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Abstract

Dr. Jeane J. Kirkpatrick, a leading voice in tle®conservative movement, is best known
for her articulation of the Kirkpatrick Doctrineistinctions between authoritarian and totalitarian
regimes that served as the foundation for the ReAganinistration’s Latin American policies.
Her prominence within the neoconservative moventatjmpact on foreign affairs, and her
political accomplishments in a masculine environtmeake her an important historical figure in
recent American domestic and diplomatic historyisMmork explores her transition from liberal
democrat to neoconservative by examining her d&elyand educational background, her
publications and critiques of American diplomacyhe 1970s, along with her membership in
neoconservative organizations. Moreover, this pgecatinizes her efficacy as Permanent
Ambassador to the United Nations and assessempact on American foreign policy

throughout her tenure with the Reagan Administratio
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Introduction

Dr. Jeane J. Kirkpatrick, a political science pssiar at Georgetown University from
1967 to 2002, was a prominent member of the ne@rvatve movement of the 1970s and
1980s who became President Ronald Reagan’s Pertmaméassador to the United Nations in
1981, a post she retained until 1985. Kirkpatriekved on Reagan’s National Security Council,
the National Security Planning Group, was a mernobéne Presidential Cabinet, and was widely
acknowledged to be the expert within the administnaon Latin American affairs. Following
her resignation as Permanent U.N. Ambassador, Kirigk remained active in governmental
matters, serving as a member of the Presidentiadiiesion on Space (1985-1987), the
Presidential Blue Ribbon Commission on Nuclear Bet&l (1985-1987), the President’s Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board (1985-1990), the DefeRolicy Review Board (1985-1993), the
Commission on Fail Safe and Risk Reduction, Depamtrof Defense (1990-1992), and
Chairman of the U.S. Delegation to the U.N. HumahB Commission (2003). Moreover, the
political scientist helped to provide the legaltifisations for George W. Bush’s war on Iraq.
Kirkpatrick also worked for several advocacy groupduding the Coalition for a Democratic
Majority, the Committee on the Present Dangerbmmittee for a Free World, Empower
America, the Foundation for the Defense of Demaegsc¢he Jewish Institute for National
Security Affairs, Freedom House, the Henry M. JackBoundation, U.N. Watch, the Center for
a Free Cuba, the Nicaraguan Freedom Fund, andubancAmerican National Fund, among
others. In addition, Kirkpatrick joined the stafftbe conservative think-tank, the American
Enterprise Institute, where she remained a seeltmw until her death in 2006. Throughout her
life, the ambassador published several books aralles; and wrote a syndicated weekly column

for theLos Angeles Timgd985-1998).



The Georgetown professor is best-known for beitepding voice amongst
neoconservatives and for her articulation of thekpatrick Doctrine. The distinctions she drew
between right-wing authoritarian and left-wing tdgaian governments served as the rationale
behind American support for right-wing dictatorshiproughout the Reagan years. Indeed, it
was the Kirkpatrick Doctrine that caused Ronaldd@@eto recruit the political scientist to be an
advisor on foreign affairs for his 1980 presiddntempaign. Following his victory, the
president made Kirkpatrick the first female ambédes#o the United Nations from the United
States. She also became the first woman to shi@iNational Security Council and the National
Security Planning Group.

Her prominence within the neoconservative movementpolitical achievements in a
male-dominated environment, and the importancé@kirkpatrick Doctrine in the formulation
of the Reagan administration’s foreign policies mdkane Kirkpatrick a significant historical
figure in the examination of American domestic podi, gender studies, and Cold War
diplomacy. Despite this, the literature devotetheformer U.N. Ambassador remains rather
slim and incomplete, in part because her papermaceessible at the moméftiorks that have
referenced her tenure with the Reagan administrdtious almost exclusively on her role as

mouthpiece for the president and pay little at@mntb her involvement in policy-makirfg.

! There are only two biographical accounts of Her Harrison, Patleane Kirkpatrick Part of
the American Women of Achievement Series, (New YQtelsea House Publishers, 1991);
Collier, Peter Political Woman: The Big Little Life of Jeane Kigtpck. (New York: Encounter
Books, 2012). Harrison’s account is rather brief amms written for a younger audience.
Collier's account, though much more thorough, gsffeom bias due to his own friendship with
the subject. Moreover, perhaps due to his backgrasra journalist, Collier’'s work is lacking in
primary source research and citations.

% See: Gerson, AllarThe Kirkpatrick Mission: Diplomacy without Apolo@yew York: The

Free Press, 1991); Hindell, Keith. “Madame Ambassafin Appraisal of Jeane J. Kirkpatrick
as U.S. Permanent Representative to the UniteadbNatll981-1985Passport\Vol. 39, Issue 3,
January 2009; Finger, Seymour Maxwélinerican Ambassadors at the UN: People, Politics,
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Accounts written by Reagan’s staff and foreign pklite follow suit in their marginalization of
Kirkpatrick and their refusal to credit her withetdevelopment of diplomatic strategi&gorks

on the rise of neoconservatism relate her tramsftiom liberal Democrat to neoconservative to
her disenchantment with the New Left and her forgiglicy views; however, most gloss over
the details of the political scientist’s studiesdoimestic politics, rendering their accounts
incomplete’Throughout the literature, scant attention is paithe fact that she broke the gender
barrier that had prevented women from attaininghilgbest diplomatic positions, thus paving

the way for Madeleine Albright, Condoleezza Riag] &lillary Clinton®

and Bureaucracy in Making Foreign Poli¢iew York: UNITAR, 1992); Fasulo, Linda M.
Representing America: Experiences of US DiplomatseaUN(New York: Praeger, 1990);
Ostrower, Gary BThe United Nations and the United Stafdsw York: Twayne
Publishers/Simon & Schuster Macmillan, 1998). Gengvides an overview of his experiences
working with Kirkpatrick as the U.N.; however, & hot a comprehensive account of the
important issues brought up at the internationganization during Kirkpatrick’s tenure.

Hindell, Finger, Fasulo, and Ostrower focus ondhassador’s ‘confrontational style’ and
inexperience.

% See: Reagan, Ronaltlhe Reagan Diarie@New York: Harper Collins, 2009); Haig, Alexander.
Caveat: Realism, Reagan, and Foreign Po(idgw York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1984);
Meese, EdwinWith Reagan: The Inside Stofyashington, DC: Regnery Gateway, 1992);
Shultz, George Plurmoil and Triumph: My Years as Secretary of Sgiieew York: Charles
Scribners’ Sons, 1993). Reagan often misspellsam/re, while Haig references complaints
made by the ambassador regarding her office, Igtadf, and security detail. Meese states that
her UN duties kept her away from the NSC and NSP&mimited her ability to influence
policy. Shultz claims she was too ideological aodfmntational to be National Security
Advisor. In all these accounts, Kirkpatrick is aghgible figure.

* See: Vaisse, JustiNeoconservatism: The Biography of a Movent€atmbridge, MA:

Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 201@ys@n, MarkThe Neoconservative Vision:
From the Cold War to the Culture Waiidew York: Madison Books, 1996); Ehrman, Johhe
Rise of Neoconservatism: Intellectuals and Fordidfairs, 1945-1994New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1995); Hoeveler, Jr, J. DaVithtch on the Right: Conservative Intellectuals in
the Reagan ErgMadison, WI. University of Wisconsin Press, 199Iisse provides the best
overall analysis of Kirkpatrick’'s domestic and figmre policies and their places within the
neoconservative movement. Gerson only mentionspidirick in nine pages of his work, but he
relies heavily on her works for his analysis of cawservatives’ foreign policy views. Ehrman
and Hoeveler focus on the Kirkpatrick Doctrine aedconservative foreign policy.

® See: Morin, Ann MillerHer Excellency: An Oral History of American Womenb&ssadors.
(New York: Twayne Publishers, 1995). Morin examindst it is like to be a female
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This work will attempt to address such issues ehistorical literature by providing a
more thorough examination of Jeane Kirkpatrickfs.IChapter One surveys the formative years
of her life from childhood to the first years ofrhmearriage. Throughout this period, Kirkpatrick
refused to conform to stereotypical gender rolesame a loyal member of the Democratic
Party, and received an education in the evils @llitarianism through her mentor Franz
Neumann, his friend Hannah Arendt, and her expasufiest-hand accounts of totalitarianism in
Nazi Germany, Soviet Russia, and Red China. Thptehands with an early articulation of the
Kirkpatrick Doctrine as laid out in her first editevork —The Strategies of Deception

Chapter Two focuses on three books published bipidirick in the 1960s and 1970s:
Leader and Vanguard in Mass Society: A Study irofist ArgentinaPolitical Woman andThe
New Presidential EliteHer dissertation £eader and Vanguard in Mass Societwas a study
of Argentine politics in the years following thewdafall of Juan Perén which Kirkpatrick used to
further buttress her distinctions between authoaiteand totalitarian regimes. In addition, the
publication of this work won Kirkpatrick a reputaii as an expert in Latin American political
systems. In contrast, boBolitical WomanandThe New Presidential Elitdealt primarily with
American domestic politics — the former constitutieel first major study of women in politics,
while the latter was an analysis of the rise oftlesv Left within the Democratic Party. These
works offer valuable insight into the ambassaduiesvs of feminism and other facets of the
New Left's domestic and foreign agendas which pdster further to the right of the political
spectrum.

Chapter Three concentrates on Kirkpatrick’s tramsiinto neoconservatism through her

membership in neoconservative organizations andriterism of the Carter Administration’s

ambassador in a male-dominated world. Her workgs&arkpatrick at the end of a short line of
female ambassadors and diplomats.



foreign policies. In the late 1970s, the politisaientist joined several neoconservative groups
including the Coalition for a Democratic Majoritg DM), the Committee on the Present Danger
(CPD), and the American Enterprise Institute (AKlykpatrick was a founding member of the
CDM, an organization dedicated to saving the DemtacParty from the influence of the New
Left. She was also a founding member of the CPrganization that traced its intellectual
origins to Paul Nitze and NSC-68. The CPD critidiziétente policies for allowing Soviet
expansion and called for increased military spemdind action on the part of the U.S.
Kirkpatrick joined the AEI, a conservative thinkatg in 1977 as her disenchantment with the
Democratic Party grew. In 1979, the Georgetowngasbr published “Dictatorships and Double
Standards” a scathing review of Carter’s foreighgmes based on her distinctions between
authoritarian and totalitarian regimes. The chaptercludes with an overview and analysis of
the Kirkpatrick Doctrine.

Chapter Four examines Kirkpatrick’s efficacy astédiNations Ambassador by
concentrating on various issues discussed in teenational body including the Arab-Israeli
Conflict, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, theewhamese invasion of Cambodia, and the
occupation of Namibia by South Africa. The chaptiso investigates the legitimacy of various
criticisms of Kirkpatrick’'s performance as ambassadlong with her opinions of the
organization and her recommendations for increa&mgrican influence therein.

Chapter Five is devoted to Kirkpatrick’s role iretformulation of the Reagan
Administration’s Latin American policies. It begimsth an overview of her article “US Security
and Latin America” which lays out a blueprint oftsofor successful diplomatic strategies in the
region. The administration’s policies — providing & the Contras, waging covert operations

against the Sandinistas, giving military and ecoiaand to the government of El Salvador



regardless of the regime’s human rights’ violatieral squared nicely with Kirkpatrick’s
prescriptions for containing communism and protegtiational security in America’s front
yard. The chapter concludes with the ambassadoalysis of the significance and intentions of

the Reagan Doctrine.



Chapter One: An Education in Totalitarianism

Jeane Kirkpatrick’s distinctions between authoiata and totalitarian governments, her
assertion that authoritarian regimes were capdieltapsing into approximate democratic
states, thus warranting American support, whileliarian governments were not, and her
criticisms of totalitarianism and modern revolutoy liberation movements did not arise out of
a vacuum. Rather, the Kirkpatrick Doctrine was¢hknination of years of academic study and
life experiences. Therefore, in order to propengerstand and critique her theories as they were
utilized by the Reagan Administration and in theteh Nations, one must examine her early life
experiences and the various works that influenbhedetolution of her thought. This chapter will
attempt to do just that through a brief investigatof her childhood, her college years, and early
married life, culminating in an analysis of herligsrarticulation of the doctrine.
“An American Girlhood”®

Jeane Duane Jordan was born on November 19, &92&lcher ‘Fat’ Jordan and Leona
Jordan in the small, southwestern town of Duncadal®ma’ Her parents were both natives of
Texas. Though born in Texas, Welcher’s family motetValters, Oklahoma when he was a
young boy. There he grew up wrestling with locatidaAmerican boys, along with his seven
brothers, and developed into an imposing athlete.Uthiversity of Oklahoma offered him a
football scholarship and he happily accepted tier ofeeing athletics as a means to enable him

to study the law. Unfortunately, he broke his le@ipreseason scrimmage and was unable to

® Title is taken from Jeane Kirkpatrick’s own accbafiher younger days. “An American
Girlhood” by: Jeane Kirkpatricklhe Weekly Standartlonday, February 5, 2007.

Article can also be found at http://www.aei.orgtdef25531L ast accessed: 10/01/12

’ Biographical information is taken from HarrisoratRleane Kirkpatrick Part of the American
Women of Achievement Series, (New York: Chelseadedaublishers, 1991); Collidreter.
Political Woman: The Big Little Life of Jeane Kidtpck. (New York: Encounter Books, 2012);
and Kirkpatrick, Jeane. “An American Girlhood”.
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continue his gridiron career. Without the athlsttolarship, Jordan could not afford college
tuition and was forced to drop out and become artatin the oil fields. Eventually, through
hard work and thrifty living, he worked his way frpm laborer to driller to drilling contractor.

In 1922, while visiting a friend in Arlington, TegaWelcher Jordan met Leona Kile. Described
by her daughter as “an independent woman in tippéaera®, Leona was temporarily living

with her sister while she took shorthand, typing] aookkeeping courses. Leona and Welcher
fell in love and were married in 1923, after whtbley moved into a rented, two bedroom house
in Duncan, Oklahoma.

Duncan was located approximately forty-four mibesth of the Oklahoma-Texas border
and eighty-one miles southwest of Oklahoma Citye Tdwn was founded by William Duncan
who took over a trade store in 1879 located neav Creek alongside the Chisolm Tralil, a
cattle-driving route between Texas and Kansas88# 1Duncan opened a post office. Soon
after, the entrepreneur heard rumors that the @bidaock Island, and Pacific Railway had
plans to construct a rail-line through Indian Temy which prompted him to buy land in the
area. Through his wife, Sally, a member of the Kdsaw Nation, Duncan was able to claim 500
acres of land, and there he laid out a site fomant In 1892, the promised railroad line was
constructed through Duncan’s land and the towniigdiis name was borh.

In 1907, Oklahoma received official statehood, Bruhcan was made the county seat of
Stephens County. By 1909, the town claimed apprateig 150 commercial establishments
including cotton gins, flour mills, a grist millnd a farm implements dealer. In 1918, oil wells

were opened in southeastern Stephens County amovwhebegan to boom. In 1920, the

8 Kirkpatrick, “An American Girlhood”, 3.
% http://digital.library.okstate.edu/encyclopedidters/D/DU005. html
Last accessed: 10/12/12




population of Duncan stood at 3,463; ten years,lathad more than doubled to 8,363. In
response to the economic and population boomdote leaders “prohibited the construction of
shacks and aggressively policed other boomtownities to ensure that Duncan grew
substantively in an orderly, permanent fashithtDuring the 1920s, a variety of oil-related
industries developed in Duncan, foremost among theimg the Halliburton Oil Well
Cementing Company founded by Erle P. Halliburtbfihough Welcher Jordan was acquainted
with Halliburton, he worked for various other clisrincluding Carter Oil, a producing company
of Standard Oil out of Indian&ln 1922, one year before the Jordans moved to Dyriba town
had its first oil refinery — the Rock Island Refipé®

In 1926, after three years of marriage, Leondawmigave birth to the Jordans’ first child.
It became apparent to the couple from an earlytlz@tetheir daughter, Jeane, was blessed with
an intelligent and inquisitive mind. Jeane could lsar alphabet backwards by the age of three,
was reading by the age of four, and, by the agvef she had committed to memory entire
passages of a multi-volume set of poems, essagisstaries designed for much older children.
Her mother instilled in her daughter a love of iegdand Jeane often lost herself in books for
weeks on end. At the age of ten, Jeane managed¢oesiough of her allowance to buy her first
book - a thesaurus. Her interest in literature laaching made her an excellent student who
consistently ranked at the top of her class. Intemtdto her scholastic aptitude, Jeane was
musically inclined. At the age of seven she starééthg piano lessons and joined the Schubert

Music Club, a group of piano students who studiedlives of composers and performed recitals

19 bid.

1 bid.

2 Collier, 6.

13 http://digital.library.okstate.edu/encyclopedidters/D/DU005.html
10/12/12




for each other. When she was not engaged in musi@dademic pursuits, Jeane spent a lot of
time involved in what she described as “unconvearaioole behavior” or tomboyish activities —
collecting arrowheads and feathers, climbing traad, playing softball and touch football with
the neighborhood boy#.

Though her childhood revolved largely around st¢hadwurch, music, and play, Jeane’s
parents made sure to introduce their daughteretavtirld of politics — specifically, the
Democratic Party. With but two exceptions — Wetth&ather, who in his youth was with both
the Populist and Socialist Parties, and Leona’atggeandfather, who fought on the side of the
Union during the Civil War — both of Jeane’s pasetame from a long line of Democrats. They
were of the Southern yellow dog variety who woutdevfor any member of the party unless he
had been convicted of a felofyAccording to Jeane, Franklin Delano Roosevelt ‘eeted the
allegiance of everyone in my family to the Demosyatluring the depression, they regarded
New Deal programs such as the Rural ElectrificaRomgram, the Civilian Conservation Corps,
the Tennessee Valley Authority, and Social Secastygodsends’ and Roosevelt as a ‘savidr’.
Family loyalty to the Democratic Party became eweme obvious to Jeane when her father
informed her that she could bring home a black drogn Indian boy, but, by God, she had better
not bring home a Republican.

It was also during her childhood that the Jordalasighter became aware of various
racial inequalities that existed within her homeatoWespite the Jordan family’s tolerance and

acceptance of minorities, Duncan was not well-kndevnts racial tolerance or commitment to

YKirkpatrick, An American Girlhoogd4.

15 Ibid, 2. This was Jeane’s mother’s modificatioritaf saying “I'd vote for a yellow dog if he
was Democrat”.

1% |bid.

7 Collier, Political Woman 8.
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social equality. Because the town boasted a laggez&lAmerican population and was located
only twenty miles from a major Indian reservatidaane grew up being exposed to Native
American culture. She attended school with sewdative American children and listening to
them speak in their native tongue was her firsbsype to foreign language. Jeane found them to
be exotic and romantic symbols of a vanishing Aogrwhich prompted her to read Indian lore,
make bows and arrows and beaded things, and imhgnself as an Indian girl with “shiny
black braided hair*® Despite her interest in their customs and cultleane’s friends and
playmates were white children. Furthermore, Jegoiaiso teacher, Mrs. Thompson, remained
an object of ‘curiosity’ to her students and theadlotownspeople for having married, and
subsequently been abandoned by, an Indian’tan.

Race relations between blacks and whites in Duneae of a different nature. The Ku
Klux Klan had been active in the town harassindghtimcks and Catholics, lynching several of
the former?® In her reminiscences of life in Duncan, during tivéight years of her life, Jeane
claimed that the races were not segregated in Duas®lacks lived in white neighborhoods as
servants. Moreover, African Americans participatedearly all aspects of white society and
family life, but again, as servants. In contrasi¢ane’s recollections of the lack of racial
segregation, there were few blacks living in Duneard those who did reside there lived in their
own run-down neighborhoods. Furthermore, Oklahoashihstituted Jim Crow laws beginning
in the 1890s before the territory became a stdteugh segregation was not written directly into

the initial Oklahoma state constitution in 1907eda fears that President Theodore Roosevelt

18 Kirkpatrick, An American Girlhoog4.
19 Collier, Political Woman9.
Y Harrison Jeane Kirkpatrick27.
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would not approve it, one of the first acts of tiesv state legislature had been the passage of
‘Senate Bill Number One’.

This measure defined an African American as anggrewith any black or mixed
ancestry (basically, the ‘one drop rule’), banngérracial marriages, and segregated all schools,
public facilities, and means of public transpodatiln 1915, Oklahoma made history by
becoming the first state to segregate public pegpb®ne booth&'Thus, prejudice against black
Americans permeated throughout Duncan societygsigtdid in other regions of the United
States, especially in the South. Such prejudicelwdsinto the local vernacular where “nigger
toes” referred to Brazil nuts and a “nigger shooteferred to a sling-shét To a young girl,
these words seemed perfectly ordinary; howevelgaae matured into adolescence, she began
to recognize the derogatory nature of such terrdsham segregation and discrimination
violated the basic ideals of equality guaranteethieyAmerican constitution.

