
ng stereo- type is a demeaning I 
L AST spring my family and I visited Arches National 

Park. While the older children and I unloaded the 
car, our youngest daughters explored their 

fascinating new surroundings. Katie Jane, aged two, 
soon came running back from a nearby water faucet 
where she had just seen her first live lizards. "Mommie," 
she shrieked, "come quick, I show you baby alligators!" 
Katie Jane, we would all agree, had made quite an error 
in identifying full-grown lizards as baby alligators. Yet, 
given her tender years, her naivete was entirely 
forgivable. The situation is much more serious, 
however, when we adults commit and stubbornly 
persist in error, when we ignore or distort common 
experience and our deepest feelings, or when we crush 
reality under the weighty pestle of our prejudices. In 
some important ways we have done this with the 
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Russians and have created out of a great and diverse 
nation "an impossible and foolish fancy,"l a chimera. In 
G r e e k  m y t h o l o g y  C h i m e r a  w a s  a f i r e -  
breathing she-monster, often represented by a 
composite of a lion, a goat, and a serpent or dragon.2 Like 
prejudices, a chimera arises not from enlightened 
observation of real life but from the imagination, from 
fantasy. 

The Russian stereotype, a menacing chimera assailing 
the minds of many Americans, is a demeaning caricature 
of the Russian people. It alleges that Russians are ill- 
mannered and swaggering; bellicose and militaristic; 
dishonest, unreliable,3 deceitful, duplicitous, cunning, 
and atheistic; that they trample on all that is humane, on 
respect for the individual, on tolerance for dissent, on 
compassion for the suffering, on spiritual refinement; 
and that, like a bear, they are dull-witted but powerful 
and only respond to displays of vastly superior force, and 
even then with belligerent reluctance. I 
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self-serving caricature I GARY L. BROWNING I( 
That there have been or are Russians who fit this mold 

is undeniable, as do some Germans, Italians, Japanese, 
and Americans. But I ask you whether a people 
embodying only these features could have produced 
their rich folklore; writers like Pushkin, Tolstoy, 
Dostoevsky, Chekhov, Pasternak, and Solzhenitsyn; the 
composers Glinka, Balakirev, Moussorgsky, Rimsky- 
Korsakov, Tchaikovsky, Prokofiev, Rachmaninoff, 
Stravinsky, and Shostokovich; painters such as Ivanov, 
Perov, Repin, Surikov, Levitan, Serov, Vrubel, 
Kandinsky, and Chagall; and the ballet immortals 
Nijinsky, Plisetskaia, Nureyev, Barishnikov, Makarova, 
and Godunov, to name only a few? The answer must be 
that during the last two centuries Russian society, 
carefully considered, yields about the same ratio of 
talent and degeneracy or creative flight and obtuseness 
as any other. It may even be that the Russians have 
produced more than their share of great masters. And 
culture typically does not flourish in a vacuum. I t  

requires the warmth of a great tradition, the air of a 
cultivated audience, and the light of sensitive criticism. 

I have known a number of ordinary and some extra- 
ordinary Russians quite well; a few I have disliked, but 
most I have regarded highly. I have talked with them at 
length in their own language and have found my 
weaknesses and strengths mirrored in them. I will never 
forget Olga Dormidontovna, a hotel manager, who is 
part of a generation of millions of women who never had 
an opportunity to marry because relatively few men of 
her age survived the Second World War. Twenty million 
Soviets perished from 22 June 1941 to 2 September 
1945. Nearly every family was scarred. By contrast, 
America has lost a third of one million lives in a11 the wars 
of this century, none of which has been fought on her 
soil. Olga was exceptionally kind to our two children and 
spends her vacations at a children's summer camp where 
she serves as a volunteer in search of that happiness she 
would like to have had with her own family. 



The Soviets claim their intentions are misunderstood or 
blatantly distorted; that, for example, their vast military 
expenditures during detente were to catch up, to achieve 
parity, not superiority. 

