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Atlantic Charter

AUGUST 14, 1941

The President of the United States of America and the Prime Minister, Mr. Churchill, representing His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom,

being met together, deem it right to make known certain common principles in the national policies of their respective countries on which they base their
hopes for a better future for the world.

First, their countries seek no aggrandizement, territorial or other;
Second, they desire to see no territorial changes that do not accord with the freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned;

Third, they respect the right of all peoples to choose the form of government under which they will live; and they wish to see sovereign rights and
self government restored to those who have been forcibly deprived of them;

Fourth, they will endeavor, with due respect for their existing obligations, to further the enjoyment by all States, great or small, victor or vanquished,
of access, on equal terms, to the trade and to the raw materials of the world which are needed for their economic prosperity;

Fifth, they desire to bring about the fullest collaboration between all nations in the economic field with the object of securing, for all, improved labor
standards, economic advancement and social security;

Sixth, after the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny, they hope to see established a peace which will afford to all nations the means of dwelling in
safety within their own boundaries, and which will afford assurance that all the men in all lands may live out their lives in freedom from fear and want:

Seventh, such a peace should enable all men to traverse the high seas and oceans without hindrance;

Eighth, they believe that all of the nations of the world, for realistic as well as spiritual reasons must come to the abandonment of the use of force.
Since no future peace can be maintained if land, sea or air armaments continue to be employed by nations which threaten, or may threaten, aggression
outside of their frontiers, they believe, pending the establishment of a wider and permanent system of general security, that the disarmament of such

nations is essential. They will likewise aid and encourage all other practicable measure which will lighten for peace-loving peoples the crushing burden
of armaments.

Franklin D. Roosevelt

Winston S. Churchill
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Diplomat George F. Kennan
Advocates Containment, 1946

At bottom of Kremlin’s neurotic view of world affairs is traditional and instinc-
tive Russian sense of insecurity. Originally, this was insecurity of a peaceful agri-
cultural people trying to live on vast exposed plain in neighborhood of fierce
nomadic peoples. To this was added, as Russia came into contact with econom-
ically advanced West, fear of more competent, more powerful, more highly or-
ganized societies in that area.... 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 foreign-
ers learned truth about world within. And they had learned to seek security only
in patient but deadly struggle for total destruction of rival power, never in com-
pacts and compromises with it.

It was no coincidence that Marxism, which had smouldered 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 peace-
ful 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. ...

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 tradi-
tional 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 world’s greatest peoples and resources of
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 amaz-
ing flexibility and versatility, managed by people whose experience and skill in
underground methods are presumably without parallel in history.... Problem
of how to cope with this force [is] undoubtedly greatest task our diplomacy
has ever faced and probably greatest it will ever have to face. It should be point
of departure from which our political general staff work at present juncture
should proceed. It should be approached with same thoroughness and care as
solution of major strategic problem in war, and if necessary, with no smaller
outlay in planning effort. I cannot attempt to suggest all answers here. But
[ would like to record my conviction that problem is within our power to
solve—and that without recourse to any general military conflict. And in sup-
port of this conviction there are certain observations of a more encouraging
nature I should like to make:

1. Soviet power, unlike that of Hitlerite Germany, is neither schematic nor
adventuristic. It does not work by fixed plans. It does not take unneces-
sary risks. Impervious to logic of reason, and it is highly sensitive to logic
of force. For this reason it can easily withdraw—and usually does—when
strong resistance is encountered at any point. Thus, if the adversary has
sufficient force and makes clear his readiness to use it, he rarely has to

do so. If situations are properly handled there need be no prestige-
engaging showdowns.

2. Gauged against Western World as a whole. Soviets are still by far the
weaker force. Thus, their success will really depend on degree of cohe-
sion, firmness and vigor which Western World can muster. And this is
factor which it is within our power to influence.