Jeane’s awareness of the inequalities that existdeen the races in American society,
along with the history behind them, was heightelmgtier family’s decision to move to lllinois
when she was twelve years old. Though not a stateedime of the Civil War, many residents
of Oklahoma, including various Native American gsgeuhad sympathized with, and fought for,
the Confederacy. Thus, Jeane had grown up hedimgf ¢he nobility of the Confederate cause
in the “War of Northern Aggression”. In lllinoishe learned about the Civil War from another
perspective. After all, lllinois had been a Unidate and the home of President Abraham

Lincoln. In fact, the first middle school she atled in VVandalia, lllinois had been a stop on the

21 http://digital.library.okstate.edu/encyclopediateas/S/SEQ06.html
10/12/12
22 Kirkpatrick, An American Girlhood4.
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Underground Railroad. After spending less thana yelllinois, Jeane became an ardent fan of
Abraham Lincoln and a strong supporter of the Uifon

Regardless of her newfound sympathy for the Unarse and her recognition of the
social and economic inequalities of her hometowan& remained quite fond of Duncan, using
it throughout her life as a model when writing abthe nature of, and conditions necessary for,
democracy. To Jeane, the culture of Duncan, Oklawas democratic, egalitarian, and
libertarian, all attributes that constituted theibduilding blocks of a truly democratic society.
Furthermore, Duncan was a ‘frontier town’ with grea, ‘frontier society’. “A frontier society is
open in special ways,” Jeane wrote, “It is new t®ve was unusual opportunity for individuals
to break free of invisible chains and define thdmeseand make their way™She went on to
describe the fluidity of such a society, where rihpavas stuck in one role, where anybody could
be whatever they wanted to be, and where everyasemglcome. She noted, “The most
remarkable fact about American frontier societsesely, was that people who found themselves
in the same area found it natural to govern thevesdby democratic means, by getting together,
talking things over, choosing leaders, and workoggther to provide basic community
needs.?**Moreover, the civic culture exemplified within suwns appeared to Jeane as the
epitome of the American experience and politicalgsophy; for it was in these towns where
initiative, optimism, determination, and the aceewe of shared responsibility dominated the

American mentality. Much later in her life, as srensitioned from liberal Democrat to

23 Harrison, 29-30.
24 |bid, 4.
25 |bid, 4.
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neoconservative Republican, Jeane often critidibedlal democrats as embodying the opposite
of these truly American traifS.

Jeane’s political transformation was far into filmeire when the family first moved to
Vandalia, lllinois in 1938 before settling permatigim Mount Vernon, Illinois in 1940. Jeane
described the family’s move as one of the two ditaomevents that punctuated her childhood, the
other being the birth of her baby brother, Jerdgemwshe was eight. The family’s move to
lllinois left Jeane inconsolable for a time. Heylid life appeared to be at an end and she
recalled that she thought she might dieler initial loneliness and unhappiness over moving
caused her to spend most of her time in the plibliary. There she eagerly absorbed the
classics — Dickens, Thackeray, Dumas, Jane Auateh(George Eliot — as well as many
contemporary authors such as Steinbeck and Heminglgane continued with her piano
lessons, acted in school plays, fell in love wittalespeare, and edited the high school
newspaper. For her senior thesis, she wrote a essfwur novels by George Eliot, a British
woman who chose to publish her works under a msgeigponym due to the prejudices of that
time.

Jeane had always engaged in activities that i@réhe most part, not deemed suitable
for girls, hence, perhaps her attraction to thekaaf Eliot. Her parents had approved of her
academic curiosity and were proud of her scholastitevements, but they expected her to

conform to prevailing gender roles after finishimgh school which meant marriage and

% This is most evident in her fiery speech at the41Bepublican National Convention where
she labeled Democrats as members of the ‘Blame ianEirst’ club who had lost the initiative
in the Cold War, the determination to fight the €@ar and stand up to the communist menace,
and who were entirely too pessimistic about Amésis&rength and moral role in the world.
Furthermore, she accused them of not acceptingmegglity for the deterioration and
2(‘j7emoralization of society by allowing the rise lo¢ tNew Left and its ‘radical’ policies.

Ibid, 5.

14



children. Jeane, however, had other ideas. Afi@duating at the top of her class, she requested
that her parents allow her to go to college. Jegangted to attend the University of Chicago, but
her parents preferred something less rigorous aré feminine. Thus, it was determined that
Jeane would go to Stephens College, a two year wangellege in Columbia, Missouri. In the
minds of Welcher and Leona, college was only ayear detour before their daughter entered
into a normal, domesticated life. Jeane, whose @onisi at that time were to be a spinster
teacher, did not share their view.
An Education in Totalitarianism

In 1944, Jeane left home to pursue her studieph®ns College, the second oldest
women'’s college in the United States, was estaddish 1833. At the time of Jeane’s arrival,
Stephens served as both a finishing school, degigmprepare elite women for marriage and
social niceties, and as a women'’s college withtlzergprogressive curriculum. For example, the
college offered communication classes designedable women to write effective and clear
business and social letters. Stephens also oftevéde variety of science courses including
psychology, chemistry, biology, geology, etceténa, it should be noted that these were geared
towards women'’s needs. For instance, botany clagsesdesigned to help women plant
gardens on the grounds of their future homes. $teptvas the first women’s college to offer
aviation courses, but it also encouraged womeakie marriage education, child-study, and
clothing courses. In addition to history, econominternational relations, and sociology classes,
young women attending Stephens were instructedimskyling, make-up procedure, and good

grooming?® For these reasons Jeane described Stephens aslitaty place for a would-be

28 http://cdm.sos.mo.goVhis website contains all of the yearbooks fromp&ens College
dating back to the early 2@entury. | have taken course descriptions fronyeerbook, the
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intellectual”; however, eschewing the majority & tfinishing school aspects of the college and
throwing herself into liberal arts studies, shenfdumuch to stimulate her academic curiositfes.

During her two years at Stephens, Jeane devotsdlht the study of literature, history,
writing, and philosophy. It was there that Jearsealered Plato and Aristotle. She read Thomas
Hobbes and John Stuart Mill and briefly embracedtaiianism. She absorbed Dostoevsky,
Virginia Woolf, George Eliot and embraced Modernis$he read Karl Marx and flirted with
Socialism. Her exposure to Mary Wollstonecraft,gifiia Woolf, and other writers on the
subjugation of women allowed her to articulate mdearly her “vague feeling that the
distribution of privileges and power between theesewas not quite as symmetrical as it should
be.”*°

As her two years at Stephens began to come ta@grher parents assumed that she
would soon return home, living the life of a lagiaying the piano, reading, and helping her
mother in the home until she got married. Jeanedeteymined to continue on with her
education, however. Her academic prowess earnea fodirscholarship to the University of
Chicago. She was also accepted to Barnard CoNggeh was affiliated with Columbia
University, and one of the finest women’s collegethe United States. Jeane opted for the
University of Chicago. She was so excited by tippartunity that she could not wait for
September classes to begin, and in June she mov&udago where she hoped to enroll in
summer courses. Unfortunately, everything seemeg torong for her. First, there appeared to
be no housing available for her near campus. Sed¢badiniversity lost her student file, and by
the time they found it, all of the courses she wdrib enroll in were full. The last straw for

Jeane occurred while she was waiting at a busvet@n a group of men grabbed her and
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attempted to drag her into the bushes. Jeane sed=atrich caught the attention of bystanders
who scared the attackers away. At that point, geedéd that Chicago was not the place for her.
So, she spent the rest of the summer of 1946 aehoiinois before leaving in September for
New York City to attend Barnard College.

“New York was the right place to pursue big idédsane wrote, “and it was big ideas
that | decided to aim for in my life*Upon arriving at Barnard, her first task was dewidon a
major. Though she had planned to study politicdbgbphy, Jeane decided instead to major in
political science reasoning that it would allow hercontinue to study both philosophy and
history. Furthermore, a degree in political scieappeared to her to be quite practical. After all,
Jeane needed a degree that might offer her jobrtyppites after her college education was
complete since she had no plans for returning taml¥ernon and settling into domestic Iife.
Accordingly, the young woman threw herself into kerdies. In addition to her political science
courses, she began taking French classes andabonléve with the language and French
culture, spending the summer following her junieayenrolled in an intensive language course
at McGill University in Montreal.

The two years at Barnard College went by quicklyJeane and in 1948 she graduated
with a Bachelor’s of Arts degree in Political SaenThis was quite an accomplishment for
during that period only 6% of all women in the WxitStates had a bachelor’'s degree and only
23% of American women had completed four yearsgt bchoof®® Because her parents (and
most other Americans) believed that she had redeivare than enough education for a woman,

the Jordans expected their daughter to at longéastn to Mount Vernon. As usual, Jeane had
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other plans. She considered attending law schotklécided instead to enroll in graduate school
at Columbia where she would pursue a master’s ddgrgolitical science.

A major factor in drawing Jeane towards Columbéssthe prospect of having Franz
Neumann as her advisor. Neumann was a German Jewadhfled to Great Britain following
the advent of the Nazi regime in 198Buring the Weimar period, Neumann had served as a
labor lawyer to the Builders Workers’ Union. Whesmas not involved in a specific case,
Neumann delivered lectures at various German usitves on business and industrial law. He
completed two doctoral degrees, one in Germanyeavhemwrote his dissertation on the
relationship between the state and punishmentirendecond on the rule of law and the
relationship between political theories and thelexystem which he completed at the London
School of Economic¥During World War Il, Neumann moved to the Unitedt®s and worked
for the Office of Strategic Services. He later serunder Justice Robert H. Jackson during the
Nuremburg trials and helped author a new constituor West German3fin 1942, Neumann
published his magnum opuBehemoth: The Structure and Practice of Nationai@sm Jeane
had read this book while attending Barnard andas this work that prompted her lifelong
interest in non-democratic regimes and totalitasiar) an interest that would eventually propel
her into the national spotlight as both a publiellectual and a policymaker.

The first class Jeane signed up for at Columbsavour semester course on German
politics taught by Neumann. As a member of the &daemocratic Party (SPD) during the
Weimar Era, Neumann was a staunch defender of datnosocialism. In his writings and

lectures he identified dual causes for the destmaf the Weimar Republic: the inability of the

34 Social Democracy and the Rule of Law: Otto Kirchiei and Franz Neumangdited by:
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socialists and leftist liberals to implement effeetsocial and political reforms, and the inability
(or unwillingness) of all the German political pastto defend parliamentary democracy from
minority groups bent on its destructidhiNeumann placed the blame for these problems on
extremists from the right — the fascists, authaatss, conservative clergy, and military — who
had no respect for democratic institutions, an@xremists from the left — the Communists
(German Communist Party, KPD) — who shared thet'sgtistaste for liberal political systems.
Thus, in his view, extremists from both the rightiahe left collaborated to cause the fall of the
Weimar Republic while its supporters passively dtbg appeasing them.

Jeane paid close attention to the dangers posidehtocracies from both right-wing and
left-wing extremists. Her biographer, Peter Collrertes Jeane recounting how Neumann’s
description of life in the late Weimar Republic aped her, particularly stories about Nazi or
Communist groups who took over German towns whigeSocial Democrats responded by
filing law suits. By the time the courts producedeadict, “the totalitarian party had already
consolidated control, killed some people and snasbene things**Further fueling her outrage
toward political extremists were the Nazi governtrfédas in Neumann’s possession which he
allowed her to read. Much of the material containgtiin the files pertained to the Holocaust,
information that Jeane found chilling. “I had legratty sheltered life up until then,” she said, “I
had little idea of the human capacity for evilwks a deeply disturbing view that | acquired from

these documents and from the sense | was gettitigeahagnitude of the Holocaust. It changed
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me forever.?® Her exposure to the inner workings of the Nazirmeg especially in relation to
the “Final Solution”, along with the lessons she@bed in the classroom about political
extremism, only enhanced her desire to learn mooetaotalitarianism.

Much of her fundamental understanding of the nabfitetalitarian regimes came from
her advisor’'s book BehemothFrom this work, Jeane learned how totalitariani@stook over
all legislative and administrative functions of gtate, thereby eliminating representative
government and democratydaving eliminated the political power of the peoffieough the
disbanding of parliamentary bodies, the totalitagithen proceeded to invest legislative,
administrative, judicial, and military power in thands of the party’s leader. Thus, a totalitarian
dictatorship was formetf.Jeane learned that anxiety, periods of civil striéligious turmoil,
and profound social and economic upheavals couldecthe “least rational strata of society” to
turn to charismatic leaders of totalitarian moveta&isubsequently, the special, messianic
gualities supposedly possessed by the leader vgerkta foster a continued sense of
helplessness and hopelessness amongst the peopteirto more easily abolish equality and
substitute a hierarchical order upon a previousiydcratic society/’

In BehemothJeane read about how totalitarians managed tgaeze a nation’s or
people’s society and culture. First, all privatganizations and civil institutions which gave the
individual an opportunity for ‘spontaneous behaweere replaced by totalitarian, authoritarian

organizations, the goal of which was to atomizesthigordinate population by destroying every
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autonomous group that mediated between them arstated>Thus, family, church life, work
associations, etc. were all broken down and replagdarge bureaucratic organizations; the
greater the size of the organization, the gre&tdsureaucratic power, and the less important the
individual membef? Even leisure time was taken away from the poputatia ‘Strength

Through Joy’ programs which did nothing but glonfprk as it enhanced the power of the state.
Finally, Jeane learned that propaganda, supplechéytéerror, were necessary in order for the
totalitarian state to maintain control over the ses¥.

The knowledge that Jeane collected from her m&amattings and lectures on
totalitarianism was supplemented by her exposuather intellectuals who were speaking and
writing about this new political phenomenon. Onelsintellectual who inspired and influenced
the aspiring student was Hannah Arendt. Neumamadated Jeane to Arendt, and together they
attended her lectures on totalitariani&rendt was a German Jew who had fled to Paris from
Nazi Germany in 1933. In 1941, she migrated tdtheed States where she became a noted
political philosopher, publishing books and essaysotalitarianism, revolution, freedom,
authority, and tradition. Two of her major workd)e Origins of TotalitarianisprandOn
Revolution proved to be instrumental in the developmenteahé’s political theories regarding
the nature of modern revolutions and the evilotdlitarianism.

In The Origins of TotalitarianisiArendt expounded upon various characteristics of
National Socialism discussed by NeumanBa&nhemottand applied them to Communism in the
Soviet Union. For example, the book described thmeation of society through the abolition

of individual freedom, autonomous institutions, dne elimination of human spontaneity, the

“% |bid, 366, 400-402.

“% |bid, 402.

47 |bid, 403-410.

“8 Collier, Political Woman 24.

21



qualities of the ‘infallible’ leader of the totaditian party, and the use of terror and propaganda
by both the Soviets and the Nazis. Thus, the beokesl to reinforce Jeane’s initial
understanding of how such regimes functioned, wddde supplying her with new information
about totalitarianism, all of which she used latebuttress the Kirkpatrick Doctrine. In
particular, she learned from Arendt that the gdabtalitarian regimes was global
domination?*Though many historians have claimed that the Rossigere merely obsessed with
defending themselves and that any talk of ‘glolmahohation’ was purely rhetoric, Arendt
disagreed. She claimed that having declared itsdié on the side of history and the victor of
the war against capitalism, the communist goverrinmetine Soviet Uniomadto pursue global
domination or it would lose its legitimacyJeane also learned from Arendt that despite the
abhorrent nature of totalitarianism and its defrevorld domination, many still found it to be
appealing, especially totalitarianism in its commstuform. Arendt blamed its appeal on the
world’s fascination with utopian dreams of univémsguality, where wishful thinking about the
nature of communism blinded the world to its &Vil.

In addition to her writings about the evils of conmmst totalitarianism, Arendt also
publishedOn Revolutionin this book, Arendt focused on the differencesieen the
‘successful’ American Revolution and the ‘unsuc@ds&rench Revolution and concluded that
a combination of history and ‘the social questidaetermined the course of these and all
subsequent revolutions. According to Arendt, “thiereothing more natural than that a

revolution should be predetermined by the typeasfegnment it overthrows>*Arendt noted that
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the American colonists had been living under a stut®nal monarchy with limited
representative government. Thus, their politicatdry made the transition from limited
government to democratic republic relatively e&3y.the other hand, the French had lived under
an absolute monarchy without representation; tbeeethe transition from absolutism to
democratic republic was quite problematfithe rise of Napoleon and the failure of the
revolution, then, were not surprising given Frepohtical history.

Arendt, along with her emphasis on the role o&aaam’s political history, spent much
time analyzing ‘the social factor’ in revolutiomsccording to her, the American Revolution was
fought against the political rule of Great Britaind did not involve any attempts to remake
American society by instituting social and econopyaiality amongst the citizenry. Conversely,
the French Revolution’s emphasis on equality m#attsociety would have to be entirely
remodeled. This reconstruction of society wouldehtovbe brought about through the use of
politics. The failure of the new French governminaccomplish this — to solve the social
problems in France, specifically, its inabilityitwstitute social and economic equality — caused
the people to turn against the revolution, whicduhed in the Republic resorting to state terror
in order to maintain its contréfThus, a comparison can be drawn between the gbtis o
communists in the Soviet Union and those of then€lneRevolutionaries of the t1_"8:entury.

Both desired to remake society in the name of éguahd both utilized an authoritarian,
terroristic state to either achieve their goalsepress the emergence of counterrevolution when

those goals were not realized. Arendt concludedhgps erroneously, that no revolution had

%3 |bid, 154.
% |bid, 106.

23



ever solved the ‘social question’ and “liberatechrfrem the predicament of want”, and that all
attempts to solve the social question through rgianiary means have led to terror.

The knowledge Jeane gained about totalitariamisdirevolution from both Neumann
and Arendt constituted the core of what would bevkm as the Kirkpatrick Doctrine. At the
time, however, such readings only served to furtlieuse her interest in non-democratic
governments and totalitarianism. Accordingly, unither direction of Neumann, Jeane wrote her
master’s thesis on Oswald Moseley’s British Unidirascists. She was a hard worker, and by
the time she finished her MA degree in 1951, shtkaieeady completed nearly all the
coursework required for her PhD. She lacked onky seminar course and a dissertation. She
had already begun working on her dissertationngniry into the appeal of communism to the
French middle classes, but was unable to contintreher studies when her father suddenly cut
her off financially>®Welcher believed that his daughter had receivederttaan enough
education for a woman and was in danger of becomisignster. At this point, Jeane had two
options: she could move back to Illinois with hargnts or she could get a job. Not surprisingly,
she opted for the latter.

Armed with letters of recommendation from her noenieane left New York for
Washington, DC to interview for two positions iretBtate Department — one with Herbert
Marcuse, another European émigré with whom shefavaiiar from her days in Columbia, and
who would later be an intellectual godfather to e Left, and one with a political science
professor, Evron ‘Kirk’ Kirkpatrick. Both intervieswent well, but Jeane, who found Marcuse

to be a bit off-putting and pompous, chose to aicKaipatrick’s offer to become a research
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analyst in the Office of Intelligence Research. Hist assignment was to edit and condense
interviews of Russian citizens who had fled frora 8oviet Union during World War Y.

The interviews Jeane read came from a varietpofces: some had been collected by
the Nazis from Russians attempting to flee the &dvnion during World War 11, while others
originated from Allied military personnel. No mattbe source, each Soviet citizen’s description
of life in communist Russia left Jeane horrifietheTrefugees talked about the series of purges,
the show trials that were held, the millions wheddfrom enforced famine in the Russian
countryside, and the existence of the gulag, allmth served to keep the population in a
constant state of terror. Jeane, of course, hadl lngaead about many of these things, but she
had never been exposed to first-hand accountgeafiider a communist system. Reading those
interviews confirmed her sense that totalitarianéichnothing but create a hell on eatth.

Jeane worked for about a year at the Office d@lligence Research before she won a
fellowship to study at the Institute de SciencetRple at the University of Paris in France.
Some speculation surrounds her rather abrupt @ecisimove to France. According to one
account, Jeane had gotten bored with her workeaSthte Department and saw the French
fellowship as a means to finish her dissertatich RhD>*However, her biographer and friend
Peter Collier asserts that she had fallen in loitk #&vron Kirkpatrick, a much older man who
was in the midst of ending his second marriagé&uatson from which she wanted to
flee *%Whatever the reasons behind her decision to léa&eptember of 1952 Jeane boarded

thelle de Franceand set sail for Paris.
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When Jeane arrived in Paris, she settled into Rall] an international home for women.
Despite the fact that it consistently had heatlastdvater in a time when much of Paris was
suffering from fuel shortages and a lack of u#hti the young American felt that if she stayed in
Reid Hall she would not be able to immerse hexsatiipletely in French culture and society.
Consequently, she rented a room in an apartmeohgielg to a French widow on the Rue de
Lubeck. A routine soon developed: attending claaséise University of Paris, researching at the
Biblioteque Nationale, shopping in outdoor markettjng at bistros, and drinking coffee in
Parisian cafe&! Various activities planned by the French governnfienthe foreign fellows at
the University of Paris provided some variety -ngeaent on excursions into the French
countryside, met French politicians, and heardulest from French intellectuals including Jean-
Paul Sartre and Albert Camus, two men whose rda#img out was the talk of the town.

The fracture of the friendship between Sartre @achus had followed the 1951
publication of Camus’ workhe Rebelhich Sartre’d. es Temps modernésad given a rather
unfavorable review. Camus took the critique asrag®l insult and responded with an angry
letter to the paper in which he blasted Sartrelgipal and philosophical points of view. This
was followed by a series of insults and accusatimtaeen the two men, at the core of which,
was their stance on communism. By 1951, Camus tiax ¢o the conclusion that ‘communism
equals murder’ which caused him to reject Marxisemibhism as a means for the reordering of

society. Sartre, on the other hand, while not a begrof the Communist Party, viewed the
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communists as being on the side of history andé#st means for bringing social and economic
equality to France and the wofid.

Between 1946 and 1948, both Camus and Sartrediled for a democratic and
transformed Europe that would avoid war and puespath between communism and
capitalism. By 1950, however, Sartre had decidatlttiis was an unrealistic option, and, as he
was committed to socialism and change, he acceytatihe viewed to be the reality of the
situation, that the best option for social chane rogress in Europe was communf§Bartre
was attracted to Marxism’s stress on science anesithatology, and was convinced that the
communists were on the side of history and the mgrklasses. Though Sartre was aware of the
violence associated with the rise of communismeeigfly in the Soviet Union, he still regarded
the Soviets as true proletarian leaders who woalisform the world into a socialist paradise.
He excused proletarian violence as a justifiablamsdor countering violence brought about by
the capitalists; after all, to make an omelet onstbreak some eggs. In Sartre’s mind, the
violence and brutality of Russian communism conéidnmow serious they were about creating a
new society>Camus disagreed.