I will also remember Oleg, a Chechen by nationality 
whose home is the Caucasus, a student of Soviet 
literature, my colleague in 1973. He was born on a train 
when his family was forcibly exiled during Stalin's 
bloody terror. Yet today Oleg is a devoted Communist- 
a kind and gentle man, perhaps naive in his political 
idealism but a man of intelligence and good will. He 
treasured my old issues of Time magazine and helped me 
obtain the Soviet literary books I needed. Then there 
was Viktoria, an archivist, scholar, and dissident who 
longs for greater freedom of inquiry and expression but 
loves her Russian cultural heritage and people. At some 
risk to her position and with no apparent thought of 
reward she arranged for me to meet several people who 
proved particularly valuable to my research. 

I also fondly recall our daughter's first-grade teacher 
in Moscow school number 37 in Gagarinsky District, 
who welcomed into her classroom an apprehensive but 
dogged American girl who knew not a sentence in 
Russian. This superb teacher patiently and masterfully 
worked with Debi until she learned both the language 
and her lessons. And I must also mention Aleksei, an 
underwater welder at the Leningrad shipyards, and a 
devoted Baptist. I grew spiritually from attending prayer 
meetings with him. While approximately thirteen 
million Soviet citizens are members of the Communist 
Party (others sympathize with the Party but have not 
formally joined), there are well over seventy-two million 
who are "regularly (not episodically) committed to a 
religious organization or faith"% Russian Orthodox, Old 
Believers, Muslims, Catholics, Lutherans, Jews, 
Baptists, Seventh-day Adventists, and several others. 
Aleksei, because of his religious convictions, will never 
be a foreman at his plant, but he is at peace with himself 
and preparing his family for a greater kingdom. 

The list is much longer and evokes memories of many 
who were thoughtful and stimulating hosts and 
acquaintances. The better I know them as individuals, as 
human beings, the more I respect and love these 
Russians and the less I agree with those who consider 
the Russian people evil and therefore expendable pawns 
in the Satanic nuclear chess game. 

The rhetoric in the Soviet Union is consistently in 
support of peace and detente, against confrontation 
politics, and for arms limitation. The Soviets claim their 
intentions are misunderstood or blatantly distorted; 
that, for example, their vast military expenditures 
during detente were to catch up, to achieve parity, not 
superiority. At least some of this is disingenuous, surely. 
One fears that neither side is making sufficiently 
strenuous efforts to be fully honest and balanced in its 
thinking and arguments. 

Let me share with you the Soviet stereoty e of 
Americans. It  is also inaccurate, demeaning, anci'self- 
serving. But with their wand of class-consciousness, the 

Soviets tend to divide Americans into a large group of 
poor workers oppressed by a smaller clique of the evil 
wealthy, especially those financiers, manufacturers, and 
suppliers of armaments. The capitalist American is 
opportunistic, exploitative, and ruthless; permissive, 
apathetic, and narcissistic; he is intellectually shallow, 
irreverent toward his heritage, and obsessed with an 
amoral technology; and he is easily satisfied with the 
trivial and tawdry in the arts and uncritically swayed by 
charisma and rhetoric in politics. Most importantly, he is 
naive, inconstant, and thus dangerous in his behavior. 
That is, he is capable of unpredictable and illogical 
responses which, on the international plane, may well 
risk war and even the future of mankind to protect his 
position and ego. This image fits Americans little better 
than our Russian stereotype does their people, but both 
nonetheless underlie much thinking and decision 
making. 

How do these unfortunate misperceptions arise 
among intelligent human beings, and how are they 
perpetuated? Of course the answer lies largely in 
inadequate, unreliable information. The Soviet media 
distort the truth, largely from ideological and 
chauvinistic motivations. The American media, though 
ostensibly free, are also influenced by powerful forces, 
some chauvinistic, some ideological, but mostly 
commerical. "What should the public know?" is too often 
superceded by "What will the public buy?" Frequently 
we are content to follow the wretched path of 
established prejudice rather than clearing the way of 
mental undergrowth obscuring true objectivity and 
lucid thinking. Certainly the United States offers its 
citizens a far broader range of viewpoints, but too many 
of us availourselves of only the most facilely written and 
trivially sensational newspapers, television and radio 
newscasts, and books. We are what we read, hear, and 
think, despite considerable access to information. Unless 
we conscientiously search for and demand the finest, we 
will remain comitose captives of vicious chimeras. An 
open society squanders a most precious resource if the 
minds of its citizens are closed. 