3. Success of Soviet system, as form of internal power, is not yet finally
proven. It has yet to be demonstrated that it can survive supreme test
of successive transfer of power from one individual group to another.

U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1946, Eastern Europe: The Soviet Union (Washington
D.C.: US. Government Printing Office, 1969), VI, 699-701, 706-707.



Secretary of Commerce Henry A. Wallace
Questions the “Get Tough” Policy, 1946

How do American actions since V-] Day appear to other nations? I mean by
actions the concrete things like $13 million for the War and Navy Departments,
the Bikini tests of the atomic bomb and continued production of bombs, the
plan to arm Latin America with our weapons, production of B-29s and planned
production of B-36s, and the effort to secure air bases spread over half the globe
from which the other half of the globe can be bombed. I cannot but feel that
these actions must make it look to the rest of the world as if we were only pay-
ing lip service to peace at the conference table. These facts rather make it appear
either (1) that we are preparing ourselves to win the war which we regard as
inevitable or (2) that we are trying to build up a predominance of force to intim-
idate the rest of mankind. How would it look to us if Russia had the atomic bomb
and we did not, if Russia had ten thousand-mile bombers and air bases within a
thousand miles of our coast lines and we did not?

Some of the military men and self-styled “realists” are saying: “What’s wrong
with trying to build up a predominance of force? The only way to preserve peace
is for this country to be so well armed that no one will dare attack us. We know
that America will never start a war.”

The flaw in this policy is simply that it will not work. In a world of atomic
bombs and other revolutionary new weapons, such as radioactive poison gases
and biological warfare, a peace maintained by a predominance of force is no lon-
ger possible. ...

Insistence on our part that the game must be played our way will only lead
to a deadlock. The Russians will redouble their efforts to manufacture bombs,
and they may also decide to expand their “security zone” in a serious way. Up
to now, despite all our outcries against it, their efforts to develop a security zone
in Eastern Europe and in the Middle East are small change from the point of
view of military power as compared with our air bases in Greenland, Okinawa
and many other places thousands of miles from our shores. We may feel very

self-righteous if we refuse to budge on our plan and the Russians refuse to accept
it, but that means only one thing—the atomic armament race is on in deadly
earnest....

I should list the factors which make for Russian distrust of the United States
and of the Western world as follows: The first is Russian history, which we must
take into account because it is the setting in which Russians see all actions and
policies of the rest of the world. Russian history for over a thousand years has been
a succession of attempts, often unsuccessful, to resist invasion and conquest—by
the Mongols, the Turks, the Swedes, the Germans and the Poles. The scant thirty
years of the existence of the Soviet government has in Russian eyes been a
continuation of their historical struggle for national existence. ...

Second, it follows that to the Russians all of the defense and security mea-
sures of the Western powers seem to have an aggressive intent. Our actions to
expand our military security system—such steps as extending the Monroe
Doctrine to include the arming of the Western Hemisphere nations, our
present monopoly of the atomic bomb, our interest in outlying bases and our
general support of the British Empire—appear to them as going far beyond the
requirements of defense....

Finally, our resistance to her attempts to obtain warm water ports and her
own security system in the form of “friendly” neighboring states seems, from the
Russian point of view, to clinch the case. After twenty-five years of isolation and
after having achieved the status of a major power, Russia believes that she is
entitled to recognition of her new status. Our interest in establishing democracy
in Eastern Europe, where democracy by and large has never existed, seems to her
an attempt to reestablish the encirclement of unfriendly neighbors which was
created after the last war and which might serve as a springboard of still another
effort to destroy her. ‘

If this analysis is correct, and there is ample evidence to support it, the action
to improve the situation is clearly indicated. The fundamental objective of such
action should be to allay any reasonable Russian grounds for fear, suspicions and
distrust. We must recognize that the world has changed and that today there can
be no “one world” unless the United States and Russia can find some way of
living together.

Henry A. Wallace, “The Path to Peace with Russia,” New Republic, 115 (1946), 401-406.