In The RebelCamus sought to define the difference betweebal and a revolutionary.
According to him, a rebel continually struggled iagaa power that he viewed as oppressive
while maintaining a respect for human life. Theelalbas immersed in an ‘obscure protest’

involving neither systems nor reasons which wastdienin scope and only a testimonidh
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contrast, the revolutionary, through ‘nihilistiaziftration’, sought to transform the world and
strove to acquire the power to do so. Revoluti@saiin their zeal for total societal
transformation, sought to do too much, which, irt,g@sulted in their resorting to killing in
order to achieve their godi&amus deplored such acts of political violence whghilosophical
systems were utilized in order to justify murdee ¢escribed such acts as ‘crimes of logic’. In
his mind, communism fit this model, a philosophyihich the initial impulse of the
revolutionary for freedom and equality led to murded totalitarianismfi°To him, the creation
of a communist world did not justify the liquidati@f millions, therefore he rejected ‘Marxist
realism’ and violence, maintaining that there wa@al values which were independent of
history. He insisted that communism was a flawectnitlze based on utopian dreams and the
faulty belief that historical dialectics constitdtthe entire context of the human experiefice.
According to Collier, Jeane considered hersely ¥ertunate to have arrived in Paris
during the midst of the famous intellectual battgale between Sartre and Camus over
communisn’She, along with many other intellectuals, Frenath faneign, avidly followed their
debate in_es Temps moderness it appeared to represent in microcosm the icobgtween the
Soviet Union and the West in the burgeoning Cold.Weane bought Camus’ woik)e Rebel
which had inspired the debate between the two ar@hyead it in French. She attended a lecture
sponsored by the University of Paris which featu@athus and was fascinated with what she
called his ‘moral voice’. Jeane saw Camus severad in Paris and actually spoke with him on

a few occasions. She also attended a Sartre leattar®arisian bookstore, and though she
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remained impressed with his intellect, she was l&ggbay what she called his ‘intellectual
delirium’ regarding the nature of communism in 8wviet Union’*

Given Jeane’s educational background, it was nqirsing that she supported Camus in
his debate with Sartre. She was most impressed‘higlsuspicion of abstract theory and its
friendship with totalitarianism; his elevation dethuman dimension over the political one; his
focus on the impact of ideas and the personal cpresees of ideologies?As the Parisian elite
increasingly supported Sartre and attacked Caneaselfelt as if she were watching “the
intellectual equivalent of mob violenc&Jeane furiously defended Camus to her French
fellows, and in doing so, felt as if she were ddfeg herself and her country. According to her
biographer, the Camus-Sartre debate crystallizedibe of the evils of totalitarianism and the
righteousness of the United States’ role in thedGhr’*

During her ten months in Paris Jeane had perféwe&rench language skills, actively
engaged with intellectuals and politicians fromaalér Europe, acquired a love for French
cuisine, and finished the research for her dissentaOnly a couple of instances marred her
otherwise heavenly time in France — the returmaflaess that a French physician diagnosed as
rheumatic fever, a condition which permanently veedd her heart, and the return of Evron
Kirkpatrick into her life. Evron had written hertiers throughout her stay in France, and Jeane
considered remaining in France indefinitely in arie“outrun the moral issue Kirk

represented’®The issues surrounding her feelings for her foremeployer, however, could not
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be avoided. Near the end of her fellowship, Evnoived in Paris determined to woo Jeane. His
efforts were successful and the two of them sdil@de together as a couple to the United States
in the fall of 1953.
Life After Paris

Upon arriving back in Washington, Jeane felt ithdobe improper to return to work for
Evron Kirkpatrick, so she got a job working for thieonomic Cooperation Association. There
she aided in the writing and publication of a bdekailing the successes of the Marshall Plan.
Jeane wrote several chapters of the book whicht dehl the political aspects of the massive aid
scheme, but when the bodi)e Marshall Plan and Its Meaningas finally published, she was
given no credit. Angry, Jeane blamed this omissioriprejudice against women°This
experience made her determined to get back to wmotker dissertation and finish her doctoral
degree. Unfortunately, her mentor, Franz Neumams, killed in a car accident in 1954 while on
a vacation in the Swiss Alps. Neumann'’s death ttsotoll on Jeane both personally and
academically, for in addition to grieving for thess of her mentor and friend, Jeane was
informed by Columbia University that no other membfthe political science department was
gualified to guide her dissertation. As none offdmailty members were well-versed in French
intellectual and political theory, she would hasechange her dissertation topic and start her
research anew. Momentarily overwhelmed, she dedwedstpone her doctoral work and look
for another job.

Jeane soon got a job at the Human Resources Re<@gganization at George
Washington University transcribing interviews wadbmmunist Chinese soldiers who had been

taken as prisoners of war in Korea and subsequesftiged repatriation. The project, known as
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“Project Tick”, was underwritten by the Defense Bement and run by University of Chicago
psychologists and sociologists as part of an eftounderstand what was going on behind the
bamboo curtaii’The interviews reminded Jeane of the Nazi file$ Meumann had allowed her
to read at Columbia along with the testimonial§otiet citizens that she had read while
working at the Office of Intelligence Research. $hior the third time in a few short years,
Jeane was again exposed to the impact that totatitsm had on individual citizens.

The psychological aspects of totalitarianism —tteghods used to break down
individuals in order to create politically compltazombies — she found quite intriguing. “It was
perversely fascinating,” she wrote, “to watch thgbuhese interviews as a version of the New
Man was created by the slow drumbeat of daily pshagical violence.” Jeane read about
doctors who were told they could no longer practelicine, engineers who were forced to
build bridges that they knew would collapse, andifi@s who were forcibly separated and
commanded to denounce each other. All of this giheead as ‘systematic violations of the
human being’. “I became convinced,” Jeane notdwit“a diabolical vision of the public good is
the greatest horror and the source of the greawdish modern times?®

When she was not engrossed in researching thdifee@rwellian nightmare that was
communism, Jeane continued to date Evron and id h8%roposed. Jeane was then forced to
inform her parents of her decision to get marridee Jordans were somewhat uneasy about the
match at first; after all, Evron was sixteen yeader than Jeane, with three children, two of
which were still living, from two previous marriagjeHowever, Jeane’s parents had long wanted

her to get married and settle into domestic lifé\&glcher informed his daughter that he would
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rather her be married to a man paying alimony dnild support than be a spinstéHe, Leona,
and Jeane’s brother, Jerry, came to Washington©@kastmas of 1954 and gave their blessing
to the marriage. On February 22, 1955, Jeane armhEvere married in her parents’ living
room in Mount Vernon, lllinois. The next day theytllllinois for their honeymoon which they
spent at the annual convention of the AmericantiealiScience Association at Northwestern
University®

In his biography of Jeane, Collier describes Easrithe Pygmalion who would
intellectually sculpt” Jeane in a way that brougét fully to life#2And, in fact, many of her
friends noted that Evron always pushed her haathieve academically, and as he got older, he
increasingly urged her specifically to embracertiie of public intellectual. As her husband, the
father of her children, and her intellectual comparKirkpatrick’s support and influence on
Jeane became central to her life.

Evron Maurice Kirkpatrick, known to his friends afamily as ‘Kirk’, had been born in
1912 in Indiana. His parents divorced when he was years old and Evron lived with his
mother. Shortly thereafter, his mother marriedvarded man who had a daughter named Doris.
Though his mother was uneducated, she saw educgiammeans for her son to get ahead, so
she saved money to buy her son books and encounagead excel in school. At the age of
sixteen, Evron graduated high school and left htoredtend college at the University of lllinois
at Champaign. Within four years, he had finishethlbos Bachelor's and Master’s degrees in

political science. In 1932, he accepted a schalatshYale where he received his doctoral

%9 |bid.

8 Collier, 51. Harrison, 57. Though most would colesia honeymoon at a political science
convention to be quite un-romantic, Jeane and #iokight otherwise. After all, they were both
intellectuals in the same field, and attending mvemtion with their academic peers during their
honeymoon seemed to them to be a fine way to libginmarriage.

8 Collier, 26.
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degree after two yeaf3while at Yale, Evron was recruited by the politisalence department
at the University of Minnesota.

In between finishing his master’'s degree at thevélsity of lllinois and starting his
doctoral studies at Yale, Evron was forced intormage. His mother and step-father accused him
of impregnating his step-sister, Doris, and a slhotgedding was performed. Though Doris was
not pregnant at the time of their wedding, she ‘&’ had two children together after they
moved to Minnesota — a son named Thomas and a taugtmed Mary*Their marriage had
problems, specifically his infidelity and her lagkeducation, and in 1949 they divorced. In
1950, Evron met Evelyn Petersen, a journalist velberIbecame the first female editor of
National Geographicand the daughter of a former Minnesota goverhie. political science
professor found her to be both physically and ietdbally attractive and Evelyn soon became
pregnant. The couple married in 1951. Shortly afteir marriage, Evelyn gave birth to a
daughter — Anna. Meanwhile, tragedy struck as Esrson from his first marriage, Thomas,
died in a car accident at the age of 16. By the trfhAnna’s birth and Thomas’ death, Evron and
Evelyn’s marriage was already on the rocks andrdavproceedings soon follow&dt was
during this time that Evron Kirkpatrick and Jeanedan first met.

Though Jeane met Kirkpatrick when his personalvias in disarray, his professional life
was flourishing. During his time in Minnesota, Enre a New Dealer and loyal member of the
Democratic Party — founded and headed Minnesatatschapter of the American Federation of
Teachers. He had also published a book enfitteziPeople, Politics, and the Politiciavith

other big names in his field including V.O. Keyu&tt Chase, Harold Laski, and Charles Beard.

83 Collier, 27-29.
84 nid, 209.
8 |pid, 39.
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In the 1940s, Kirkpatrick, a fervent anti-commungorked to rid the Minnesota Farmer Labor
Party from communist influence in order to unitevith the Democratic Party in the state. In
addition to his teaching, writing, and politicakiaties, he mentored the politician and future
Vice President of the United States — Hubert HuraphEvron helped his mentee to get a job at
LSU, supported his efforts to become mayor of Mapwis, and later backed Humphrey’s
senatorial and presidential candidacies. Kirkpltaed Humphrey became life-long friends, and
along with Eugene McCarthy (future Senator) andil@r#reeman (future governor of
Minnesota) they formed a tight-knit social circledkvn as the ‘Minnesota Mafig®

For several years, Evron’s life revolved aroursiteaching and political activities in
Minnesota. This all changed, however, with U.Sryemto World War II. Following the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, he attemptedhtthpmilitary, but due to a hearing
impairment, he was turned down. Subsequently, henteered to serve in the Office of
Strategic Services (OSS) as a specialist in pslditd political systems. During his time at the
0SS, he became friends with the organization’s héélliam Donovan®'When the war ended,
Evron moved back to Minnesota, but by this timehljguservice was in his blood. Consequently,
he wrote a memorandum proposing that the governowtinue to maintain contacts with
academics whose work might be useful to the goventnm restructuring the postwar world.
Several months later the professor received drcall the Secretary of State, Dean Acheson,
requesting that he return to Washington and workHe State Department. In 1947, Evron
moved back to Washington and became the deputgtdiref the Office of Intelligence
Research, later known as the Office of ResearcHraatligence. From this position, and later

from his position as director of the Office of Extal Research, Kirkpatrick forged ties between

8 |pid, 29-33.
87 Ibid.
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leading intellectuals and the State Departmentlerdoordinating the intelligence community’s
uses of scholars and research institutions SUEBTAND — a research and development
organization that started as a research projearthe U.S. Air Forcé®

Shortly after Jeane and Evron’s marriage, he phbll a book entitlefiarget: The
World: Communist Propaganda Activities in 1985 he following year he edited its sequel,
Year of CrisisBoth of these works were intended to alert theeAoan population to the
supposed propaganda advantage enjoyed by the Sbua@t during the early years of the Cold
War. The books discussed the organization andtaireof the Communist Party in the Soviet
Union, the various propaganda themes utilized byprty, communist-dominated international
front groups, and propaganda activities in seva@ds of the world. Though the books were
associated with the United States Information Ageartd published by a private company, the
information in them came from the Office of Reséaaad Intelligence which was associated

with the Central Intelligence Agendy.

8 Collier, 36.

To learn more about RAND quickly, see www.rand.@gcording to Collier, part of
Kirkpatrick’s job was to recruit European and Rassintellectuals and politicians and place
them in American universities, defense and stapadment positions, etc in order to gain
insight into the USSR and the situation in Easkurope. It has been asserted that they helped
the intelligence service recruit former Nazis.

8 Kirkpatrick, Evron.Target: The World: Communist Propaganda Activitre4 955 Prepared

by the Office of Research and Intelligence, Uni&dtes Information Agency (NY: Macmillan
Company, 1956).

% Henry Loomis, Director of the Office of Researcttantelligence, claimed that the CIA’s
association with the books was intentionally left m order to increase the effectiveness of
them. National Archives and Records Administrati©nllege Park, MD, CREST files, CIA-
RDP80B21676R001000200030-8, ER 9-8558. The l&tier Loomis to the Deputy Director of
the CIA goes as follows: “Dear General Cabell: | sanding you a copy of Year of Crisés
comprehensive study of world-wide Communist propagaactivities in 1956. This book,
although published without attribution to this aggnn order to increase its effectiveness
abroad, is actually the third volume produced atinily our Office of Research and
Intelligence. Mr. Evron Kirkpatrick of the Americ&tolitical Science Association sponsored the
book as editor.”
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Evron Kirkpatrick began his book by describing ecoumism as the official ideology of a
movement totalitarian in nature, internationaltgxscope, and global in its aspirations. He
asserted that unlike traditional dictators, comrsul@aders have not been content with
launching political revolutions and achieving powestead, the communists sought to impose a
cultural revolution from abové&Due to the communists’ emphasis on cultural revoiythe
warned, Americans must pay more attention to tlee mwounting communist cultural offensive,
i.e. propaganda, of the Soviet Union. Accordingita, the United States had been forced into a
propaganda battle, a battle that the free worldtmusdue to goal of global domination by the
communist.

Like a number of liberal intellectuals of the tinkesron Kirkpatrick likened communism
to fascism, and labeled them both as totalitanatesns. Similar to the Nazis, the Soviets seized
monopoly control over the mass media and commubpitanetworks, demanded conformity to
an official ideology that dominated all aspectsifef, monopolized political power, and
organized an oppressive secret police which opdthteugh terror. Both totalitarian regimes
exterminated or incarcerated all political opposeattempted through military or political
campaigns to subvert or capture the governmentgighboring countries, and used propaganda
to help them achieve their goals of global domovaii The last characteristic of the communist
totalitarian system described by Kirkpatrick — tis® of propaganda in order to facilitate world
domination — constituted the primary theme of thekb

According to Kirkpatrick, the communists used @ganda to hide from the world their

ultimate goal of domination. When they joined “ladtFront” parties or organizations, it was

%1 Kirkpatrick, Evron.Target: The Worlgdxiii-xiv.
%2 |bid, xix.
% Ibid, xiv-xv.
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only to lend to themselves legitimacy in the eyethe world. Furthermore, the communists saw
joining with other political parties as only a teonary necessity, a means to gain some of their
goals immediately, while waiting to consolidateaiatontrol later ofi*The political scientist
maintained that their goals were to divide and cemgto cause confusion among allies in the
West, and to use colonialism, a salient issueenl®60s, to make the Western nations, along
with their political and economic systems, appe@ppealing to the Third Worf8All of this,
he claimed, was evident in their propaganda. Fampte, Kirkpatrick asserted that the Soviet
adoption of a ‘soft line’ approach in 1955, themlaacing of the ‘Spirit of Geneva’ where the
Soviet Union touted itself as the promoter of wgrtshce, was merely a propaganda tactic
designed to make the Soviets appear conciliafdfpreover, he believed that Soviet opposition
to the proliferation of nuclear weapons was nothimgye than a ploy to distract the West from
the Soviet nuclear build-uPFinally, the offering of economic aid to developimations by the
Soviets, accompanied by with anti-colonial propatganvas merely a means of ensuring the
economic dependence of the Third World on the SawWeon and the communist bloc, a
dependence that would eventually facilitate a comistuake-over of those stat€dn short,
Kirkpatrick firmly believed that the Soviet Uniom@ all communists were extremely
duplicitous, thoroughly untrustworthy, and bentveorld domination.

At the time thafrarget: The Worldvas published, Evron and Jeane were settling into
married life. Following their honeymoon, the Kirkpeks moved into a house in the

Georgetown area of Washington, DC where Jeanem@diworking for George Washington

% bid, 6-7.
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University while Evron took on the Executive Direxghip of the American Political Science
Association. Outside of their work, the Kirkpatrsckwere at the center of a busy social network
that included members of the Minnesota Mafia, sackubert Humphrey and Eugene
McCarthy, and others of a similar political and@aic pedigree. Members of the Kirkpatrick’s
social circle in the 1950s and 1960s were commi(fteldl Warriors and over the years several
transitioned into neoconservatism.

One such person was Ernest Lefever, the husbaM@uafaret Briggs, an old college
friend of Jeane’s from her days at Stephens. Lefeas a professor, a minister, and the founder
of the Ethics and Public Policy Centéin 1957, he published his first major woEkhics and
United States Foreign Policyhis was followed over the years by several bdbks covered a
wide range of topics, including United Nations pglin the Congo, arms control, violence and
revolution, and the impact of television on natiahefense. These works were supported by the
Ethics and Public Policy Center, the Washingtont@eior Foreign Policy Research, and the
Brookings Institution.

Max Kampelman was another member of the Kirkpaiskcial circle. Kampelman met
Hubert Humphrey and Evron Kirkpatrick at the Unaigr of Minnesota during World War II. A
pacifist at the time, he went to the Universitynder to take part in a ‘starvation project’ that

studied the effects of malnutrition in order tcatrdmerican prisoners of war upon their release

“http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/05/us/politics/0Beér.html

10/09/12

Though he was rejected by the U.S. Senate as AssSecretary of State for Human Rights in
1981 due to his controversial views, Lefever seagdn advisor on counterterrorism to the
Secretary of State from 1981 to 1983. AccordinthedNew York Timed.efever was, like
Kirkpatrick, a hardline anti-communist who excussalence associated with right-wing
dictatorships.
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from Japanese camp¥. While in Minnesota, Kampelman, already an esshilil attorney,
decided to get a PhD in political science. In |gtars, he worked for Hubert Humphrey while
he was in the Senate, turned his back on pacisteast when it came to the totalitarian menace
of communism, and was recruited by Ronald Reag&eao delegations to both the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe (1981-1988)the Negotiations on Nuclear and Space
Arms in Geneva (1985-1988}*

Other members of the group included Howard PennjMéalimoore Kendall, Sidney
Hook, Freda Utley, and Hede Massing. Penniman wadditical science professor, associated
with the American Enterprise Institute, who pubéidmumerous studies on elections and
electoral politics in nations around the world. Mibore Kendall was a political science
professor who had worked for the OSS, the CIA,iartie Office of Research and
Intelligence’®® Kendall, a former communist, became a mentor thiakti F. Buckley, Jr. during
his years at Yale and was the only ‘conservativeiher of the Kirkpatrick circle. Sidney
Hook, also a former communist, was a professohdbpophy at New York University who
became a well-known public intellectual, publishmgnerous books, articles, and editorials
until his death in 1989.

Freda Utley was introduced to the Kirkpatricks tigh Hook. Utley was a well-educated
British woman who had joined the communist partyhi@ late 1920s. She married a Russian
communist, and the two of them lived in the Soldaton from 1930 until his arrest and

subsequent imprisonment in the gulag in 1936. Utkxyfrom the Soviet Union after her

husband’s disappearance, going first to Great iriteen to the U.S. The former communist

100 .
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published several works on Japan, China, and tkeeSdnion and became an outspoken
opponent of communism and the Soviet Unihlede Massing, the former Austrian actress-
turned-communist spy who testified against Algesgliwas introduced into the Kirkpatricks’
circle by Hook.