I believe that among Russians akd Americans fhere IS 

roughly the same distribution of the capable and the 
weak, the compassionate and the barbaric, the moral and 
the unprincipled, and, in summary, the good and the evil. 
Are we not far more alike than we are different? Is it not 
time to demand of ourselves that we not caricature and 
dehumanize one another? At the same time can we not 
recognize and even respect real differences among us? I 
share the anguish of the nearly SO-year-old George F. 
Kennan, a former United States ambassador to  the 
Soviet Union: 

I find the view of the Soviet Union that prevails today in 
our governmental and journalistic establishments so 
extreme, so subjective, so far removed from what anv 



I believe that among Russians and Americans there is 
roughly the same distribution of the capable and the weak, 
the compassionate and the barbaric, the moral and the 
unprincipled, the good and the evil. 

sober scrutiny of external reality would reveal, that it is 
not only ineffective but dangerous as a guide to political 
action. This endless series of distortions and over- 
simplifications; this systematic dehumanization of the 
leadership of another great country; this routine 
exaggeration of Moscow's military capabilities and of the 
supposed iniquity of its intentions; this daily misrep- 
resentation of the nature and the attitudes of another 
great people-and a long suffering people at  that, sorely 
tried by the vicissitudes of this past century; . . . this 
reckless application of the double standard to the 
judgment of Soviet conduct and our own; this failure to 

Americans think of freedoms, these considerations 
seldom, if ever, come to mind, although their absence 
makes those  w e  revere  remote.  T h e  Soviet 
government has far from fully provided its citizenry 
with the material freedoms it officially lauds, although 
substantial progress has been made, and far more could 
have been, had it not been for vast military 
expenditures. 

In reality both the Western and the Russian concepts 
of freedom are praiseworthy, and both manifestations 
of abuse of freedom are deplorable. Must it be 

recognize the commonality of many of their problems considered ivory-tower utopianism to engender respect 
and ours as we both move inexorably into the modern for one another's healthy perspectives, eager 
technological age . . . these, believe me, are not the marks encouragement for each other's efforts to reduce the 
of the maturity and realism one expects of the diplomacy wasteful excesses, and even a climate that would foster 
of a great power.5 the amalgamation of the best on each side? We have the 

We can begin to bridge this huge gap, to escape these choice of dwelling on each other's negative features or of 
unfortunate chimeras by looking more closely at  the building upon that which is laudable. What, really, do we 
Russians and at ourselves. One of the areas in which we have to gain by cultivating, even inadvertently, 
and the Russians are alike yet distinct is our mutual love suspicion, fear, and hatred? 
of freedom. Our  concepts of freedom differ in certain This brings us to a most compelling reason to seek 
important ways. And we tend, unfortunately, to see our common ground with the Russians. We have turned our 
respective ~ e o p l e s  as the sole guardians of t rue freedom. respective attachments to freedom and our mutual 
Nevertheless, each perspective can contribute t ruth and distrust for the vicious chimeras which we believe 
enrich the other's appreciation of this fundamental reflect reality into an arms race that threatens todestroy 
birthright. tens of millions. But are they not naturally more 

Americans approach the concept of freedom largely militaristic than we? Do they not seek to enslave the 
from the perspective of the individual. We extol the world and deprive mankind of all meaningful freedoms? 
freedoms of religion, speech, the press, peaceable Did you know that the Russians honestly perceive us as 
assembly, and the right to bear arms, although too many being the committed militarists? From their perspective, for 
of us exercise those freedoms minimally. instance, our  most perilous confrontation, the Cuban 

