democracy is the
record of regal powers given up to a rising tide from some legel beneath.

Fifthlys: the most obvious affinity between democracy and communisn at the present is the
doctrine of equality. At the present time, it is not true to say that Rissian equali ty
is no more than the equality of slaves - there is a great deal more of equality of oppore
tunity in several phases of endeavor in fussia than there ig any place else in the worlde
Because the Rissians have not yet reached the stage of the secnnd and complimentary
practice of political libergy, do not deny the existence of equality,

0 far 1 have tried to keep away from the economic aspects involved in egaality and liberty
as much as possible; I am sure you agree that the ‘usgians have economic equality = at the
price of what we would consider basic economic liberty, Between pdlitical status and
economic statue there are always the closest tiesy and so again we see that where we work
from the bottom: thesRissians work from the top, Just as the political entity &f the
Rigsian State is to be the heritage of the people, so is the economic structure, Secifi-
cally I want to try to make one point - monopolies are not eumtomatically a negation of
liberty,gre the monopolje ﬂ%he supply of pewer and light, of water and public transport,
negations of liberty? The &ritical element of a monopbly is who eontrols it, not the

fact that it is a monopody per se.

OUn the question of liberty, 4 think that we ecan safely split the economic and the poli ti=
cal phases, You could have the most totalitarian state in the world and yet have complete
political liberty,Te seme can not be said for economic liberty; however it can be shown
that since eeonomic liberty is in fact controlted by the degree of megulation imposed by
the gwernment it is directly related to political liberty. If you seek the optimum

of econome liberty it will be reached within the framework of optimum political liberty,
For that reason I feel that your emphasis on the economic phases of the guestion of
Rigeian dhd the U° is not entirely justified, The true index will be found in the

degree of political liberty and equality, That applies to any nation;for we assume that
with this liberty will be intelligent self interest and a degree of economic maturi ty
that will in tarn dictate the proper economic polieye #nd we also assume that we are
speaking in the broadest and most general terms, in terms of long range growth and

develo mente

What we are getting at then is the broadness and effectiveness of the base of the control-
ling element in *ussia and that is the thing to wateh; at present it is the Party, “nd
unlike yod, 1 see every reason to think in terms of that basels growing broader and broader
not remaining a tight little group, I hope that my arguments and train of thought did

not gow too disjointed and lose the point of what I am trying to get across. My conclusionJ
and attitudes on the wuaestion of our real tinnship with Rusgia are very elose to yours; 1
just feel that you do not judge Hissia correctly and where you say *in spite of* I try %o

mgke clear that in fact we have a great common bond with Rissiavand there are many
instances where it shuuld be *because of " Very briefly, it might be because of communism |
and despite the current totalitarian phasee { :
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OK for now = by the way, how is Iuffy these days = }?51 j