The members of the Kirkpatricks’ social circle kdptine intellectually stimulated and
politically active; however, she soon had to divest attention to more pressing, domestic
concerns. Shortly after her marriage, Jeane bepaegmant and on July 17, 1956, she gave birth
to her first son — Douglas. Jeane had plannedtomiag to work shortly after the baby’s
arrival, but she soon changed her mind. “I think moman who voluntarily deals herself out of
motherhood,” she said, “is making a terrible mist&R* Despite such sentiments, Jeane also
believed that women should not give up their careetirely, noting “If a woman declines to
develop her intellectual, aesthetic or professishdls, she also is dealing herself out of major
life experiences. Why should anybody voluntarilynicate her life in such a fashion? My motto
is ‘refuse to choose™® During the next several years Jeane was botH-tifid mother, giving
birth to two additional children, sons John anda8tuand a part-time academic, taking on

106

freelance work as a research associate at Amheligtgé. "> Her research at Amherst revolved

around communism in the government and was suppbste private party, the Fund for the
Republic, an organization sponsored by the Forch&ation®’
Following the birth of their third son, the Kirkpek family bought a home in Bethesda,

Maryland where Jeane continued to pick up freelaasearch work. In between raising her

103 http://ffindingaids.stanford.edu/xtfiview?docld=#ambver/req_218.xml:chunk.id=bioghist-
1.7.4:brand=default0/11/12
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children, doing housework, and researching, Jehenanaged to remain active in political
affairs. In 1960, she and her husband campaigredubert Humphrey in his run for the 1960
Democratic Presidential nomination. Early in thenary season, Evron encouraged his wife to
write a pro-Humphrey article about the Wisconsimarry. The article, published in tiNew
Republicon April 15, 1960, pointed out that northern, urlddrican Americans, a strong voting
bloc for the Democrats, tended to favor Humphregraohn F. Kennedy. Much to the
Kirkpatricks’ chagrin, Kennedy’s popularity withthe party increased throughout the primary
season, and Humphrey was forced to drop out ofate Nonetheless, the Kirkpatricks attended
the Democratic National Convention that year in Bogjeles, California where they hoped
rumors that Minnesota governor, Orville Freemarghtreceive the Vice Presidential
nomination would prove to be true. The Kirkpatrieksre with Freeman when Robert Kennedy
informed the governor that the vice presidentiahimation had gone to Lyndon Johnsgh.
Though the Kirkpatricks voted for Kennedy in 1968jther of them demonstrated much
love or admiration for the Kennedy Administratiofiheir lack of enthusiasm arose from their
disappointment in Humphrey's and Freeman'’s logséisa nomination process, and from
Evron’s suspicion of the ‘New Frontier’ and Kenn&difpreign policies, specifically his failure
to keep communism out of Cuba. Both Jeane and BMeomed the Cuban missile crisis in
October of 1962 on Kennedy's lack of leadersfiifLike many other Americans, Jeane stayed
glued to the television throughout the crisis whstie described as “the most dangerous time, the
closest to war that we've come in the post-Worldr\Waeriod.”° The family even considered

building a fallout shelter in their backyard.
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Shortly before the Cuban missile crisis, Jeane megaking out of her home. With her
youngest child finally in nursery school, she gapereelance work and accepted a part-time
position as an assistant professor of politicarsoe at Trinity College. Trinity was a small,
women’s, Catholic college located outside of Wagton, DC where Jeane began teaching four
days a week. In addition to her teaching dutieandeeceived an offer to assemble and edit
various essays by leading political scientistshefday on communist tactics around the world.
The book Strategies of Deception: A Study in World-Wide Camst Tacticswas published in
1963 and contained essays on communist tacticsteategies in China, India, Africa, Spain,
France, Latin America, the United Nations. It irded an essay, authored by the Kirkpatricks’
friend, Max Kampelman, about the communist actegitin the ClO. Jeane’s introduction to the
book constitutes the culmination of her educatiothe evils of totalitarianism and represents an
early articulation of what would later be knowntlas Kirkpatrick Doctrine.

In The Strategies of Deceptialeane began by asserting that communists we et
into power by the tides of historical inevitabilityut rather through political contests that they
corrupted. Except where they come to power thrauditary occupation, the success of the
communist party depended on the skills utilizedhsir leaders in order to exploit political
opportunities. Therefore, the world was not dealirifp an “amorphous historical force”, but
with the activities of ruthless men in specifiasitions'** To further buttress this argument,
Kirkpatrick pointed out that Marxist theory had @ity been disproven by history, for in
capitalist nations, the working classes had nohlkept at a subsistence level as Marx had
predicted. Instead of becoming more miserable @sperate, the working classes of highly

industrialized nations enjoyed a level of prospeiunprecedented in history” and unequaled in

111 Kirkpatrick, JeaneThe Strategies of DeceptiofNew York: Farrar, Straus and Company,
1963), xi.
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any communist staté’Moreover, the governments of industrialized stags not become
instruments of “fascist repression”, but had indtased regulation to eliminate the worst abuses
of the capitalist systerit?

In addition to her critique of Marxist ideology, iKpatrick noted that modern
communists had moved far away from Marxist thedigcording to her, this began during the
Russian Revolution when Lenin “emancipated commsifitem the encumbrance of Marx’s
error”, by moving the party away from economic deti@ism and towards political
volunteerism-**This occurred when Lenin declared that Russia cbyfmss the capitalist stage
of economic development. Such a claim flew in #xeefof Marxist doctrine and was, according
to Kirkpatrick, the first time that a communist des advocated the use of state power to
circumvent or transcend the laws of history. “Maad suggested the communists could assist
history,” she wrote, “Lenin proposed they outwit'it> The elimination of Marxist economic
development theories from communist doctrine resul two consequences. First, if a capitalist
stage of development was no longer required ta@about communism, then underdeveloped
and colonial areas now appeared ripe for commexjsansion. Second, the notion that
communism could be brought about through the ustadé power ensured that the goal of the
communist party would be to capture state powerysugere*°

The presence or absence of the proletariat now inmedining: it was the communists
versus the non-communists. “In the name of tacflealbility ‘socialism’ is imposed on pre-

feudal societies; Communist parties serve as ‘varjaf the proletariat’ in nations with no
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proletariat, no capitalists, no industry,” Kirkgak observed, “military conquest, subversion, and
coups d’état are substituted for proletarian retiohs; tiny elites of intellectual freebooters are
substituted for the working massés'Thus, classical Marxism was absent from modern
communism, and merely invoked to surround the comstsiwith an aura of intellectual and
historical validity. Moreover, Kirkpatrick contendéhat through its faith in the inevitable
triumph of the movement, classical Marxism providedhmunists with moral justification; it
freed the communist elite of moral inhibitions Iretr quest for power, justified their unceasing
hostility towards all persons and organizationsiolgt the movement, and sanctioned aggression
as moral and inevitabfe®

Kirkpatrick claimed that this absolute split betwebeory and practice made the
communists merely another group of elites compdongolitical power, an idea that has
proven to be difficult for many to comprehend. Heee she asserted that Americans must
understand that the Marxist theory of historicalelepment had become irrelevant to the
communist movement. The communists had no econbase, no specific relationship with any
class, but instead concentrated their efforts oitlvdver groups were the most alienated from
the traditional power structure. Americans ofteiethto recognize these facts, Kirkpatrick
argued, because the communists continued to utiizéanguage of Marx; for instance, when
they labelled tribal conflicts as struggles agathstbourgeoisie.

“The notion that the communists are somehow engag#t struggle between rich and
poor,” she wrote, “haves and have nots, workersesmployers, oppressed and oppressors leads

to the consistent notion that communism is somemone democratic and progressive than its

117 pid, xv.
118 bid, xvi.

44



undemocratic rivals™® According to Kirkpatrick, in all nations ruled lspmmunists, the
Marxists had never been elected to head the goverhan been swept into power by a mass
revolt. Whenever they did receive large suppontnftbe masses, such as support from peasants,
it was because they promised land reform, a prothesg subsequently failed to deliver.
Communists gained power by conducting guerilla sr&fand terrorism against governments
and opponents, or through military occupation. Suefans to power did not suggest democracy
or progress to Jean®

Following her critiques of Marxist theory and madeommunism’s abandonment of it,
Kirkpatrick drew from her studies of totalitariamsand outlined distinctive differences between
communism and other non-democratic regimes. Onleeoprimary differences between the
communists and traditional authoritarians was hosy tutilized power. According to
Kirkpatrick, authoritarians were interested in ntaining the traditional social structure and
culture. She used General Francisco Franco, asfaasian example, noting that he had not
attempted to undermine the Catholic Church or dé#ipmlarge landowners. Furthermore,
Franco and military dictators in Latin America haat attempted to alter the cultural, social, or
economic status quo. Kirkpatrick claimed that maimng a culture required less repression than
the effort to radically alter it, and that thougdje traditional social structure found in
authoritarian regimes may have produced hardsmg@gaverty, its norms were internalized.
Furthermore, traditional oligarchs and autocratdatoely on tradition to keep the masses of
people under control, and for this reason theycalty utilized coercion only to protect their own

political power'** Conversely, communists were more repressive ttzalitional dictatorships
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because they want to restructure society, culamd,personality. This caused them to try to
control a wide range of activities normally govedr®y custom and personal preference, which
in turn, required more police, more surveillanagl anore terrof??

Conclusions

Jeane Kirkpatrick’s childhood, education, workd &arly married life constituted
formative life experiences that worked togethemtd her into the public intellectual she would
become in the ensuing decades. From the time addréy childhood, Jeane demonstrated that
she was an intelligent, inquisitive, determinedvidual who resisted both familial and societal
pressures to conform to stereotypical gender ralesd,who chose, instead, to pursue her own
dreams. Her independent and adaptive nature, aldhdier natural intelligence, allowed her to
turn her back on traditional ideas of femininitydan embrace her own unique character. Note
her tomboyish play as a child, her decision to rgrtbe finishing school aspects of Stephens
College, her determination to go to graduate sghwldecision to work, to go to Paris, and to
marry and bear children on her own terms. Thisgtiteof will remained with Jeane throughout
her life, enabling her to meet the challenges atidllg of life as a public intellectual, United
Nations Ambassador, and American policy-maker.

In addition to molding her autonomous nature gy years of Kirkpatrick’s life shaped
her political views. Her family’s deep roots wittime Democratic Party, their support for New
Deal programs, and Jeane’s own beliefs concermiog, gender, and the Cold War caused her to
remain a member of the party long after she beatisiéusioned with its platform. As late as
1984, when Kirkpatrick, already a noted ‘neoconatve’, gave a speech in support of Reagan

at the Republican National Convention, she waksstiétgistered member of the Democratic
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Party. “One’s party is a part of oneséff’ she declared, and her decision to leave the
Democratic Party in 1985 weighed heavily upon bettie rest of her lifé**

Not only was Kirkpatrick’s political affiliationdshioned by her early life, but her views
on the nature of democracy itself were formed hyaxperiences growing up in Duncan,
Oklahoma. Though probably romanticized, it waswigion of Duncan — a frontier town with a
fluid, open society, where democracy, egalitarianiand libertarianism prevailed — that
Kirkpatrick referenced as the prime example ofrthture of, and conditions necessary for,
democracy. In later years, whether she was critgjthe changes brought to American
democracy by the rise of the New Left, or evalugapolitical systems, revolutions, and regime
changes abroad, Kirkpatrick used her hometownmasdgel for how democratic societies should
function.

A belief in the righteousness of democratic paditisystems was reinforced by her in-
depth study of totalitarianism. Franz Neumann aadrtdh Arendt both offered her a
fundamental understanding of how totalitarian reggraame to power and how they functioned.
Neumann’s analysis of the fall of the Weimar Repyldlaming it on political extremists on
both the right and the left, provided Kirkpatricktlvammunition against the New Left whom
she viewed as political extremists, determinedetstrdy the American democratic experiment in
order to completely restructure American society amture. Based on what she learned from
Neumann and Arendt about political groups that kbtmremake society and culture,

Kirkpatrick later concluded that the New Left wastalitarian’ in its nature.
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Kirkpatrick utilized other lessons that she haathed from Arendt; for example, it was
Arendt who first made distinctions between autlaoidn and totalitarian governments,
distinctions that Kirkpatrick would expound upordartilize over time. Furthermore, Arendt’s
analyses of revolutions and the ‘social questiafiuenced Kirkpatrick’s views of revolutions
abroad. Kirkpatrick believed that it was impossitiiereate democracy anywhere at any time,
and often relied upon the history of a nation ttedaine whether a revolution in pursuit of
democracy could be successful. Moreover, like Atesitk believed that any attempt by
revolutionaries to institute social and economigality, i.e. to do more than incrementally
change the political system, would result in tééalanism and state terror. Finally, Kirkpatrick
spoke often as a public intellectual about the taxaf utopian political ideologies, dangers she
learned about from both Arendt and Camus.

Kirkpatrick’s education in the evils of totalitanism was buttressed by her exposure to
firsthand accounts of life in NAZI Germany, the &iwnion, and communist China.
Neumann’s Holocaust files, interviews with Russia® had fled from the Soviet Union during
World War Il, and interviews with Chinese commusigtho refused repatriation following the
Korean War painted a dystopian picture of the liwethose unfortunate individuals forced to
live under totalitarian rule. Kirkpatrick never gt these stories; nor did she forget any of the
horror stories that she heard from Neumann, Ardfdgla Utley, and other persons she met
throughout her lifetime who had fled from the tatalan menace. Rather she utilized these
firsthand accounts in her frequent denunciationsoofimunism.

Kirkpatrick’s critiques of totalitarianism and Amean domestic and foreign policies
were also influenced by her husband. Evron prallue with a new social circle, composed of

intellectuals, political scientists, governmenti@é#ls, politicians, and professors; all committed
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Cold Warriors whose interests overlapped with thafste Kirkpatricks’. In addition, Evron
encouraged his wife to remain intellectually anditipally engaged. Moreover, his own research
and work could not help but to influence Jeanetsliectual evolution. Already a fervent anti-
communist prior to World War Il, Evron’s researcioi the global propaganda techniques of the
communists in the 1950s further cemented the Kirkge' belief in the dangerous, power-
hungry, duplicitous, and untrustworthy nature & 8oviet Union.

Thus, by 1963, with the publication ©he Strategies of Deceptiodgane Kirkpatrick’s
view of totalitarianism and the American role i tGold War had been crystallized. Her
critigues of communism and defense of traditiondharitarian regimes in the book were based
upon all that she had learned over the years dheutature of totalitarianism from Neumann,
Arendt, Camus, her work, and her husband, and itotest the core of what would later be
known as the Kirkpatrick Doctrine. Over the nexbtdecades, Kirkpatrick continued to
expound upon her critiques and defenses of non-dextio governments, which, along with her
criticisms of the leftward drift of the Democratarty and her condemnation of the foreign

policies of the Nixon, Ford, and Carter Administvas, propelled her into the national spotlight.
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Chapter Two

Throughout the 1960s and early 1970s, Jeane Knikka professional life thrived. She
completed her doctoral degree in Political Sciemtc€olumbia University, gained tenure at
Georgetown University, and published three bodksader and Vanguard in Mass Society: A
Study of Peronist Argentina, Political WomangdThe New Presidential Elitén Leader and
Vanguard in Mass Societl{jrkpatrick continued to build upon her defenseathoritarian
regimes, as compared to totalitarian ones, thr@ugfiudy of Argentine politics in the 1950s and
1960s. The book not only served to reinforce thepétrick Doctrine, it also helped her to
establish a reputation as a Latin American poligcgoert in the 1970s and 1980s. Unlike her
work on Peronist Argentin&olitical WomanandThe New Presidential Eliteere devoted to
the analysis of domestic politics, namely the afl@zgomen in American politics and the rise of
the New Left within the Democratic Party. Publishedhe mid-1970s, these works were
inspired by the rapidly changing nature of Amerisagiety and politics brought about via a
rising tide of protest by women, the youth, Africdmericans, and anti-war advocates. Though
providing astute assessments of female politiceartsthe political characteristics of delegates to
the national conventions, the books also proviadsdyht into Kirkpatrick’s critiques of the New
Left. Her opposition to both the methods and goathie New Left caused her to become
increasingly alienated from the Democratic Partlgiol, in turn, pushed her further to the right
on the political spectrum.
A Lousy Decade

The tumultuous nature of American society durimg 1960s prompted the Kirkpatricks

to label the decade as ‘lousy™Despite their overall unfavorable opinion of theipe, the
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couple’s careers, political activism, and famifg lflourished. Jeane Kirkpatrick began to gain
renown both with the general public and in acadesmades when her first booKhe Strategies
of Deceptionwas featured as a national Book of the Month C8le continued to teach part-
time at Trinity College while her husband maintaiines position as the Director of the
American Political Science Associatioff.In addition to their scholarly pursuits, the
Kirkpatricks remained active in politics, specifigaparty politics, and together they attended
the 1964 Democratic National Convention. The cowgs thrilled that their friend Hubert
Humphrey was chosen to be Lyndon Johnson’s runmiaig, and they spent the majority of
their time at the convention working on Humphresfgeches. Throughout the campaign, the
couple continued to write speeches for the futuce Wresident, and Jeane analyzed polling
data’®’

Before the campaign, Evron had begun pressursgiie to finish her PhD, telling her
that in order to accomplish her goals she neededrplete her doctoral degree. By this time,
Jeane had more free time as all three of the Kirlgks' sons were enrolled in the Sidwell
Friends School, a prestigious private institutiom by Quakers. Kirkpatrick was committed to
finishing her doctorate, but was at a loss as tatwer dissertation topic should be. Due to her
interest in non-democratic forms of governmenthlsite and Evron decided that Peronism in
Argentina would be an ideal topic. Thus, Kirkpdtrmade arrangements to be re-admitted into
the Political Science doctoral program at Columisvas assigned a new dissertation advisor, and
began to seek funding for her research. She faslied to the American Association of

University Women; however, her application wasctgd and a representative from the AAUW
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informed Jeane that her children were too youndéarto go back to schoti*Though stung by
this rejection, Kirkpatrick persevered and waslfinable to secure funding for her research
through the Andreas Foundation, an organizatiorbguHubert Humphrey’s friend and
campaign contributor, Dwayne Andreas.

Having obtained the necessary funding, Kirkpatbekgan working on her dissertation.
As a political scientist, her research was baseiht@nviewing and collecting data from a
‘representative’ sample of the Argentine populatetween October and December of 1965.
The majority of the fieldwork, though, was carriat by the International Research Associates
who completed interviews with a total of 2,014 p&s As the data was being collected,
Kirkpatrick focused on researching the history afih American politics, and in particular, the
phenomenon of Peronism. In 1968, she completeddatoral work and was awarded a PhD in
Political Science from Columbia Universit. Kirkpatrick’s dissertation was later publishedaas
book entitled_eader and Vanguard in Mass Society: A Study obfist Argentina 3!

Contemporary reviews of the book were mixedT e Journal of PoliticsKkenneth
Coleman praised her analysis of Peronism as ara@tton of “politics as usual”, rather than a
“distinct political subculture”, a “radical mass mamnent”, an illustration of “left-fascism”, or an
example of “working class authoritarianisfi~.Whereas Coleman commended Kirkpatrick’s
conclusions on the nature of Peronism, other revmsere more critical. In thieolitical Science
Quarterly, Eldon Kenworthy accused Kirkpatrick of failingpooduce a fresh perspective on

Peronism and adhering too often to conventionaflaris by presenting Perdn’s supporters as
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“alienated” and “psychologically predisposed tormuitarian leadership™** Kenworthy
bemoaned the fact that Kirkpatrick could not cllear mind of “working-class authoritarianism”
and “Latin-Mediterranean” political styles which uld have allowed her to project “herself
freshly and emphatically into the lives of thoseos# opinions she tabulatetf”He went on to
criticize Kirkpatrick for hiring a polling organizian to do her work, and for not spending time
in Argentina talking to Peronists as real peops&taad of “isolated responses to a
questionnaire*** Though acknowledging that the data in the book wezsul, Kenworthy
concluded that Kirkpatrick’s work “exemplifies thstyle of research from afar... that makes
other people’s politics look far simpler than onevgn. Is not ‘condescension’ the word we
generally apply to such behaviot?”

Reviews of the book in the journadfgernational Affairsand theJournal of
Interamerican Studies and World Affawgre also uncomplimentary. J. A. Camacho criticized
the book for being misleading, as its subtifleStudy of Peronist Argentinpromised a study of
the years Perén was in power, yet the bulk of thekwvas focused on the mid-196G5In
addition, Camacho asserted that the book failesdhénl new light on the nature of Peronism,
noting “it did not take a poll to discover that thelk of the support foPeronismocomes from
the working and lower middle classes”, and “a pohardly necessary to discover that the bulk
of the population of Argentina is Catholic”. “Kirgrick’s conclusions,” he declared, “expressed

in a manner so elaborate as to be almost obsagrepaifferent from those of other competent
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observers**® Alberto Ciria claimed that the book did not pravid satisfactory analysis of the
nature of Peronsim in 1965, due in part to the tiagt the questionnaire utilized in the survey
“reads like a superficial adaptation of North Ancan ‘political culture’ values with obvious
concessions to Argentine idiosyncratic featurés.”

Though apt, contemporary critiques of Kirkpatriclwerk were written before she
became a member of the National Security Coundiltha United Nations Ambassador.
Naturally, they could not examine how the book elated either to her foreign policy views or
the Kirkpatrick Doctrine, nor could they assess Heweducation in totalitarianism may have
affected her views on the nature of authoritaregimes in general and Peronism in particular.

Kirkpatrick noted in her introduction that heterest in Peronism grew out of her
interest in non-democratic regimes, an interestwlaes stimulated by her tutelage under Franz
Neumann. She claimed that traditional autocragebtical systems that tended to be neither
democratic nor totalitarian, had been neglecteddiiical scientists, and that despite their
“antiquity and ubiquity”, autocratic governmentsre/@ften viewed as “transitional” systems,
political incidents on the way to becoming demdcreggimes-*° According to Kirkpatrick,

Latin America contained a wide array of non-dembcrsystems ranging from military
dictatorships, traditional autocracies, left arghtiwing movements and regimes, to
dictatorships that had incorporated some demogpatictices. Peronism in Argentina, a nation
with wealth, a large European population, highrdity rates, an industrialized economy, and a
Latin political tradition that mixed autocratic addmocratic elements, proved especially

interesting to her as it provided another varidrdudocracy. She compared Peronsim to a
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contemporary Caesarist movement in a technologiealVanced society, with Peron as a non-
revolutionary military leader supported by a magsd) and went on to assert that such systems
would become more common in Latin America as teldgical advances were made in societies
with autocratic system$!

In her analysis of the history of the Argenting &atin American political systems,
Kirkpatrick noted that such systems had a longhysdf regime instability, oligarchy,
democratic interludes, military coups, direct actipersonalismo, and institutionalized violence.
Argentina itself had a very limited experience wadgmocracy, having enjoyed only twenty years
of it since its independence in 1810. Electorabmefs were implemented within Argentina in
1911 and 1912 that provided for a secret ballotsariftage rights for all adult males. Such
reforms increased the voting population of Argemfiom 9% of the total male population (land-
owning, upper classes) to one of universal malgagyé. In the wake of these enfranchisement
measures, a constitutional, democratic governmemained in place until 1930 when a military
coup toppled the regime and claimed povwfér.