You and I shudder when we hear of the gratuitous and missile crisis of October 1962, seems quite different 
brutal Soviet repression of dissident artists, writers, than ours. 
philosophers, and religious leaders seeking to express Khrushchev claimed that he  intended to protect Cuba 
themselves according to their consciences. Many from another Bay of Pigs-type invasion and at  the same 
Russians join foreign critics in condemning this time retaliate for the Americans' having placed missiles 
manifestation of official insecurity overlaid with aimed at  the USSR in the NATO countries of Turkey, 
insatiable lust for unanimity. Even SO, most Russians Italy, and Great Britain. In fact our nuclear missiles in 
view freedom somewhat differently. They are repulsed Turkey were as close to Moscow and Leningrad as his in 
at the social costs of American freedom. They are aghast Cuba would have been to Washington, D.C., and New 
at our abuses of freedom seen especially in York City. Khrushchev believed that Soviet weapons in 
assassinations of political and other leaders, in our Cuba would show us how his people felt. 
towering rate of violent crime, our pornographic license, Understandably, Americans were wroth, for we 
our incidence of drug abuse, our apparent toleration for  viewed the anti-Soviet emplacements in NATO 
the Mafia, Ku Klux Klan, and fanatical, murderous cults, countries as essentially unrelated to the problem. 
and our legal solicitude for the rights of criminals. Not a President Kennedy demanded that tkle Communist 
few Russians are more than willing to endure even a missiles be removed and threatened to use force if 
totalitarian government in order to be relatively free of Khrushchev did not immediately comply. The United 
this social anarchy. States and the Soviet Union teetered precariously on the 

For centuries Russians have valued freedom, first and brink of a superpower war. 
foremost, not as it relates to the individual but to the Today in the magnificent John F. Kennedy 
group, to the collective. Today this is manifest in the Presidential Library in Dorchester, Massachusetts, 
abhorrence of social disorder, illiteracy, hunger, un- hangs a banner showing Kennedy and Khrushchev 
employment, and in an inability to obtain adequate basic glowering at each other. The accompanying text is by 
health care, housing, and transportation. When we Kennedy's Secretary of State, Dean Rusk: "We're 



We have turned our respective attachments to freedom and 
our mutual distrust for the vicious chimeras which we 
believe reflect reality into an arms race that threatens to 
destroy tens of millions. 

looking eyeball to eyeball, and I think the other fellow. Khrushchev the man. He was a Russian commoner and 
just blinked." One's first inference might be that the spoke in a colorful, colloquial style. His language was 
United States was the more courageous, resolute, and interesting for its abundance of folk sayings: witty, 
called the Soviet bluff. But when one considers how expressive, often coarse. His gifted interpreter, a high 
close the world then was to  nuclear war, one must ask in ranking foreign service officer, frequently softened the 
soberness who showed the greater courage? And whose impact of his chief's barbs when appearing before a 
stance was the more militaristic? Western audience. On one occasion in 1959 Khrushchev 

Americans are, after all, the ones who twice dropped angrily responded to  a reporter who had baited him with 
the atomic bomb on civilian populations in 1945. And 
Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and most 
recently, Carter all seriously contemplated or 
threatened the use of nuclear weapons.6 We have our 
counter arguments ready in many areas. This year the 
government-appointed United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency released a report which claims 
that the Soviet Union has become "the world's largest 
arms exporter," with agreements to third world 
countries "more than double those of the U.S." 
President Reagan partially justifies his own increased 
arms production and sales as "an element of . . . global 
defense and an indispensable component o f .  . . foreign 
policy."7 

Why do the Soviets consider this to be artful but 
devious propaganda? Because they are aware of other 
data. The Center for Defense Information (a 
Washington-based but non-partisan think tank) reports 
that when one considers, for example, military aid as well 
as arms sales and the most recent arms transfers from 
both sides, "the United States continues to be the 
World's No. 1 supplier of weapons to other nations. The 
U.S. and its allies supply far more weapons to the third 
world than does the Soviet Union and its allies." Another 
source has claimed that "of the fifty largest American 
industrial companies, thirty-two make or export 
arms."8 Surely our militarism is not insignificant when 
compared with that of the Soviets. 