The Peronist period began in 1943 when Juan Rexditipated in a coup that overthrew
the conservative, minority government in powerhat time. Perén was part of a group of
officers (Grupo de Oficiales Unidos or GOU) who shemselves as progressive nationalists
and who sympathized with European fascism, spedlicthat of the Italian variety. The officers
hoped to bring to Argentina the unity, strengtloguess, and discipline that they believed were

characteristic of the German and Italian fascistest “*However, despite their calls for unity, the
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GOU was perpetually divided. As a result, threéedéint generals rapidly succeeded each other
as Argentina’s leader, with Perdn ultimately as@egdo power in 1945.

In her study, Kirkpatrick was careful to distingiPeronism from totalitarianism.
According to her, Peronsim lacked most of the dgtishing characteristics of totalitarian
systems; for example, there was no official idegltmy re-ordering society, culture, and
personality. Moreover, Perdn did not attempt talglgth total control over the political process
or to destroy those associations such as chungthilyfaor schools that influenced political
practices. Furthermore, Kirkpatrick claimed thatidg his rule, there was not a single, mass
party that monopolized political functions in Argere society. Finally, no ‘ubiquitous terror’
was associated with Peronisffiinstead of ‘totalitarian’, Kirkpatrick labels Persim as neither
communistic nor capitalistic, but rather a refoyfigisticialist philosophy” that mixed limited
individualism and limited collectivisr:’

In order to buttress her arguments about the natfuPeronsim, Kirkpatrick examined
various aspects of the regime, including its ctagsntation, the economic and social changes
initiated by Perdn, the social characteristicshef Peronist elite, and the cultural and political
policies of the government. She began by notiag Breron gained a mass following from the
working classes. In her discussion of why this s@sKirkpatrick focused on the economic and
social changes wrought by Perén. She devoted nibstrattention to welfare measures and
their impact on workers’ lives, describing the Resbsystem as a ‘New Deal’ for Argentine
workers that included a comprehensive system aéksecurity that provided for old-age
pensions, disability pay, and other benefits. Idiéoh to social security, workers received paid

vacations, sick leave, holidays, minimum wage amagimum hour legislation, and child labor
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laws. Price controls were also introduced thatfoeaed wage benefits. Furthermore, collective
bargaining, the right to strike, public housingjpats, and slum clearance all contributed to
workers’ well-being. Finally, a system of free pigl@ducation through college “democratized
the distribution of skill and enlightenmerif®According to Kirkpatrick, such measures
constitutedimited social and economic change which altered the présPeconomic and social
structures of Argentina, but did not destroy thém.

The integration of the working classes into pdditiife made Perdn’s relations with
Argentina’s traditional ruling classes especiatiteresting to Kirkpatrick. One might think that
mass support from the working classes would leaddismantling of the traditional Argentine
hierarchy; however, this did not occur. According<irkpatrick, Peron’s treatment of the
Argentinian oligarchy qualified as evidence of tte-communist, non-revolutionary, reformist
nature of his regime. The oligarchy in Argentinasisted of large-landholders, the hierarchy of
the Catholic Church, wealthy merchants, and theupmks of the military. During the Peronist
period the traditional Argentinian ruling classeanmaged to hold on to some of their political
power, while new social groups were welcomed ihtopolitical arena. Under Perdn, the
political power and social status of the large-tasiders and wealthy merchants declined, but,
their economic status remained relatively unchandadthermore, the power and prestige of the
Catholic Church and the military remained intHét.

Kirkpatrick maintained that such changes in thetjgal system more accurately
reflected the transformations that had occurrediwithe population and economy of Argentina

in previous decades. According to her, the econdrase that had allowed the large-landholders
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to ascend to political power in the past had beedesl by industrialization, urbanization, and
the commercialization of Argentina’s economy. Theeron attacked a segment of the oligarchy
whose political and social status and influencesered its economic power, thus bringing the
social, political, and economic power of the oligfar into a more realistic relationsHif.
Though, for the most part, politics continued tadoeninated by members of the oligarchy,
specifically the military and the plutocracy, sogw/ernmental positions were opened to those
who had previously been excluded from political pomcluding trade union leaders, sons of
immigrants, Jews, and members of the working-ck&’S8e

Although Perdon championed political, social, andremic reforms designed to create a
more just and equitable society, these moves waraatompanied by protection of individual
rights and liberties such as those enshrined int&ediberal, democratic governments. This
becomes quite evident in Kirkpatrick’s discussidPeronist cultural policies. For example,
freedom of the press did not exist in Peronist Atge. Newspapers were prohibited from
publishing items that were ‘contrary to the genéertdrest of the nation or disturbing to public
order’. In addition, the press could not publisgthmg that undermined Christian morals, upset
Argentina’s relations with other states, injuredrg@mment officials, or was ‘untrue’. Of course it
was Peron who could determine what constitutedkaton of these laws, and opposition
newspapers, or those found guilty of breaking thasas, were harassed and ultimately shut
down by the state. Enforcement of this legislati@s possible because of a selective purge of

the Argentine judiciary>"
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In an effort to distinguish these policies froomsar ones instituted by totalitarian
governments, Kirkpatrick was quick to point outttRaron was unable or unwilling to stifle all
opposition. First, she notes that anti-Peronisepgpghough harassed by paper shortages, threats,
and arrests still managed to print anti-Peronigbadls. Second, opposition politicians, though
harassed and arrested, continued to criticize ekrergment. Third, Peron allowed elections in
1946 and 1951. Finally, though the opposition partvere debilitated by restrictive legislation,
threats, and arrests, they were not totally destto§Peré6n hamstrung and limited his opponents
but did not silence all opposition,” Kirkpatrick ate, “he did not attempt to achieve full control
of the symbolic environment, but he dominatedribtiyh a combination of censorship,
intimidation, and harassment? Thus, she concluded that the Peronist regime itotest a
continuation of the Argentine tradition of a hybgdvernment that combined democratic and
autocratic elements?

Despite the existence of democratic elements &gsdowvith Peronism, the political
scientist asserted that it did not constitute p stethe road towards democracy. In order to back
up this assertion, Kirkpatrick drew from Arendt’siting on the nature of revolutions and looked
to Argentina’s political history. She wrote,

Given Argentine experience, it would have beenamxttinary in 1955 if Argentine

political culture had been characterized by até®jdpinions, and, especially,

expectations typical of developed democraciesolildhave been most surprising if,

just after the downfall of Peron, broadly aggregatiemocratic parties had emerged

capable of organizing and channeling opinion, éiagileaders, competing in elections,

and accepting the results. It would have been serprising if Argentines had expected
that political decisions should, could, and wouddnbade by majorities whose
preferences would be peaceably expressed througgshmstitutions and implemented
by officials responsive as well as responsibléntoeople. It would have been very

surprising if military officers, politicized by seval decades of participation in the
distribution of values in the society, should havemptly eliminated themselves from
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the political arena. It would have been surprisimiged if, after 150 years of experience

with a different tradition, Argentina should haveerged after the fall of Peron a full-

blown, Anglo-Saxon democracy?

Following her discussion of Peronism, Kirkpatreskamined the development of
Argentine politics in the decade after Peron wasrtbwown via a military coup in 1955. She
argued that the continued instability of Argentpwditics during this period was typical of Latin
American political systems. Despite the instabi¢ityd violence inherent within the Argentine
political system, Kirkpatrick maintained that thation’s system was competitive, that
competitors for power were comprised of diversemcwith diverse goals, that competition took
place in a variety of arenas despite governmeasdtfictions, and that the style of politics and
the arenas of competition changed due to the palliitnvolvement of the middle and lower
classeg

In support of these assertions, Kirkpatrick painbeit that no man or party held power
for even four years, a fact that demonstratedribaine group possessed sufficient power to
preempt control of the government. Instead, thexeewnultiple groups who competed for
political power in a variety of arenas. Kirkpatridkfines an ‘arena’ as a site of decision-making,
and in Argentina, competition was not limited te #renas typical of constitutional democracies.
Groups who competed for power in various arendsidiecl conventional political parties who
sought power in the electoral arena; labor uniohe sought power through electoral
participation, strikes, lobbying, and violent aationovement-type parties that sought power
through electoral politics, street demonstrati@ms] quasi-terrorist actions; military leaders who

sought power through civil war, coups, and eledtpaditics; and the clergy, student groups,
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industrialists, and landowners who sought powesuh direct action and electoral activitfe$.
According to the political scientist, the interacts between such groups vying for political
power determined the policies and personnel oAtigentine government. Though not all of the
competitors were involved in interactions in allipcal arenas, each group’s strengths, methods,
and commitments had to be taken into account é&\als of the decision-making process.

“The persistence of competition between such devgroups and by such diverse
methods,” Kirkpatrick noted, “demonstrates the cuannhg lack of agreement in Argentina about
the legitimate sources of political authorify®As no political procedure was recognizedtses
legitimate route to power, no group had enough paweauthority to impose its political will for
very long. Furthermore, the lack of agreement gitilrate means to power meant that multiple
routes were acceptable, including the use of videand military coups. According to her, the
presence of violence in a political system, thoafian associated with a breakdown in the social
order, was, in the case of Argentina and many dthén American and autocratic regimes,
patterned, and thus must be considered a ‘mod#eo$ocial order rather than a disruptioh.
Violence was an integral, regular, and predictglale of the Argentine political process, even
during Argentina’s democratic interludes; therefoeyolutions and military coups actually
constituted signs of continuity and stability wittthe Argentine syster°

“It seems to me,” Kirkpatrick wrote, “that a newme is needed to designate those
political systems in which, through a substanteiqd of time and regardless of the legal

structure of government, diverse and multiple actmmpete for political power in diverse and
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multiple arenas**’Such systems may be called ‘polyocracies’, wheoky'peferences the
multiplicity of both political actors and arenasich systems tended to suffer from institutional
instability caused by a lack of agreement abodutifegte arenas of decision-making or modes of
competition. Consequently, shifting power relatiansong actors are usually accompanied by
structural changes in the political system. Pdlltjgarties were the most vulnerable actors to
such changes as their strength depended upon ogssrsexpressed through the electoral
arena. Conversely, the positions of military leagdehurch leaders, and other political actors
were less vulnerable to shifts between democraticaaitocratic systems because their political
activities took place largely outside of the eleat@rena:®?

Kirkpatrick’s analyses of the Argentine politiclstem served to buttress her defense of
authoritarian regimes in Latin America and othgioas around the globe, along with American
support for such regimes. According to her, thoagtocratic governments, such as Peronist
Argentina and other Latin America dictatorshipsreveppressive, they were less repressive than
their totalitarian counterparts. Therefore, thotghpurged the Argentine judiciary, repressed
opposition parties, and imposed severe restrictionthe press, Perdn did not eliminate all
opposition to his regime through mass terror agalitarian dictator would do. Moreover,
authoritarian regimes left in place existing allb@as of power, wealth, and status, but they
worshipped traditional gods and observed tradititad@oos. Unlike totalitarian regimes, they did
not disturb the habitual places of residence, mmgtlof work, or patterns of family and personal
relations. Furthermore, because they allowed foitéid competition and political participation,
authoritarian governments, especially those inrLAtnerica which had a long tradition of

mixing liberal and autocratic political styles, wanore susceptible to liberalization and thus
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capable of evolving into approximate democratitests> Even though the political system of
Argentina between 1945 and 1965, like those ofradhiéocratic states, was far from democratic,
political action and freedom existed outside ofdlextoral arena as long as political actors were
able to stage demonstrations and utilize stril@shying actions, and violence in order to

influence the political system.

In 1967, while in the midst of completing her @éation, Jeane Kirkpatrick was hired as
an Associate Professor of Political Science at Getown University in Washington, DC. She
was offered the job by Karl Cerny, Howard Pennimaniccessor as Chairman of the Political
Science Department. Both Cerny and Penniman hadrbeebers of the Kirkpatricks’ social
circle for years. In her role as a faculty memheBaorgetown, Kirkpatrick developed a
reputation as a committed teacher who did her oerkywithout the aid of researchers or
assistants. She even insisted upon grading exarsslihheHer hard work paid off, and she
became only the second woman to gain tenure atg@twn:®*

Jeane Kirkpatrick finished her PhD and began wuyldt Georgetown during a time
when American society, politics, and foreign aaiere experiencing enormous changes. Much
of this upheaval was due to the emergence of thve INdt, a countercultural movement that
centered on the expansion of rights to various nityngroups and women, and the American
population’s increasing disenchantment with thethvaen War. The Civil Rights movement that

began during World War Il had garnered increasumgpsrt over the ensuing decades, and, by

the mid-1960s, had achieved several victories foicAn Americans including the restoration of
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voting rights, the integration of public schooledahe end to de jure segregation. The success of
the Civil Rights movement for African Americans sqarompted other minorities within the
United States, such as Native Americans and Latiodgght for their own rights. Feminism

and the struggle for equal rights for women alsoghmomentum during the 1960s as an
increasing number of working and college-educatechen became more willing to address the
inequalities that existed between the sexes wilnnerican society. College students across the
nation banded together to protest against uniyepsilicies which they deemed to be repressive
and stifling, and homosexuals began agitating doaérights and an end to sodomy laws. In the
realm of foreign affairs, Cold War tensions inceshas the Cuban Missile Crisis reignited fears
of nuclear war and mutually assured destructiomitbn Curtain gained a new permanency to
Americans with the construction of the Berlin Walhd the war in Vietnam escalated.

By the late 1960s, the rise of the New Left andgtevth of the anti-war movement had
fractured both the social and cultural norms aleith the Cold War consensus which had
dominated American life in the postwar years. TomiypnAmericans, the Civil Rights movement
appeared to have degenerated into violence witkriergence of Black Power organizations
and urban rioting. Radical Feminist groups, labébed burners’ by the media, began actively
protesting events such as the Miss America pageahtalling for a war between the sexes.
Student organizations staged sit-ins, strikes,ntests against their alma maters and managed
to temporarily shut down universities all acrossekita. Meanwhile, anti-war protests increased
in number and intensity.

The rising tide of protest within the United Stateached its zenith in 1968. During that
year, the nation was shocked by the assassinaifdn® larger-than-life political figures —

Martin Luther King, Jr. and Robert Kennedy. Meanwlthe Tet Offensive belied the
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government’s claims that the war was nearly woxiginam. Kirkpatrick personally
experienced the effects of the student protestbeswon April 23, 1968, between 150 and 300
members of the Students for a Democratic SocidDBjSccupied several administration
buildings and the Low Library of Columbia Univessif®

The SDS were protesting against the constructiagfmnasium that they labeled as
‘racist’ as it was to be built on the site of alptrat had served the surrounding black
neighborhood. Though community residents wouldide # use the gym, they would have to
use a separate ‘colored’ entrance. They were atd#egiing against the Institute for Defense
Analysis, a Columbia University defense organizatdfiliated with the U.S. government which
supported the war in Vietnatf In the midst of the student occupation, Kirkpatriad to
deliver her dissertation to the library. In ordemtvoid the chaos occurring on the campus, she
had to be escorted by police through undergroundeis beneath the university. Though she
was able to avoid any direct contact with the mttes, two of her friends, both of whom were
faculty members at Columbia, were not as fortun@tee had his office destroyed by members
of the SDS, while the other was hit on the heathieybrass nozzle of a fire ho$éKirkpatrick

later described the students and their action®htribia as ‘fascist'®®
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Her encounters with radical protest groups didamat with the incident at Columbia. In
August of 1968, she, her husband, and her eldesattended the Democratic National
Convention in Chicago, lllinois. The Kirkpatrickrfaly stayed at the Palmer House at night and
spent their days at the Conrad Hilton analyzingspiol Vice-President Hubert Humphrey. At
one point, the police and the military were calleto respond to a bomb threat at the
Hilton.*®*Then, a radical group identified by Jeane as ‘TheailNermen’ put uric acid in the air
conditioning system at the Palmer House, causiadthlding to reek of vomit for several
days?"®utside of the convention, an army of anti-war @stars and New Left countercultural
organizations had amassed to demonstrate. Thoughvmeoe there to peacefully protest, some,
like the Yippies, were not. The Yippies threatete@oison Chicago’s water supply with LSD,
and both the SDS and the Yippies resorted to thrgwiags of urine at policé! Chicago police
and lllinois National Guardsmen responded withefimle, beating and gassing the protestdrs.
The violence between police and protestors contirfioethree days.

Tensions ran high inside the Democratic Nationatv@ation as well, as the delegates
were divided on multiple issues, the most polag#meing the Vietham War. The anti-war

faction that supported unconditional, unilaterahdrawal from Vietnam coalesced behind
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Senator Eugene McCarthy. The pro-war faction ofpiéuey lent its support to Vice President
Hubert Humphrey who favored a negotiated settlenmewhich U.S. action depended upon
reciprocal action from the North Vietnamé$&umphrey, despite being labeled a warmonger
by the peace faction and members of the New Letnsanaged to secure the nomination. Due
to the turbulent nature of American society, cudtwand politics in the late 1960s, Evron
Kirkpatrick had encouraged Humphrey to ask Nelsookfeller, a member of the Republican
Party, to be his Vice Presidential candidate ireotd run on a ‘Unity’ platform. After much
discussion, Humphrey agreed to let Evron Kirkpataod Max Kampelman broach the matter to
the New York Republican. Though he initially apphto be in favor of the idea of a unity
ticket, Rockefeller declined the offéf. With Rockefeller out of the picture and the noation
secured, Humphrey chose the moderate liberal Edmvlustkie as his running maté&

The Kirkpatricks were upset by the divisions witkive Democratic Party, but they were
happy that their candidate had won the day and Wwotked diligently over the next few months
on the Humphrey campaign. Unfortunately, the “Hajy¢arrior” lost the election by a narrow
margin. Nixon received 31.7 million votes to Humgyis 31.2 million. However, in the
Electoral College, Nixon was able to secure 3Zstdeaving 13 to Humphrey and 5 Southern
states to George Wallace. Jeane Kirkpatrick blarh@mphrey’s loss to Nixon in 1968 on the
rise of the New Left and on President Johnson. Ating to her, Johnson set the convention date
too late, leaving very little time for campaignirkgurthermore, Kirkpatrick accused Johnson of
not raising enough money for the Democratic Pattictvfurther hampered the campaign.

Johnson biographer, Randall B. Woods, supportassartions. “Unbeknown to the media, the
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delegates, and the American public,” Woods writé® chief challenger to Hubert Humphrey...
was Lyndon Johnsort* Johnson attempted to dominate the conventiontamtaceedings,
made sure that the convention coincided with hithtay, August 27and even tested the waters
for his own re-nomination, despite the fact he &lm€lady announced he would not run. After
discovering that the party would not re-nominata,hiohnson finally threw his support behind
his Vice-President’

Disheartened by Humphrey’s loss and the seemingtéigation of the Democratic
Party, the Kirkpatricks decided to take a vacatrom politics. Accordingly, Jeane Kirkpatrick
took a sabbatical from Georgetown while her husliandl a leave of absence from the
American Political Science Association allowing thenily to spend 1969 in France. Evron
Kirkpatrick took a position as president of the tabaf trustees for the Institute of American
Universities, an organization based in Aix-en-Prieeand dedicated to helping American
students to study abroad in France. The plan wasvimn to spend the year teaching at the
Institute while his wife wrote. The family rentechause near Mount St. Victoire, a picturesque
location which had been the subject of many woskthie famous French painter Paul Cézanne.
With their three sons enrolled in a local Frendmost for boys, the Kirkpatrick family spent the
next year immersing themselves in French cult{fte.

Jeane was especially excited about being backandér She loved the language, the
culture, and especially the food. In between wgitamd spending time with her family, she
began learning about local ingredients and prangibier cooking techniques. The learning

process was not easy on the family as Kirkpatriek wequently distracted from the kitchen by
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intellectual pursuits. Often the kitchen resemlaetisaster area: pans smoking, food burning,
water boiling away, all while Kirkpatrick was imns&d in reading a book. Despite such culinary
chaos, spectacular dinners sometimes appearea: dabiie’ "

Jeane often described the family’s time in Frarsctha best of times. On weekends, the
entire Kirkpatrick family would go on road tripsrttughout the South of France. Evron labeled
these weekend getaways “Kirkpatrick’s Follies”. Theee boys sat in the backseat, bickering as
siblings do, and complaining of car sickness, wthkir mother helped their father to navigate.
In between giving directions to Evron, Jeane reaakb such a¥he OdyssegndThe lliad
aloud to the family. The family enjoyed their tinmeFrance in 1969 so much that the country
became the site for annual summer vacations. THe&tricks would spend all of 1974 living in
France and eventually bought a home in Provéfice.

A Political Woman: Jeane Kirkpatrick in the 1970s

As the turbulent era of the 1960s gave way taddwade of disco, the lives of the
Kirkpatrick family began to change. Evron Kirkpakj now a man in his 60s, began retiring
from the public eye. Having spent decades workngdademia, for the government, in electoral
politics, heading the American Political Sciencesédation, and sitting on the boards of various
organizations, Evron was ready to embrace a Igssais lifestyle. In addition, he felt
increasingly alienated from the Democratic Partgulghout the late 1960s and early 1970s.
Such an estrangement hastened his desire tofretindarge-scale political activism. Finally,
Evron’s work for the government came under attacke late 1960s as his name was associated

with alleged front organizations for the Centraklhgence Agency.
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In the late 1950s, Evron Kirkpatrick founded andiotd the Operations and Policy
Research (OPR), a non-profit organization assatiatth the United States Information
Agency. The OPR was staffed by American academiasarily in the social sciences, who
recommended books and pamphlets for distributiGarssas. The organization also conducted
political studies within the United States and alokcspecifically in Latin America. In 1967, the
OPR was accused of being a CIA front organizatfoiMax Kampelman, Vice President of the
OPR, long-time friend of the Kirkpatricks, and frceand former aide to Hubert Humphrey,
denied having any knowledge of the organizatioalationship with the CIA%? Jeane
Kirkpatrick also remained rather ambiguous abouthusband’s activities within the OPR,
stating, “I became aware that Kirk was advising@t& on public opinion polling — sampling,
interviewing, analyzing data — during the Vietnana\V. | have no doubt that his activities were
honorable and his purposes were good and that IdWave been proud of them if I'd known
more about them than | did®®

As Evron settled into retirement, he encourageadvfe to remain active and in the
public eye. Refreshed from her year abroad, Jegtnened to her job at Georgetown and began
working on a new book. Shortly thereafter, her pte'ehealth began to deteriorate. Kirkpatrick
had maintained close ties to her father and mofferand Leona, and with her brother, Jerry,

now a prominent attorney living in Ohio with hisfeviand three children. In 1974, one of those

181 http://0-search.proquest.com.library.uark.edu/é®ei 18074595 ?accountid=8361
New York Timeg-ebruary 19, 1967, pg 1: author: Niel Sheehah5/12

AID BY C.ILA. PUT IN THE MILLIONS; GROUP TOTAL UPA WIDE SPECTRUM OF
YOUTH, LABOR, STUDENT AND LEGAL ORGANIZATIONS ARE CTED AID BY
C.LLA.IS PUT IN THE MILLIONS AS TOTAL OF GROUPS GR®S

For a more detailed introduction to CIA front orgaations during the Cold War see: Hugh
Wilford’s The Mighty Wurlitzer: How the CIA Played Amer{€ambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2008).

182 bid,

183 Collier, 68.

70



ties was irrevocably broken when her father passety. Five years later, in April of 1979,
Kirkpatrick’s mother, Leona, died of leukentfd.With her parents gone, her husband retired,
and her sons reaching adulthood, Kirkpatrick fedease of loss, not only in her personal life, but
in her political life as well, for like her husbarirkpatrick had begun to feel more and more
isolated from the Democratic Party.

Her disaffection began in 1968 and continued tavgitwoughout the 1970s. Kirkpatrick
took issue with many of the policies espoused lioua New Left groups, who she perceived as
gaining too much power within the party, but sheswapecially upset by their attack on centrist
liberalism that she and her husband believed te baen the source of American postwar
prosperity and the guarantor of the nation’s dedeared safety. Furthermore, Kirkpatrick
resented the fact that liberals such as herselflvéitosupported Civil Rights at home, along with
decolonization abroad, were now labeled as ‘racsts ‘imperialists’ by the New Lef£®
Moreover, she found the belief of these groupsttiatnited States was “a sick society,
presided over by a repressive government whosevaso#ire base, whose methods are immoral,
and whose soul is corrupt® to be particularly repugnant and wholly untruedéeply opposed
attacks on the integrity of our government anduwelt’ Kirkpatrick said, “I always believed in
the importance of truth, law, and authority. Mititkids grow up with such values. So do

Oklahoma kids ¥’
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Steeped as she was in the literature of totalitesma, Kirkpatrick found the New Left's
cavalier attitude towards communism to be reprab&nsShe was particularly offended by the
anti-war protestors who claimed that the Unitede3taescalation of the war in Vietham was
immoral. But, in truth, such sentiments were natfoeed to radical anti-war protestors, as many
of her academic associates, such as Hans Morgerttbgan criticizing the war based on both
moral ground and the American national interestim@uthe late 1960s, Kirkpatrick attended a
lecture given by Morgenthau during which he crigduhe war in Vietnam in several ways.Aln
New Foreign Policy for the United Statddorgenthau elaborated on his views, arguing that
communism in Vietnam was nationalistic in natureamng a revolution would have occurred
without the presence of communists, and that théediStates was now involved in a
counterrevolution. Morgenthau went on to assetthiaause the Vietnhamese Communist Party
was primarily a vehicle to achieve national unitglandependence, it was different from, and
thus irrelevant to, the containment of Chineseai& communism. He pointed out that for
centuries Vietnam had acted as a barrier to Chiegsansion, yet, ironically, American
involvement in Vietnam was pushing the Vietnamdseser to their traditional Chinese enemies.
In Morgenthau’s opinion, the war did not serve tiagional interests of the United States.
Furthermore, the limited nature of the war wagjilbal in view of the rationales put forward to
justify U.S. involvement — that the Chinese and3liets were manipulating Ho Chi Minh.
Finally, Morgenthau asserted that American obj@sim Vietham were unattainable without
incurring unacceptable moral liabilities and mitjtaisks®®
In many ways, Kirkpatrick disagreed with Morgentisaanalysis of the war. She did

admit that there were issues with the ways in wkinehJohnson and Nixon administrations had
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sold the war, stating that “One of the respongibgigovernments have to citizens is not to ask
them to make impossible sacrifices — in this caaetifices ordinary Americans can’t
understand, identify with, or accept® Her problem seemed to be not with the war itdIf,
rather with the government which had not propexigiained to the American public the reasons
why Vietnam was so important. As a political scisinéducated in the evils of totalitarianism,
the Cold Warrior believed that the American caus¥ietnam was both right and moral. “I
didn’t have a moral issue with Vietnam. | thouglg were morally right,” she said, “Kirk and |
were never under any illusions that Ho Chi Minh \uest some peasant nationalist>

Following the American withdrawal from Vietnam, Kpatrick complained to Hubert
Humphrey that American policies in Viethnam congatl“the most shameful display of
irresponsibility and inhumanity in our history?*

In addition to her disagreements with the anti-f@ation of the New Left, Kirkpatrick
found herself at odds with the radical feminisiasisthat emerged in the early 1970s. Though
she was a feminist, Kirkpatrick viewed herself asgged, female individualist whose
accomplishments were of greater value since shatladved them without the “institutional
brace of a movement® She disagreed with radical feminist assertionsrtien were the enemy
and that women were the “most oppressed politiasiecin history*** Furthermore, feminist
organizations’ refusal to respect Kirkpatrick as@nan who “made it in a male worfd*

served to further increase her indignation towénésmovement. Even in the 1980s, after
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becoming the highest ranking woman within the Aweariforeign policy apparatus, feminists
continued to vilify her. For example, in 1981, Vas€ollege held the Berkshire Conference on
the History of Women. Though Kirkpatrick was nowaited Nations Ambassador and author
of a book on women in politics, the keynote speaté¢he event, history professor Joan W.
Scott, dismissed her as “not someone | want teessmt feminine accomplishmerit®

Just as radical feminism began to gain strengtheriJnited States in the early 1970s,
Kirkpatrick published her third bookPolitical Woman®® As a feminist, a political scientist,
and a political activist, Kirkpatrick began quesiitg the role of women in politics and
government; specifically, why, fifty years afteetpassage of the Nineteenth Amendment, were
women absent from the upper levels of Americantipsf? In hopes of gaining greater insight,
Kirkpatrick took part in a 1972 conference for wome politics sponsored by the Center for the
American Woman and Politics at Rutgers Universityere she conducted interviews and
handed out questionnaires to the fifty female stateators and representatives from 26 states
who attended the conference. The politicians sweatdyad all served more than one term in their
state legislatures and were all selected for timecence by the various state organizations of the
American Association of University Women, the Leagd Women Voters, and the National
Federation of Business and Professional WomeNirkpatrick took information gained from
these women, along with similar data gathered fnoare legislators, to write one of the first
major studies of women in American public life.

Kirkpatrick began by noting that male dominancg@fernments and policy-making was

indisputable. “Political man is a familiar figurattva long history,” she wrote, “As chief,
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prince, king, counselor, premier, president, dartathairman he has led, battled, pillaged,
conquered, built, judged, governed. Political mas fascinated and challenged historians and
philosophers; he has been described, dissectddegraxcoriated and psychoanalyz&8.”
Kirkpatrick acknowledged that women had traditibpwbleen ignored in studies of politics due to
the fact that they have had such a small shareldigal power. However, given the changes in
the roles of women that had occurred in th8 @éntury, in particular, the enfranchisement of
females, she wondered why very few women soughi@ded political power. Kirkpatrick

noted that women were quite numerous at the logwal$ of American politics — being active in
precincts, at party picnics, getting out the vegésphoning, and fundraising, yet “no woman has
been nominated to be president or vice-presidemyaman has served on the Supreme Court...
no woman in the cabinet, no woman in the Senatgyaroan serving as governor of a major
state, no woman mayor of a major city, no womathétop leadership of either party/*Why
was this so?

In order to answer this question, Kirkpatrick fiestamined women as a political
category. Politics was an activity that was caroetin the name of collectivities where the
possession and use of power is generally justifigia reference to some larger good and
demands are made in the name of a group. As tireg go, new collectivities or groups are
created around attributes such as nationalitygiceli race, income level, or gender. In general,
once a group with such common identities had coat&dts grievances and demands were made
manifest. In late 20century America, “women” had been transformed fabgroup possessing

specific biological characteristics into a symbbpolitical identity?*®Despite being identified as
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a political collectivity, Kirkpatrick asserted thgénder has only occasionally been used as a
basis for common political activity by women. Faaeple, women worked together to achieve
voting rights, successfully organizing and agitgtim the name of their sex; however, once the
right to vote was secured, the collective concefngomen were rarely articulated within the
political arena. Furthermore, unlike after the antthisement of other categories of people,
women'’s suffrage did not affect the major sociahposition of government, as the feminine
half of the population was seldom represented bgertttan five to ten percent of the members
of any state legislature. Moreover, according tckpgatrick, gender has had less influence on
political behavior than ethnic, regional, or ecofmidentifications?*Thus, the tendency of
women to coalesce around issues other than thedlegenay account, in part, for their absence
from political power.

Following her assessment of women as a politicagmay, Kirkpatrick considered four
hypothetical constraints that might also accounttie low levels of political participation of
women — physiological constraints, cultural consts role constraints, and male conspiracy.
Physiological constraints referred to the biologaiferences between men and women, both
physically and mentally, and were based on theondtiat the political aspects of social life
have evolved around power and force. Men were tabjdysically dominate; women were not.
Men were programmed for leadership, decision-makang force; women were not. Though
brute force was not necessary for a person to eelpelitical power in the United States,

political scientists maintained that underlying raodcampaigns was a continuing struggle to
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achieve and assert dominance — a struggle thayaegcluded women based on their
physiology*®?

In addition to hypothetical physiological constitainvomen also faced cultural
constraints that could discourage them from engpigirpolitics. Kirkpatrick noted culture
elaborates the psychological, moral, and socialigations of biological characteristics, where
definitions of masculinity and femininity are leadhand internalized. She noted,

The essential elements of the cultural explanasicsex role behavior are the

propositions that:

1. Culture embodies norms defining the sexes amtiites behavior appropriate for

each: these are perpetuated through the socializptbcess

2. These norms determine the identity, expectatiand demands of males and females

3. Sex stereotypes are not necessarily derived tinephysiological characteristics of

the two sexes

4. Norms are internalized regardless of their lgmal relevance

5. In all modern, industrial societies, specifigaficluding the United States, cultural

norms exist which arbitrarily limit women’s persddavelopment, social choices, and

opportunity to share fully in the dominant valuésaciety?>

Thus, politics becomes an example of cultural esioly for though legal barriers to women'’s
participation in political life had been abolished]tural norms have preserved the definition of
politics as ‘man’s world’. Furthermore, culturalpectations regarding gender roles were
complemented by a dual status system that measoresen by different criteria than men where
women gain status through excelling in sanctiormdesr— nurturing, homemaking, personal
adornment, etc. Any effort to perform roles assighg the culture to the opposite sex is likely to
result in a loss of statd&*Though cultural norms concerning gender roles whesnging, and

the penalties of nonconformity were not as gredahag had been in the past, Kirkpatrick

predicted that traditional culture may conservatjgslas a male domain for some time.
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Kirkpatrick argued that role constraints were m@srictive to women than
physiological and cultural restrairftS.Both the physiological and cultural explanatioiemed
the personality of men and women, whether progradnmeugh biology or culture, as the
primary cause for women’s absence and men’s doroéahpolitics; however, personality was
deemphasized in discussions of social roles. Aneflers to a position in the social structure and
its associated set of coherent norms. In most sesjegoles are complementary, meaning men’s
roles and women'’s roles complement one anothependde structure for the relations between
the sexes. Women’s primary role of wife and motieatt been viewed as irreconcilable with the
role of professional as both had been describddllasme, life-long jobs. Furthermore, two
professions were more easily combined when theg bammon role requirements, for example,
law and politics, but the nurturing skills assoettvith women'’s roles as wives and mothers
were not viewed as applicable to politfé8.

Finally, there was the male conspiracy theorytherbelief that women were oppressed,
banned from power by the ruling classes — men. Rhosmpoint of view, the situation of women
was comparable to that of African Americans, wheth groups were dominated and excluded
from power by white men. Not surprisingly, thoseonddhered to the notion of male conspiracy
viewed feminine traits as similar to characterst€ subjected persons and/or oppressed groups
— lack of education, vulnerable to peer prejudem®mnomic discrimination, low aspirations, more
emotional than rational, more dependent than amaos, and more predisposed to be governed
than to govern. Supporters of the male conspitiaegry held that cultural and role constraints

served as effective instruments of male domingon.
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Given that the cards were seemingly stacked apf@mele politicians — the lack of a
cohesive political identity, physiological, cultlirand role constraints, along with male
prejudice — just who were the women who succegspatticipated in the political world? Based
on the information drawn from interviews and quastiaires, Kirkpatrick depicted the average
female legislator as an attractive, forty-eightryeld mother of two, who, despite having a
college education, had rarely worked outside ofrittve. She lived in the town in which she
was born and was provided for financially by hestband who had supported her decision to run
for government office. Competing for office waseatension of her many years of volunteer
experience. Though the lives of the state legistatdarveyed differed in many respects, the vast
majority shared several key characteristics incigd small town background, geographic
stability, membership in the middle-class, partécipand active parents, higher education, and
community servicé®®

In many ways, the women surveyed were very sinddhe male state legislators. The
majority of the men examined also came from smé#diens, were college-educated members of
the middle class, had active parents, and hadcgeated in extracurricular activities and
community volunteerism before running for politicdfice. Where male and female legislators
differed were in their education levels, employmieistory, age, and number of offspring. Most
of the men were more highly educated than theiafernounterparts and had been continuously
employed. In addition, the male legislators tenaeldave more children and ran for office at an
earlier age. Whereas many of the men had childneleruithe age of ten when they first ran for

office, the majority of women waited until aftereihchildren were grown before embarking
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upon a political careéf’ Based on the similarities and differences betwbersexes surveyed,
Kirkpatrick concluded that “the same social expeces seem to contribute to the development
of politically active males and females. Many of game personality patterns characterize both.
Observable differences... derive more from sociasahan from inherent predispositiod&’”
Notwithstanding the many similarities between neaald female legislators, the women
surveyed were forced to adapt and survive in a{taheinated environment once they took
office. Many of them reported being rebuffed byitimeale counterparts in several ways. Some
were excluded from certain events or meetings,evtihers were excluded linguistically as all
members of the chamber were referred to as ‘metihner® reported “the most subtle form of put
down” — being killed with kindness and treated likbelpless child** These women were called
‘darlings’ of the house and the men treated theth exaggerated courtesy. Still others were
excluded from discussions and debates that rev@r@ahd ‘masculine’ topics such as economic
measures and were directed instead towards conesnittat dealt with more ‘feminine’ issues
like education. Some were openly insulted; oneesgahator reported being told “You should be
in the kitchen, not in the Senate” by a male cgjleg’? Regardless of the difficulties faced by
female politicians, the women surveyed were abl@/&rcome male resistance through hard
work and perseverance. Kirkpatrick wrote, “Thesenga not only feel that it is possible to win
professional acceptance and cooperation of thde ow@leagues, they are convinced that they

have done so?*?
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Like Kirkpatrick, the majority of female legisla®surveyed were critical of radical
feminism. She noted, “Approximately 60% of theiségfors expressed opposition to the
women’s liberation movement and many criticismsenereled against the women'’s liberation
movement.*“Several of them expressed the view that the movepusited an inaccurate
conception of women'’s situations and problems. Believed that women were exploited by
men and society and very few felt that they wenarided or denied self-fulfillment and
freedom. Furthermore, many of the legislators dgisayped of the movement’s denigration of the
role of wife and mother. Likewise, the majoritytbe legislators viewed women'’s liberation as
extremist. “In the eyes of many,” noted Kirkpatri¢women'’s liberation is a branch of radical
politics — and so is regarded with the same distastthey regard the counter culture, the ‘new’
politics, student riots, dropouts and flag burriéts Moreover, many labeled the movement as
partisan. Kirkpatrick asserted that even the mddexengs of the feminist movement, which
included the National Organization of Women, wergarded as partisans of the most liberal
wing of the Democratic Party. Finally, many expegsthe view that women'’s liberation actually
made it more difficult to be elected into officeabwomen seeking to do ‘men’s jobs’ were then
being lumped together as “extremist nuts and bradrg”?*°

Not all of the legislators surveyed were opposedamen’s liberation. Kirkpatrick
divided those favorable to the movement into twegaries: those that found the movement to

be too strident and ‘far out’ but saw it as us&fubroadening the opportunities and rights for

women, and those that explicitly supported andtiled with the movement. Approximately
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1/5 of the women surveyed fell into each of thestegories?’’ “Disagreements about the
women’s movement within this group of legislatonsgted Kirkpatrick, “illuminate the problem
of uniting women in a single, political action gmtf*én fact, the only issue agreed upon by
those surveyed as being a ‘women’s issue’ was tlhlERjghts Amendment, which was
supported by all but three of the women surveyed.

In the conclusion oPolitical Woman Kirkpatrick speculated on the future for women in
politics. She maintained that in order for womeg&mn de facto political equality, both a social
and a cultural revolution were required. Many fumeatal beliefs about the nature of men,
women, children, and government would have to lamdbned or, at the very least, revised.
Kirkpatrick acknowledged that within the United ®&cultural and social changes were already
in progress. “Current trends in mass opinion suggesntinuing and increasing demand for
progressive inclusion of women,” she wrote, “thaggest larger numbers of professional
women, increasing efforts to combine family andf@ssional roles. Should they continue,
increased numbers of women will be seeking pulifice”?!° Despite these trends, Kirkpatrick
remained cautious, observing that preferences ehslogvly and that change does not always
follow the opinion of the masses, even in demoesacthe stated,

The national experience with desegregation seempmote that, at least under certain

circumstances, it is possible to legislate agammtes. This experience seems to suggest

that, at least under certain circumstances, coean be used to achieve goals (e.g. the
end to school segregation) that do not have thpatipf public opinion. Can political
power be used to bring about the full (equal) pgrétion of women in power processes?

Recently some men have used the power vestedinroles to procure a larger voice for

women in politics. The “McGovern-Fraser guidelinés’ the 1972 Democratic

Convention decreed that there should be equal nisndbevomen and men in convention
proceedings. The various “Affirmative Action” pr@gns of recent years provide
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examples of the deliberate use of public policachieve greater participation by women

in various social processes from which they had leeeluded

Kirkpatrick opposed affirmative action policiesdatine use of quotas to increase
women’s participation in politics, asserting thagy sacrificed important values such as equal
opportunity, intra-party democracy, and self-goveent®*!in lieu of the institution of quotas,
she believed the government could expedite grgaléical participation for women in several
ways including the appointment of more women tdargoositions in government and the
withholding of public support from universities aredated institutions that discriminated against
females in admissions, and in the awarding of salblps, fellowships, and other types of aid.
Furthermore, Kirkpatrick asserted that sexual disicration in law, employment practices,
education, and elsewhere was intolerable and tiwdt gractices had to be addressed by the
government. “These and comparable policies cardbptad without serious violations of
existing norms,” she wrote, “and would probablyedecate the trend towards increased
participation of women in public power process&s.”

Political Womanwas praised in both academic and non-academiesirmdoted political
scientist Harold D. Lasswell called it a “landmatldy...packed with beautifully analyzed
information”?*® Following the book’s publication, Kirkpatrick ddeeed a reputation as an
expert on women in politics that not only boosted $standing amongst her peers, but also
enabled her to extend her political activities @éaof the United States. In 1975, the United
States Information Agency asked her to representtls. at a conference held in West Africa.

The gathering was part of the United Nations’ Instional Women'’s Year. At the conference,
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Kirkpatrick delivered lectures on women in publftairs and American democraé$/ Her
foreign language skills served her well as sheeltas to the former French colonies of Togo
and Niger’?

Shortly after the publication éfolitical Woman Kirkpatrick completed her fourth book,
The New Presidential Elitd his work grew out of her growing disenchantmaith the rise of
the New Left within the Democratic Party. In 19R&kpatrick attended the Democratic
National Convention in Miami, Florida where she lext as a speechwriter and pollster for
Hubert Humphrey’'s doomed presidential campaignkgatrick blamed Humphrey's loss of the
nomination to George McGovern on changes madeetoulles regarding delegate selection. In
1968, the Democratic Party’s Commission on Pantyciires and Delegate Selection, more
commonly known as the McGovern Commission or thé&bhern-Fraser Commission, took
measures to guarantee participation of all inteteBtemocrats. Such measures included the
institution of racial, gender, and age quotas fedates which, in turn, she asserted, allowed for
the New Left (or ‘new class’ as she labels therthenbook) to dominate convention
proceedings. Kirkpatrick’s disgust over this tufregents led to the publication ®he New
Presidential Eliteand caused her to vote Republican for the finsetin her life??°

In The New Presidential Elif&irkpatrick utilized data gathered from mail
guestionnaires and personal interviews with deteget both the Republican and Democratic

National Conventions in 1972 in order to determarineether or not a new breed of political elite

had emerged. Drawing on the data collected, Kimkgatescribed the social and personal
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characteristics of the delegates, the various tinceEsthat caused them to participate in
presidential politics, the delegates’ political f@ctives, and the various factions extant within
the parties.