O n  both sides there is honest concern for legitimate 
defense from what one fears is a dangerous foe. Better 
than most, however, the Russians know what the evil 
word war means. Because of their horrible suffering 
from invading Nazis during World War I1 there is wide- 
spread determination to never again be militarily weaker 
than their opponents. This is a fundamental reason why 
they will endure great sacrifices to "keep up" in this 
world's bizarre arms race. But one wonders whether, on 
both sides, indolent thinking, political ineptitude, and 
greed for profits from the sale of weapons do not carry 

a question about Soviet suppression of the Hungarian 
uprising in 1956. Khrushchev's words (implying the 
battalion of U.S. marines sent to Lebanon in mid-1958) 
were translated as "We, for our part, could think of quite 
a few questions of similar character." But those in 
attendance w h o  spoke Russian repor ted  tha t  
Khrushchev literally said, "I can toss more than one dead 
cat your way, even fresher, you know, than questions 
about HungaryP1'9 The difference in denotative meaning 
is slight, but the expressive connotations are quite 
different. 

Now to Khrushchev's famous outburst. He did not, as 
many Americans have come to believe, shout this while 
at the United Nations in his 1960 shoe-thumping public 
display of ill behavior. He apparently said this in mid- 
November, 1956, at the time of that same Hungarian 
uprising, during a private Kremlin reception for 
Western diplomats. That evening he raged over British 
and French response to Egyptian nationalization of the 
Suez Canal. Then, in commenting on peaceful 
coexistence, Khrushchev declared that "Communism 
did not have to  resort to war to defeat capitalism: 
'Whether you like it or not, history is on our side. We will 
bury you.' "10 Since he specifically emphasized that war 
against capitalism was unnecessary, Khrushchev was 
quite evidently speaking figuratively about burying us. In 
his subsequent memoirs published in the West, 
Khrushchev claimed that "enemy propaganda picked up 
this slogan and blew it all out of proportion. . . . Our 
enemies were distorting and exploiting a phrase which 
I'd simply let drop." Khrushchev also explained that 
while people can live in peaceful coexistence, rival 
ideologies, each claiming a monopoly on truth, cannot 
placidly coexist, since both cannot be right; one must 
encompass truth, the other, falsehood. O n  an ideological 
plane, the two will struggle on until one emerges 
victorious, one outlives the other, one buries its foe, or 
attends its enemy's funeral.11 

Now I do not wish to condone Khrushchev's bombast. - 
us beyond our legitimate "defense" concerns. I am not entirely comforted to hear that he and others 

There are two more specific but representative believe fervently that their ideology is vital and ours is 
chimeras which are, I feel, among those that contribute moribund. For one thing, ideological conviction is too 
to the greatest misunderstanding of the Russians. The commonly expressed and imposed through the sword. 
first is that Khrushchev threat "We will bury you!" But Khrushchev's bluster is far less threatening thanour 
which for us serves as a chilling verification of the Soviet common interpretation of it. 

I craving for world militarv domination. The second issue which causes consternation in the 
To Gnderstand this staiement one must first consider West is Soviet intransigence in refusing to allow on-site 



Let us begin to rid ourselves of the feelings of irrational 
hatred and vengeful resentment and start acting like we 
understand we are all God's children, brothers and sisters, 
East and West, for whom the gospel of Jesus is intended. 

inspection of missile installations. Although satellite to peace? Probably both were genuine. Was the peace of 
verification actually renders this concern less urgent, in which he spoke only the stillness of Soviet hegemony, or 
fact it remains for many an incontrovertible example of an acceptance of: coexistence? Again, almost surely both. 
their ill-will and duplicity. Although a difficult problem, The Bolshevik believed in the prevalence of material and 

it too, I believe, is many faceted. Ages-old Russian military factors; the aged leader was exhausted by the 
exactions of a pitiless system. Doubtless, no more than 