Kirkpatrick began by asserting that large numbérseav men and women whose
motives, goals, and ideas differed from those wéneldominated American politics in the past
had ascended to power. Until the late 1960s arg #870s politicians and politics in general
were, for the most part, pragmatic and moderateerahan ideological and extreme. According
to her, such pragmatic politicians had adoptedcpdifavorable to the electorate and had chosen
candidates based on voter appeal. Kirkpatrickbatted the lack of such pragmatism at the 1972
Democratic National Convention to the McGovern refe which were themselves a result of
many changes occurring in American politics andetgcShe wrote,

The decline of party identification and the growfrsplit ticket voting; the appearance of

a third party; the increased reliance on publiatrehs techniques rather than

organization; the decreased confidence in goverhar@hin other public institutions; the

appearance of direct action — assassinationg)sidemonstrations, draft evasion; the
progressive breakdown of consensus on such bdsiesvas patriotism, obedience to
law, and compromise; the rise of new kinds of gues groups and new kinds of
issues... the persistence of ‘cross cutting’ isshasdut across traditional party
alignments; the landslide defeat of the majoritstya presidential candidate;

‘Watergate’ and all that it implies about the deelpf restraint in the use of power —

these and many other phenomena of the recent qgast tnat the American political

system is undergoing quite fundamental chafgfes.

The changes occurring in American society had edti& effect on American politics,
especially within the Democratic Party. Accordingdirkpatrick, from the Great Depression to

the mid-1960s, Democratic politics was dominateavieifare issues, “how to guard the society

against drastic and catastrophic economic fluaaatihow to provide minimum economic well-
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being for all, how to use government’s power tmsiate economic growth, how to pay for new
services and public activities — all without deging the fundamental elements of the free
enterprise systent?® However, the issues prominent at the 1972 Demiodx&ttional
Convention were not the bread and butter welfaate sssues on which Democrats were
relatively united. Instead, focus was shifted tadgasocial and cultural issues, which, she
charged, created a preoccupation with the poliadakntages of white males. Accordingly,
more attention was paid to three groups: Africaneficans, women, and youtft

Beginning in 1968, efforts were made within thetp#o “overcome the effects of past
discrimination” through the use of affirmative act?>° Kirkpatrick opposed the party’s use of
guotas, writing, “Until recently, liberals and Iz doctrines emphasized providing equal access
to power (as to other values). It was believed #fatition of legal discrimination and of
discriminatory practices satisfied the requirenargqual access; from that point, ability,
ambition, hard work, and luck were expected tos@wthe basis of selectioff”’In her mind,
the use of quotas violated the hallowed Americdnesaf equal opportunity by providing
special assistance to specific groups at the expeihsthers>*Furthermore, affirmative action
policies pitted the ‘old-timers’ — those who hadwpated traditional politics for decades and
who supported traditional, ‘establishment’ candidaduch as Hubert Humphrey and Henry
Jackson, against the ‘newcomers’ — those who wereilsted by passionate concern with the

issues of the late 1960s to enter the politicat@@nd who supported more radical candidates
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like George McGoverfi® This division, she charged, crippled the partyamigation,
exacerbated party divisions, weakened state pantign® recruitment process and in convention
proceedings, and increased the importance of nestitwencies at the expense of traditional
ones?

Kirkpatrick asserted that the McGovern reforms wareh more concerned with
participation rather than actual representatiore palitical scientist pointed out that
representinghe rank and file members of a party was not #8mesas making sure that everyone
who desired to influence the nominating processaines to do so. Moreover, Kirkpatrick
disregarded the commission’s belief that the pnevienequal political participation of women,
minorities, and the youth coutthly be due to discrimination instead of other qualisach as
ambition, interest, or skif®> Thus, Kirkpatrick found fault with the conventisradoption of the
doctrine of demographic representation for choodilggates over the more traditional doctrine
of radical representation. She claimed,

The goal of demographic theories is an assemblyhich some specific physical and/or
social characteristics are present in roughly #mesproportions as their occurrence in
the total electorate. The goal of the radical tlemois an assembly that reflects the
opinions and orientations of the electorate irdésisions on matters of public
policy...proponents of demographic representatiop@se to achieve the desired
outcome through institutional devices, notably @got radical representation relies on
the dynamics of personal ambition, intraparty amdrparty competition, and the
preferences of the represedto determine the composition of the representative
assembly... The radical doctrine... does not denyglator race may be importantly
related to social positions and political viewst Buloes noassumehat these
characteristics have special, unique, or definitelevance to political perspectives,
roles, or outcomes. It leaves the decision conogrtiie relevance of different statuses to
those to be represented... The demographic approaehuires that someone other than
voters determine which of the many statuses ofsopere in fact most importarthe
McGovern Commission decided in favor of sex, race] ageé>°
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According to Kirkpatrick, despite its efforts, tbemmission failed to make the party
truly representative of both the rank and file panembers and the American electorate in its
entirety. To prove this, she examined the age,a®c race of the delegates of both parties. As
the women’s movement began to grow in the late 4261@ early 1970s, both parties were
forced to pay attention to women'’s issues. Thist¢tedn increase in the number of women
present at both the RNC and the DNC; however, basdteir totals in the general population,
women were under-represented. Forty percent adelegates at the DNC were women, while
thirty percent of Republican delegates were fen@ldpatrick maintained that though more
women were represented, many of them, specifithdge belonging to the Democratic Party,
were notrepresentativeof the majority of women in America. Instead, thajority of female
delegates were affiliated with the women'’s libeatmovement, a group she described as
‘political amateurs’ who were most concerned wemfnist issues and who cared little for party
unity. %’

African Americans, the majority of whom were Denadst increased their influence at
the DNC as they, like women, benefitted from the geiota system. As compared to their total
numbers within the American population (approxirhagdeven percent), African Americans
were over-represented at the DNC and under-repexsanthe RNC, constituting sixteen
percent of Democratic delegates and five perceRepiublican delegates. Though over-
represented, Kirkpatrick praised black delegateeeaDNC for their party loyalty, noting that
though they had distinct views on busing, crimel aelfare, their views on other issues

238

resembled those of the rank and file members op#n/ =" Nonetheless, black delegates who

supported McGovern were not necessarily represeatat black party members. For example,
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many African Americans remained divided over theibg issue, with a slight majority favoring
neighborhood schools; however, black McGovern dgksggoverwhelmingly favored busifd.

Thanks to the baby boom that occurred within theéddinStates in the postwar era, 25
million persons became first-time voters in 1972cécdingly, the age structure of the two
conventions changed, most notably within the DemtocParty. Twenty-three percent of
Democratic and eight percent of Republican delegatre between the ages of 18 and 29.
Among Democratic delegates, those under the ag6 wfere most numerous in the McGovern
ranks. According to Kirkpatrick, these delegatesensmilar to the new female delegates in that
“the opinions of that group were remote from thoseank and file Democratic identifiers of any
age.”*® What of other age groups? Whereas persons betiveemes of 30 and 50 were
overrepresented at the DNC, those aged 40 to 6& evarrepresented at the RNC. Those over
the age of 65 were substantially underrepreseritedth conventions: persons over the age of 65
constituted fifteen percent of the total Americapplation, yet Democratic delegates over the
age of 65 comprised only four percent of the tatiaile only nine percent of Republican
delegates were of this age grddp.

According to Kirkpatrick, the McGovern Commissidfgr reasons known best to its
own members, preoccupied with representation of @mgrblacks, and youth” paid little
attention to the representation of socioecononasse$ “She found the social homogeneity of
the two conventions to be interesting, yet not 8siy, noting that the vast majority of all
delegates at both conventions boasted higher ednabtevels, better jobs, and made more

money than the majority of Americans. This was &uen of those delegates who were African
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American, female, or under the age of 30. Althoungh970 fifty percent of American families
had incomes under $10,000.00 per year and fiveepelad incomes over $25,000.00, only five
percent of Republican and thirteen percent of Deatmcdelegates earned less than $10,000.00.
Meanwhile fifty-eight percent of Republican andtyfive percent of Democratic delegates
earned more than $25,000.00. Contrasts in educatoa sharper: forty-two percent of rank and
file Democrats and thirty-five percent of Repubfisénad less than a high school education, but
only four percent of the Democratic and two peradrthe Republican delegates fell into this
category. Though % of Democratic and 2/3 of RemabliParty members had only a high-school
education, sixty percent of both conventions’ dateg held a college degréé.

The occupation of delegates matched their edutatlievels. Kirkpatrick noted that
relatively small numbers of self-employed businemspfiarmers, and workers were present at
the DNC as compared to previous yedfBusinessmen, farmers, and workers constituted self-
interest groups that were concerned with mateexabrds and economic incentives that
Kirkpatrick deemed as legitimate incentives forijcdl action. In lieu of such typically
‘democratic’ groups there was an increase in thebar of middle-class professional elites, in
particular lawyers and teachers, who were, sheeaiguore concerned with the symbolic
aspects of politics. Kirkpatrick paid special atien to the rise to political prominence of
professionals she termed “symbol specialists” €liees, advertisers, journalists, clergy,
publishers, and commentators. Such groups wereatsxpdahe production, manipulation, and
communication of the symbols with which personsriptet events, define goals, and attribute
meanings. According to Kirkpatrick, symbol spe@tinot only communicate values and myths,

they were also “guardians, destroyers, and creafdfse collective myths that bind together and
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rip apart communities and societi€&>The majority of symbol specialists present atDiG
were critics of the traditional culture and suppostof McGovern. Therefore, they used their
communication skills to focus attention on issuéb which they were concerned. Kirkpatrick
noted that politics dominated by such professigrigdikely to have a higher ideological
content and the political process is more likelypéoconceived as an arena for setting public
agendas and resolving moral problems than as aa &e winning and compromising material
interests.

Consequently, this ‘new class’, which dominated@eenocratic Convention, exhibited
less party loyalty and deemphasized winning elastas the party’s principal and legitimate
goal. In her studies of both the Republican and &aatic National Conventions Kirkpatrick
found that an emphasis on winning was high amoadipublicans and those Democrats that
supported ‘traditional candidates’ such as Hubennidhrey. According to Kirkpatrick, an
emphasis on winning stimulated the parties’ efftwtbroaden their coalitions and to harmonize
differences between various factions. Those, sadha‘new class’, who did not emphasize
winning and party loyalty, only increased contreyewithin the party over various issué.

Kirkpatrick questioned delegates about their starregarding a number of issues
including authority, foreign affairs, economic issywelfare policies, race relations, and crime
in order to ascertain what other differences edisietween the New Left or ‘new class’ and the
more established party members. When it came tepaats concerning authority, McGovern

supporters exhibited a higher disrespect towattthi traditional Democrats and the vast
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majority of Republicané®® Kirkpatrick’s interest in authority stemmed frdts relationship to
legitimacy and force — legitimate governments hidneeauthority to utilize force to coerce
compliance with their decisions. Members of the Nt repeatedly challenged the legitimacy
and authority of the American government and iticgs, and consistently opposed the state’s
use of coercive power, both at home with police maiibnal guardsmen, and abroad with the
U.S. military. Kirkpatrick noted that a low opiniaf government and authority was relatively
new on the American political scene, at least stheeNew Deal and World War II, and that
such attitudes were bound to have important eff@ctdhe political system. She claimed,
Cynicism about government and governors can judtifgrse assaults on the public
order. The demand for radical change is one wedkknresponse. Corruption is
another... the belief that government is corruptfilsecomes a corrupting factor. When
the political elite holds such beliefs, politicaakbgue is likely to be shrill or cynical or
both. Redemptive zeal and cynical manipulationtla@enormal products of a loss of
confidence in the political institutions of sociéfy
Cynicism, along with the questioning of authoritydahe legitimate use of force, were
also representative of the New Left’s attitudesamg American foreign relations. According to
Kirkpatrick, several factors caused Americans texamine American military and foreign
commitments in the late 1960s and early 1970s ductuVietham and the Nixon
Administration’s emphasis on détente. Of fundamantportance was the emergence of a new
generation who had no personal memory of eitheNtma holocaust or communist
expansionism. Though delegates at both the RNGrenBNC remained divided on many
foreign policy issues, in particular Vietham and fhmerican presence in Southeast Asia, the

McGovern delegates were most opposed to the uamefican military force and to the

maintenance of American military superiority. Iredeof force, they favored greater U.S. support
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for the United Nations and increased economic@iteedy nations. Kirkpatrick related this
attitude to their perception of the world, notihgt if one viewed the world as a dangerous
place, where the aggression of the great commpagers was only kept in check by the fear of
retaliation, then it was important for the most goful non-communist nation, the United States,
to maintain military superiority and observe itsroaitment to collective security agreements
and treaties negotiated during the postwar yeawaeder, if one believed that the world was not
dangerous and that communists did not pose a ttu¢la¢ vital interests of the United States
then it did not make sense to maintain the wonhaést powerful military establishment. From
this point of view, it was more appropriate to eater a strategy of international cooperafith.

In addition to their lack of respect towards auitiycand Cold War policies, the New Left
or ‘new class’ differed from traditional Democratstheir economic views. With the economy
showing signs of “acute strain in shifting from arime to a peacetime basis and from the
impact of Republican economics”, economic issuas ever higher cost of living, higher taxes,
and increasing unemployment numbers — were corgidapst pressing to the American
electorate as a whole in 1972.In order to establish the economic orientatiothefdelegates,
guestions were asked about the role of governnmgiiel economy and attitudes towards
business interests and labor. Overall, Kirkpatfaknd the results interesting, though not
unexpected. For one, the results testified to titleenng away of laissez-faire economics by
demonstrating that, at least on the elite level,@bonomic ‘right’ did not exist, for nearly all
delegates — Republican and Democrat — believedhbkagovernment should take action to

combat inflatior’>? Second, the delegates’ respective attitudes t@naudiness interests and
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trade unions indicated the persistence of tradafidifferences between the parties. Democrats
were more favorable towards unions than Republiocahde Republicans were more favorable
towards business interests than Democrats.

At the same time, there were marked differencesngntioe supporters of Humphrey,
McGovern, and Wallace which, as stated by Kirkg&irdemonstrated a weakening of the
historic alliance between organized labor and teenBeratic Party. Whereas Humphrey
delegates were much more favorable towards orgata®r, Wallace delegates remained
hostile towards them. Furthermore, Humphrey detegathile being the most pro-labor of all
Democratic groups, were also the most favorablasiness interests. The New Left's animosity
towards business was much higher than that oftther groups, yet this animosity was not off-
set by widespread support for labor. “Apparently®dwern delegates viewed both the major
proponents on the economic scene,” Kirkpatrick aoteig labor and big business, with a
certain distaste?®® Such distaste was acknowledged by labor whenatienis largest union,
the AFL-CIO, refused to endorse McGovern’s candjdacl9722%*

Yet another indicator of delegates’ economic oagah was their view on welfare
policies. According to Kirkpatrick, during the ead960s the majority of Americans agreed with
the proposition that governments should providdipdbnds to help those unable to help
themselves to achieve a minimum standard of phlyaieb:-being; however, by the late 1960s,
welfare policies had “collided with the achievemetitic’**®> President Johnson’s ‘War on
Poverty’ defined larger numbers of people as ‘po@laxed eligibility requirements for public

relief, and increasingly abandoned policies thé¢-dlodied recipients of welfare be required to
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work.2*° Kirkpatrick charged McGovern’s supporters withaaking the achievement ethic (or
work ethic) by backing the use public funds to sarppable-bodied but lazy persons”.
Conversely, the majority of Wallace and Nixon supgis were in favor of the obligation to
work, while Humphrey delegates remained dividedveifare issue&>®

McGovern delegates also differed from traditiodamocrats, Wallace supporters, and
Republicans in matters concerning race relatiogsl® 2, controversy concerning government
action in the field of race relations centered agsibg school children across district lines in
order to achieve racial balance. “Busing childrehaf neighborhood schools involves mixing
cultures and classes as well as races,” Kirkpatratlked, “It deprives parents who must use
public schools of control over the environment inieh their children are socialize&® She
went on to point out that the busing issue and digbbedience were examples of how questions
of race and civil rights had become intertwinedwabcial policy. McGovern delegates were
overwhelmingly in favor of both busing and civisdbedience, while Wallace supporters and the
majority of Republicans were opposed to both. Meeepthe majority of Humphrey supporters
were able to make distinctions between civil rigdntsl social policy by approving of civil rights
and disapproving of busing and civil disobedieffée.

Following its publication, the book received mixediews. One reviewer praised the
book for its “extremely rich and intelligently agakd” data, yet noted that it was “too long,
discursive, repetitive, and fragmentary, with bitsheory tacked on here and thef&Though

this commentator agreed with Kirkpatrick’s ovemskertion that a new breed of political elite
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had evolved, one that was motivated primarily byygaoncerns and issue commitments, others
were less sympathetic. One critic claimed it wasmethodologically sound to choose an
extreme case (1972) and compare it with an arbytreinosen baseline (1948 and 1952).
Moreover, it was difficult to prove that an evoartiin the political elite had occurred since
similar data did not exist for national conventidreween 1952 and 1972. Finally, the author
pointed out that the ‘new breed’ Kirkpatrick debexd was barely present within the Republican
Party, thus the ‘new breed’ may well represent @nghort-term phenomenon within the
Democratic Partg®

Overall, it is obvious that Kirkpatrick found thetablishment of the McGovern reforms
to be disastrous for the Democratic Party. Whesease saw the McGovern reforms as a
landmark in the struggle for party democracy, ammeipation proclamation that freed the party
from control by bosses and entrenched interedteretiewed them as a mistaken, though well-
intentioned effort that ended up crippling partgamization, exacerbating party differences, and
making electoral victory nearly impossible. To atje¢he reforms constituted “a naked power
grab by one faction that used its control of tHenra commission to write rules that assured it an
advantage in the contest for the nominatittit'is clear from her work, especially by her
assertion that most delegates were chosen as ‘“geppof particular presidential candidatés”
that Kirkpatrick fell into the latter category.
Conclusions

During the 1960s and 1970s, Kirkpatrick’s intefiesibtalitarianism and non-democratic

regimes, an interest sparked during her collegesyaad cemented by her exposure to the first-
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hand accounts of fascist and communist refugedsjatiwane. Her fascination with
authoritarianism led her to choose Argentina dutirggPeronist period as the topic of her
dissertation. In her analysis of Peronism and Atigempolitics in the decade following Perén’s
downfall, Kirkpatrick asserted that Peronism did canstitute fascism or any form of
totalitarianism; rather it was a blend of autharéa and democratic elements, common in Latin
American regimes. The Argentine political systemmilar to those of other Latin American
nations, was characterized by a limited experienckzmocratic methods, an entrenched
oligarchy, a military that often interfered withlpies, the use of violence by various groups, and
direct political action such as the use of strited lobbying activities. Such systems involved a
variety of legitimate political behaviors includingting, oligarchical control, military coup,
violence, and strikes. According to Kirkpatrick,lasg as citizens were able to utilize such
methods to influence the political system, a certlgree of political action and freedom
existed.

Despite this, Kirkpatrick was careful to point dlaat Peronism was not necessarily a
stepping stone on the path to liberal democracgeBan the history of Argentina, Kirkpatrick
deemed it unlikely that the country’s political sm would become a full-fledged democracy in
the near future. Though this assertion seemed & bdds with one of the major contentions of
the Kirkpatrick Doctrine, namely that authoritari@gimes were capable of evolving into
approximate democratic states thereby warrantingrgan support, this was not necessarily the
case. Kirkpatrick believed that it was impossildeteate democracy anywhere, at any given
time; instead, democratic values and institutionstadevelop over time. Even the United States,
the beacon of democracy to the world, did not emmagga mature democratic state in the late

18" century following its independence from Great &rit it took another two hundred years for
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political equality to be available to all Americadgcordingly, the U.S. should be patient and
continue to support authoritarian regimes, esplgdiabse in Latin America whose political
systems included some democratic characteristiash §overnments were preferable to
totalitarian regimes, and were, with American suppad encouragement, capable of evolving
into liberal states over time.

Kirkpatrick’s belief that political change shouldaur slowly was not limited to the
evolution of democracy in nations around the wa@de of her major critiques of the rise of the
New Left within American society and politics inveld the movement’s demands for
instantaneous social and cultural change. Thisisqularly true of the radical feminist and civil
rights organizations. Though she was a feministaanddvocate for civil rights, Kirkpatrick
supported only governmental action that would goi@e political equality and non-
discrimination. Once political and social equalitgre guaranteed, hard work, ambition, and
ability would determine the success of an individ&he opposed the establishment of gender
and racial quotas due to her belief that such hwalated the American tradition of equal
opportunity by providing special assistance to gjpegroups. Moreover, Kirkpatrick remained
highly critical of legislation that went againsicgl mores or violated existing social and cultural
norms. She maintained that society’s attitudes tdsjaand beliefs about, women and minorities
could not be changed overnight via legislation.fScitanges could occur only gradually as more
women and African Americans took advantage of abé#l opportunities in order to advance
themselves within society.