secretiveness and a nagging suspicion of inferiority any other Soviet leader would Brezhnev resist a chance 
partially masked by abrasive verbal chest-thumping to alter the power balance; nothing can relieve us of the 
have all made on-site inspection next t o  impossible. For imperative of preparedness. . . . 
these reasons I was startIed when reading the recently But there was also in Brezhnev a strain of the 
published memoirs of Henry Kissinger. He convincingly elemental Russia, of a people that longs for a surcease 
demonstrated that what Soviet and other world leaders from its travails and has never been permitted to fulfill 
respond to best is not a show of brute force but its dream.13 

intelligence, competence, fairness, and perseverance. At Kissinger then reveals the following from the 1974 
one point Henry Kissinger describes his 1973 and 1974 summit regarding on-site inspection: 
meetings with Leonid Brezhnev at the high water mark 

During my visit to Moscow in March, Brezhnev 
East-West detente' Here we observe an American proposed underground tests of nuclear weapons abovea 

possessed of a sharp mind and good will struggling in an certain yield. . . . This opened up discussions on 
honest but cautious way to understand the Russian verification that represented a major advance. If we were 
leader and his nation: to verify that tests were below the threshold, the Soviets 

Upon arrival my colleagues and I were driven to would have to reveal their test sites. This- 

Zavidovo, the Politburo hunting preserve-the Soviet surprisingly-they agreed to do. The question of 

Camp David-some 90 miles northeast of Moscow. This "peaceful nuclear explosion" then arose. We asked for 

was intended as a great honor. No Western leader had on-site inspection, and after prolonged wrangling the 

ever been invited to Zavidovo; . . . Our hosts did their Soviets agreed. Never before had they done so.14 

best to convey that good relations with the U.S. meant a Tragically, the United States, soon prostrate in the slime 
great deal to them. of Watergate, was unable to pursue this concession. 

Was it a ruse to lull us while the Kremlin prepared a Many of us, nearly a decade later, still believe the 
geopolitical offensive? Or were the Soviets sobered by principal difficulty in arms control is on-site 
Nixon's firmness into settling for restraint? Did they 
seek detente only as a tactical maneuver? Or was there a inspection.15 It is  a formidable obstacle, but if we 

serious possibility for a long period of stability in U.S.- apparently overcame it once, could we not strive as 

Soviet Relations? diligently to  recapture the spirit and recreate the 
We can never know. Within twelve months both circumstances tha t  led to  the earlier, missed 

Nixon's capacity to oppose Soviet expansion and his opportunity? 
authority to negotiate realistically had been under- By this point, I am sure, some of you feel that I am 
mined by Watergate. Whether our East-West policy was being unfair to the United States or blind to the "Red 
doomed in any event by the dynamics of the Soviet Menace." You may have decided that I am advocating 
system or by the inherent ambiguity of our conception compromise, accomodation, o r  even appeasement; or, a t  
will be debated for a long time. The issue became moot best, that I am overly idealistic and, hence, naive. What 
when the Executive power in the U.S. collapsed.lz do you do, one may well ask after all my 

After hunting together, Kissinger and ~~~~h~~~ "sentimental gullibility," with their bloody revolution, 
converse, and Kissinger observes BrezhnevJs "split civil war, forced collectivization, and Stalin's purges; 
personality-alternatively boastful and insecure, their brutishness in Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and 
belligerent and mellow.u ~f~~~ the soviet leader had Afghanistan, or their heavy-handed interference in 
voiced his angry alarm over the nuclear arming of the Ethiopia, Angola, South Yemen, and Poland? And what 

People's Republic of China, Kissinger records: about their massive mili&ry buildup? 
I must reply that all this horrifies and depresses me. It 

Reflecting the duality of the national character and of represents their worst, not their best side. It 
his own personality, Brezhnev shifted suddenly from 
menace to sentimentality. He spoke of how his father demonstrates again the evil capacity of a totalitarian 

regime, be it Communist or  anti-Communist. And I tire had learned in War I that peace was the 
of their pointing in self-justification to Korea, Lebanon, goal. Brezhnev reminisced about the human impact of 

World War 11. He spoke gently, with none of the Santo Domingo, Cuba, Chile, Vietnam, El Salvador, and 
braggadocio so evident a few moments earlier. Israel, and to our massive programs of arms 

Which was the real Brezhnev? The leader who spoke development, stockpiling, and commerce. Such 
so threateningly of China or the old man who, with his hypocritical posturing on both sides is so childish, yet so 
slightly slurred and halting speech, recited his devotion potentially lethal. 



One wonders whether, on both sides, indolent thinking, 
political ineptitude, and greed for profits from the sale of 
weapons do not carry us beyond our legitimate defense. 

Where the fate of the human race hangs in the 
balance, we  must vut  awav the childish and become men 
and women worthy of our'divine origins and destiny. "If 
people would but understand that they are not the sons 
of some fatherland or other, nor of governments, but 
are sons of God and can therefore neither be slaves nor 
enemies one to another," wrote Leo Tolstoy in his tract 
o n  non-v io l ence  e n t i t l e d  " P a t r i o t i s m  a n d  
Government."l6 President Spencer W. Kimball 
elaborates related sentiments in his inspired advice 
concerning "enemies": 

We are a warlike people, easily distracted from our 
assignment of preparing for the coming of the Lord. 
When enemies rise up, we commit vast resources to the 
fabrication of Gods of stone and steel-ships, planes, 
missiles, fortifications-and depend on them for 
protection and deliverance. When threatened we become 
anti-enemy instead of pro-kingdom of God; we train a 
man in the art of war and call him a patriot, thus, in the 
manner of Safian's counterfeit of true patriotism, 
perverting the Savior's teaching: "Love your 
enemies. . . ." 

Our assignment is affirmative: to forsake the things of 
the world as ends in themselves; to leave off idolatry and 
press forward in faith; to carry the gospel to our 
enemies, that they might no longer be our enemies.17 

But is that not too idealistic? Dostoevsky's dreamer 
thounht not. "In one dav. in one hour." he exclaimed. 
"eveiything could be a r r g g e d  at once! The  main thing ii 
to love your neighbor as yourself."ls If not in an hour, 
take a day, a year, o r  even a lifetime, but let us begin to 
rid ourselves of the feelings of irrational, unnatural 
hatred and of vengeful resentment for past affronts, and 
start acting like we  truly understand that we are all 
God's children, brothers and sisters, East and West, for 
whom the  gospel of Jesus is intended. We should focus 
on and accentuate the ~os i t i ve  rather than the contrarv 
in esch other, demon'strate unfeigned good will anh 
unassailable inteeritv. and move toward the ideal at  the " a ,  

most rapid pace possible, consonant with mutual  well- 
being and security. The main thing for us is to think of 
Russians a s  they are, as fellow humans, and not as we 
too often imagine them. as a ruthless chimera. In 
relating to  the& through their new leader Secretary- 
General Androvov we  must be both wise as serventsand 
gentle as  doves. We must discover h o w  to be'come, in 
President Kimball's words, "peacemakers even though 
we live in a world filled with wars and rumors of war."l9 
Should we not lead the way in man's search for peace as 
we are in his search for happiness? 

I close with perceptive counsel and a stirring challenge 
from the theologian and philosopher Thomas Merton: 

Do not be too quick to assume your enemy is a savage 
just because he is your enemy. Perhaps he is your enemy 
because he thinks you are a savage. Or perhaps he is 

afraid of you because he feels that you are afraid of him. 
And perhaps if he believed you were capable of loving 
him he would no longer be your enemy. 

Do not be too quick to assume that your enemy is an 
enemy of God just because he is your  enemy. Perhaps he 
is your enemy precisely because he can find nothing in 
you that gives glory to God. Perhaps he fears you 
because he can find nothing in you of God's love and 
God's kindness and God's patience and mercy and under- 
standing of the weaknesses of men. 

Do not be too quick to condemn the man who no 
longer believes in God: for it is perhaps your own cold- 
ness and avarice and mediocrity and materialism and 
sensuality and selfishness that have killed his faith. . . .20 

Let us not be guilty of further suffocating the faith of 
any of our fellow men but anxiously engaged in the good 
cause of quickening its resurgence. The  power is in us. 
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