In addition to its demand for radical change, Kakick disapproved of the New Left's
methods and goals. Though she condoned the uselenee, strikes, and direct action in

authoritarian regimes as legitimate political aitiég that occurred outside of the electoral arena,

98



Kirkpatrick found similar actions by student prdtes, anti-war activists, and black power
organizations to be unacceptable within the Un8&ates. In fact, Kirkpatrick labeled such
activities as ‘fascist’. American radicals werehter, nothing less than totalitarians whose
ultimate goal was to institute a social and culteggolution. Though her classifications of the
New Left as ‘fascist’ and ‘totalitarian’ were extne and exaggerated, based on her educational
background, it is not surprising that Kirkpatridewed the New Left as political extremists,
similar to both the fascists who had brought ahbetfall of the Weimar Republic and to the
communists who had taken over Russia and Chinasevbgoal was to destroy the American
democratic experiment by fundamentally restructymerican society and culture.

Given her beliefs about the nature of the New U€ft<patrick was outraged by its
increasing power within the Democratic Party. Hesfration reached its zenith in 1972 when,
due to rule changes in delegate selection, the Patio National Convention was dominated by
the New Left and its various agendas. Kirkpatricksipathy towards what she viewed as the
hijacking of the Democratic Party by leftist extistrgroups caused her to vote Republican for
the first time in her life. Immediately followingpé 1972 elections, the political scientist, along
with other centrist liberals, formed the Coalitilmn a Democratic Majority (CDM), an
organization dedicated to reversing the rule changgch had allowed for the New Left's
temporary takeover of the party. In their zealdfsres to rid the party of radicalism, many
members of the CDM, including Kirkpatrick, were pad further to the right, so much so, that
by the late 1970s they were no longer viewed asdils; instead, they became known as

neoconservatives.
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Chapter Three

By the end of the 1970s, Jeane Kirkpatrick hasdbecpart of the burgeoning
neoconservative movement. Though she remained &eravhthe Democratic Party, the
lingering effects of the New Left's power both wittihe party and upon American society had
pushed the political scientist further to the righthe political spectrum. Her transformation
from liberal Democrat to neoconservative was alsdefd by her disenchantment with détente
policies and the increasing American tolerancedtalitarianism such policies represented.
Accordingly, Kirkpatrick became a member of the [@ma for a Democratic Majority — an
organization determined to defeat the influencthefNew Left within the Democratic Party in
both domestic and foreign affairs; the CommitteghenPresent Danger — a bipartisan group
dedicated to the destruction of détente policieelwdemanded an increase in American
military spending; and the American Enterpriseitast — a conservative think tank whose
members shared her distaste for détente and theLR#wAs a neoconservative activist,
Kirkpatrick was a vocal detractor of the Carter Adistration’s foreign policies. Following the
overthrow of the Shah of Iran and the Somoza regmiicaragua in 1979, Kirkpatrick
published a scathing critique of the administraguolicies entitled “Dictatorships and Double
Standards”. The article, a summary of her evop@dical philosophy, pointed out several
distinctions between non-democratic regimes, atysisahat became known as the Kirkpatrick
Doctrine. The piece outlined the necessary requeresifor democracy, criticized the Carter
administration’s misunderstanding of revolutiond #me nature of right-wing governments, and
denounced the administration’s utilization of maueation theory as the basis for a foreign
policy. The article caught the eye of Republicasspmential hopeful, Ronald Reagan, who

recruited Kirkpatrick to work for his campaign alater, his administration.
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Coalition for a Democratic Majority

Nearly immediately following McGovern’s loss to M in the 1972 Presidential
election Kirkpatrick, along with several other kk@nded liberals, formed an organization
known as the Coalition for a Democratic Majorityd(&). The purpose of the CDM was to
wrest control of the Democratic Party away from e Left by both reversing the rule
changes instituted through the McGovern-Fraser Cission and revamping the party platform.
Members included former Humphrey aid and Kirkp&tfamily friend Max Kampelman, Civil
Rights leader and activist Bayard Rustin, Midge tBed=ditor in Chief oCommentary
magazine Norman Podhoretz, political scientist famgre National Security Advisor Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Soviet historian Richard Pipes, andratty and former Undersecretary of State for
Political Affairs Eugene Rostow, among others. dhganization’s manifesto, “Come Home,
Democrats”, written by Norman Podhoretz and Midgeter (and subsequently ‘toned down’
by Kirkpatrick) appeared in tHdew York Timeand théWNashington Postn December 7,
1972%%°

The manifesto began by claiming that Nixon’s wigtdid not represent a major political
shift to the right in the United States; rathedemonstrated the American people’s rejection of
New Left policies. Such a decisive refutation skicggrve as a wake-up call for the party to
return to its traditional roots. According to theadition, the Democratic tradition involved the
following: the creation of an ever fairer distritmrt of the fruits of the country’s vast wealth and
productivity; a sustained effort, through compeasatction, to give those who had been

disadvantaged either by birth or background adpportunity to compete as equals in American

265 v/aisse, JustiMleoconservatism: The Biography of a Movem@@ambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2010), 88.
“Come Home, DemocratsNew York TimedDecember 7, 1972, p. 14.
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life; a sober but spirited assumption of Americstiare of responsibility for the establishment of
a more secure international community; a knowlettigé without democratic order there could
be no justice and without justice there could b&l@mocratic order; a belief that democracy
worked and that it worked because American votenrewisely and prudently aware of their
own self-interest§®

The manifesto goes on to describe the various waysich the ‘new politics’, or the
New Left, had undermined the traditional beliefd anlues of the Democratic Party. In
particular, the CDM faulted the New Left's neo-@tbnism in foreign affairs, its depiction of
American society as immoral and sick, its penchiandlisruptive demonstrations, and its
insistence on utilizing quotas in order to bringatbsocial equality. Such activities had
marginalized traditional constituents of the paatyd, worse yet, had allowed the Republicans,
“a party so long and so accurately known as theymdmprivilege,” to represent themselves for
the first time as the champions of the values amiterns that had long been a part of the
Democratic Party’s traditioff’ “Come Home, Democrats” concludes with an appedlike-
minded persons to join the group and support tladitamn’s efforts to rescue the Democratic
Party:

to all who believe this society must end all forofigliscrimination against some without

recourse to discrimination against others; to &lbwelieve in a pluralistic political

process in which no single group or class enjoygexial moral status: to all who believe

that, regardless of past miscalculations or fagdwtpolicy, US involvement in

international affairs continues to be necessatihecestablishment of a stable and viable

international order; to all who believe that whiler society must be vastly improved, it
has not failed®®

223 “Come Home, DemocratsNew York TimeDecember 7, 1972, p. 14
Ibid.
2%8 |bid.
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Until recently, historians have paid little attemtito the Coalition for a Democratic
Majority, except to note that many of its foundansl members ended up in the neoconservative
camp. When it has been discussed, the organizatwiten dismissed as ultimately
ineffective?®® This may have to do with the fact that the CDM wasnall, underfinanced
association which only produced newsletters andpgbdets, and then only sporadically. Despite
these institutional deficiencies, Justin Vaiss¢hauof Neoconservatism: The Biography of a
Movementyiews the Coalition for a Democratic Majority asdestone in the evolution of
neoconservatism and credits the group for ushénimghat he calls the ‘Second Age of
Neoconservatism’.

In his work, Vaisse identifies three ‘ages’ of n@gervatism, the first of which was born
out of domestic political issues, in particularrigas social policies of the 1960s that
successfully ruptured the vital center of Ameripafitics. Members of the first age of
neoconservatism consisted largely of New York lat#lials and former radicals who began
criticizing the limits of the social policies laidgeassociated with the Great Society. Vaisse
contends that the second age of neoconservatisrharasn 1968 and solidified by 1972 with
the creation of the CDM. This age was distinguistiedh the previous one by two factors. First,
neoconservatives moved beyond purely intellectebbtes over policies and became actively
involved in the political process. And second, tegpanded their interests to include foreign
affairs as well as domestic issdé%.Those associated with the second age of neoaaisen

were primarily Democratic Party members who wergetipy the rise of the New Left. Vaisse

269 See Ehrman, Johfihe Rise of Neoconservatism: Intellectuals and igoréffairs, 1945-
1994 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1995), Blirman claims that the only
achievement of the CDM was to keep Henry “Scoopkdan supporters united under one
organization.

21%yaisseNeoconservatisn81, 96.
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dates the third age of neoconservatism from1995aaquakes that it consisted only of right-wing
conservatives who were concerned primarily witlreasing the use of American power abroad.

The first priority for the members of the CDM wasrétake control of the Democratic
Party; therefore, during the first two years ofaisstence the organization focused on
restructuring the reforms that had allowed forNesv Left to dominate the 1972 Democratic
National Convention. Beginning in 1973, coalitioembers took part in party efforts to revamp
the delegate selection process and involved thesat rewriting the Democratic Party’s
charter. Their efforts towards re-empowering paegulars and traditional party members
through work on the Mikulski Commission were somats$uccessful. The Mikulski
Commission, also known as the Commission on Dede§atection and Party Structure,
organized in 1973 and led by future Maryland SenB&rbara Mikulski, was given the task of
reforming the delegate selection process for th I¥emocratic National Convention. Specific
guotas for delegates based on race, gender, andlesigeshelved by the commission, along with
the approval of a provision that allowed for gregt@rticipation by party regulafé*

Having, it believed, rescued the party from padditiextremists, the CDM began turning
its attention towards foreign policy issues. Thisitaway from domestic policies by the
coalition was also facilitated by the decline of tharious protest movements of the 1960s
counterculture. In February of 1974 the Foreigfa#$ and Defense Task Force was created
within the CDM. Jeane Kirkpatrick became a membj¢he Policy Drafting Committee of the
task force, a committee that included Eugene Raskmmer Undersecretary of State George
Ball, Norman Podhoretz, former Treasury Secretagmd Fowler, union activist Albert

Shanker, and several academics such as SamuehBngtan, Robert James Maddox, Lucian

2" Caeser, James \Wresidential Selection: Theory and Developmértinceton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1979), 284-5.
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W. Pye, John P. Roche, and Paul Seab{iry/aisse credits this task force with producing a
neoconservative foreign policy.

According to Vaisse, the neoconservative foreigicp@spoused by the CDM contained
five elements: the defense of democracy, the primmaf human rights, the assertion of
American military power, support for Israel, ancaEsed emphasis on multilateral action and
the United Nation§’® Coalition members strongly believed in the defesfsgemocracy: the
United States, as the only democratic superpoveet ahduty to protect and support other
democratic states. Though skeptical of the 197Sikle@ Accords, the CDM was a strong
champion of human rights, primarily in communistioias. They worked with the media to bring
about greater awareness of human rights issuesedddeveral events and fundraising dinners
in the late 1970s to support communist dissidemtishraiman rights advocates from the Soviet
Union and the Eastern BIGE Kirkpatrick and the other members of the Foreidfaits and
Defense Task Force were dedicated Cold Warriosaarsuch they called for an increase in
defense spending so that the U.S. military migivatth any efforts made by the Soviets to
expand. Geopolitical concerns, such as the expamdithe Soviet Union into the Middle East,
constituted one of several reasons why suppolsfael was such a large part of the
neoconservative foreign policy vision. Other fastoncluding the defense of democracy in the
region, along with the strong ties between Ameridaws and Israel on one side, and between

American Jews and the Democratic Party on the pthere also importarftFinally, members

272«The Quest for Détente”, a statement by the For&iglicy Task Force of the Coalition for a
Democratic Majority, July 31, 1974, Washington, DC.
http://neoconservatism.vaisse.net/doku.php?id=thestg for _detentdccessed 10/21/13
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of the CDM wanted the U.S. to distance itself friir@ United Nations and multilateral action in
general.

Having established a framework for the conducbeoéign relations, the task force began
criticizing those diplomatic strategies that faitedall under the purview of their
neoconservative vision, namely the Nixon-Kissingelicy of détente. In July of 1974, the
Foreign Policy Task Force of the CDM released testant entitled “The Quest for Détente”.
This report, issued in response to Kissinger’sfoalpublic debate on American-Soviet
relations, was one of the first major critiqueghd Nixon Administration’s efforts at
rapprochemert’®

In “The Quest for Détente”, the group claimed tpmort American efforts to achieve
‘true’ détente — arms limitations treaties and nalljubeneficial economic agreements with the
Soviets. However, according to the CDM, three coonis were necessary in order to attain
‘true’ détente: an end to the race for military apacy, along with agreements on arms
limitations based on parity; a more humane attitogléhe Soviets toward the movement of
people and ideas and toward the rule of law; aspe@ by the Soviets of the Charter of the
United Nations governing the use of internatiomaté both in guerrilla and conventional
warfare?’'Not surprisingly, the coalition did not envisioretmeeting of these prerequisites

anytime in the foreseeable future. “It takes twatbieve détente,” the CDM asserted, and in the

2’®v/aisse, 102.

2"«The Quest for Détente”, a statement by the For&iglicy Task Force of the Coalition for a
Democratic Majority, July 31, 1974, Washington, DC.
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minds of the task force, only the United States seausly engaged in the procé&sGiven the
coalition’s conclusions, the organization found mt condemn in the Nixon policies.

The CDM attacked Nixon’s claims that détente haehbechieved and that a new
relationship, one based on mutual understandirdjpbkgun between the Soviet Union and the
United States. The group declared these staterteebtsboth preposterous and dangerous —
dangerous because the belief that they were tcu lavishful thinking’, which had a
remarkable power to reshape the appearance dfyreslid preposterous because such claims
were not true. The CDM pointed out that the SoMieion had not changed its behavior; instead
it continued to both repress and undermine demicaradvements and governments and provide
support for terrorism, guerilla warfare, and walraggression around the globe. Furthermore,
the group argued that détente was an American ponmee completely foreign to the Soviet
Union, and that the American tendency to projectva&lues and motives onto others was
inappropriate. Instead of détente, the Soviets @American overtures as the acceptance of
‘peaceful coexistence’ and a retreat from contammé@oreover, according to the report, the
Soviets believed that détente policies stemmed ftnrAmerican reappraisal of its values and
concerns, a reassessment brought about throughidation by the increasing military power of
the Soviet Uniorf/®

Though the members of the CDM dismissed this natanthe U.S. initiated detente due
to intimidation, the group was quick to sound tkera regarding the growth of Soviet
conventional and nuclear forces. The task forcatpdito the recent rapprochement with China
as evidence of the growing threat posed by Russiamed forces. “The change in relationships

between the U.S. and China, did not arise througjeage in the totalitarian character of the

278 |bid, 4.
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Chinese regime,” the organization argued, “or tgtoa resurgence of good will toward
Americans that lay dormant in the hearts of then€se people...China ultimately approached
the United States for one compelling reason — kexdperceived a mortal threat in the Soviet
mobilization of fifty divisions in Siberia, and the Soviet penetration of India, Southeast Asia,
and the South Pacific. The United States is thg paler on earth that can check what China
believes to be a genuine danger of the militarygroof the Soviet Union?®°

Consequently, the group urged the U.S. governneeinictease its military spending so
that American nuclear and conventional forces woeldain superior to those of the Soviet
Union. The CDM noted that in this area the U.S. isdllies were at a disadvantage when
compared to the Soviets and Warsaw Pact member® dlikerences among their political
systems. The domestic political repercussions t#rdé could be controlled and regulated in
closed, communist societies as there was no ragktlie rhetoric of Soviet-American détente or
rapprochement could cause independent-minded d¢giisk to cut defense spending or withdraw
armed forces from Europe. Conversely, the rhetamit arguments employed in Nixon’s
proclamations of détente in the U.S. had workeidd¢oease the public’s demand for a unilateral
and massive reduction of American military foré&sThus, by pointing out the Chinese fear of
the Soviets, highlighting Soviet interventions tighout the globe, and repeatedly emphasizing
the growth of the Soviet military, the organizatiooped to overcome the “mood of relaxation
which President Nixon’s claims of ‘détente’ havepited”?%?
The authors of “The Quest for Détente” also drdtd the economic dimensions of Nixon

and Kissinger’s policies. They pointed out thatth8. had gained nothing substantial in return

280 |pid, 6-7.
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for its subsidized sale of grains and the extensfarredit for industrial goods at low rates to the
Soviets. Though the CDM claimed to favor mutuakyeficial economic relations between the
two superpowers, it noted that this was unlikelhappen since the Soviets had very few
resources that the U.S. needed. The Soviet Unibpalsess rare precious metals and large
guantities of oil and gas, all of which they propd$o sell to the U.S. in exchange for
technological information and capital, but the Clopposed such trade agreements for a variety
of reasons. First, the coalition argued that it lddae unwise on the part of the U.S. to become
dependent on the Soviets for strategic resourags a&sioil, for the Soviets could, at any time,
hold these resources hostage. Second, by prouideng§oviet Union with capital, the U.S. would
be enabling the Kremlin to continue to financdatge military. After all, the group argued, the
Soviets could finance their own industrial endeavbthey would only divert funds away from
defense spending and towards domestic industmayation, something they consistently
refused to do. Finally, should the U.S. provide Slowiets with advanced technology and large
sums of money, its control over and exploitatiotador would give them an unfair advantage in
the market®® The CDM maintained that they would only suppodremic assistance and long-
term credits to the Soviets in exchange for clgalbstantial political benefits, the specifics of
which they did not describe.

Yet another criticism of détente made by Kirkpekrand company centered on the
ideological differences between the two superpowbrshe decades following the end of World
War Il, anti-communism in the U.S. lost its ferveo, much so that ‘anti-communism’ in the
1970s was largely associated with McCarthyism anchahunts. In the meantime, Americans

had fallen prey to ‘convergence theory’ which higldt as both American and Soviet
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industrialized societies began facing similar eowmental, organizational, and technological
problems the differences between the two wouldideb$lixon’s claims of having both
achieved détente and forged a new relationship thdtSoviets based upon mutual
understanding served to further undermine anti-camst attitudes in the U.S. Conversely, the
same could not be said of the Soviets whose beledmmunism required there to be a
bourgeois capitalist enemy. To abandon its ideckddiostility to Western, capitalist nations
would be tantamount to the rejection of communitira,belief system that gave the Soviet
Union legitimacy both at home and abroad. Therefdespite American efforts to ease tensions
between the two superpowers, the Soviets wouldrremase to view the U.S. as their major
ideological enemy®*

“The Quest for Détente” declared that it was & tlational interest of the United States
in world politics to achieve and maintain a balantpower which could effectively deter
general war. The best way for Americans to dowmsld be to solidify its relationship with
China, maintain complete solidarity with Europead &acific allies, and do ‘all that is required’
to deter Soviet nuclear and conventional power. TB&1 acknowledged that the U.S. should
persist in pursuing détente; however it shouldawihout any misconceptions concerning the
Soviet Union. The threat of Soviet military powewutd not be taken lightly, for if “we allow
ourselves to be deceived by a myth of détente,ceedur military strength, and permit our
alliances to erode” the safety of democracy in Angecould be at stak&Despite this dire

warning, the CDM remained convinced that the U.&s wp to the challenge. The nation had the
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resources to do it. All Americans required was @icwn understanding of foreign policy goals
and the recovery of “our confidence and our wiff”

As a member of the CDM’s Foreign Affairs and Defe Task Force, Jeane Kirkpatrick
was a major contributor to the critiques of the dixKissinger policies. However, the political
science professor’s denunciations of détente wetrémited to those voiced by the coalition.
Given her educational background, Kirkpatrick naliyrdistrusted the Soviet Union, and
consequently, American efforts towards normalizielgtions with the communist state. She
often referenced the work of Hannah Arendt in higicesm of détente, noting that wishful
thinking about the nature of communism had blindtedworld to its evil. “Again and again in
our century,” she wrote, “the will to disbelieveethorrible has overwhelmed our sense of reality
and left us unable to take prudent precautiéisKirkpatrick blamed this will to disbelieve or
‘wishful thinking’ on utopian dreams of universajuality.

Kirkpatrick was quite critical of utopianism whisihe likened to rationalism as both
were concerned with abstract theories rather tbacrete realities. She wrote,

The rationalist spirit assumes that human natutberfuture may be qualitatively
different than in the past. It views non-ratiorattors such as sentiment, habit, and
custom as obstacles that can and should be overdowws each situation as a tabula
rasa on which a plan can be imposed and views iexerin other times and places as
having no relevance... Because it assumes that nthaammety can be brought to
conform to a preferred plan, the rationalist orioin tends powerfully to see everything
as possible and prospects for progress unliniffed.

Such utopian or rationalist thinking had been prigd upon the Soviet Union by those who had

instituted détente. According to Kirkpatrick, pghmakers had ignored the fact that the nature of

2% pid.
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the Soviet system was a totalitarian one, deriveohfa tradition of oriental despotism and from
a tsarist synthesis of economic, social, and buragic state powet>® Thus, the American
expectation that the proliferation of economic aottural ties and rewards would serve as
incentives to restrain Soviet expansionism wasdagen the Nixon Administration’s
willingness to ignore and disbelieve historicallitesss and to substitute rationalism for realism.
Based on such flawed theories, “unprecedented ivesnwere developed; yet unprecedented
aggression nonetheless occurréd.”

Kirkpatrick also criticized détente because of pléicy’s basis in stimulus-response and
frustration-aggression theories. According to thtbseries, American military superiority served
as a provocation to the Soviets which, in turnmatated countermeasures such as the Soviet
military build-up. Should the United States exhileistraint in its own military build-up, this
would quiet Soviet fears and produce reciprocaraed allowing for arms limitations treaties to
be signed and a relaxation of tensions all aroKinttpatrick declared that such theories were
ludicrous: it was unrealistic to believe that theitdd States could control the actions of other
nations, especially the Soviet Union, by merelyrtglcare not to be threatening. Furthermore,
Kirkpatrick maintained that frustration-aggressan stimulus-response theories placed danger
into a psychological rather than military categaausing the global environment to appear to be
less threatening. Thus, the utopianism and ratiemabf détente provided Americans with a
subjective sense of security that ignored theitatan, revolutionary, irrational, and

expansionist nature of the Soviet Unfgh.

289 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force38.
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Many neoconservatives, including Kirkpatrick, aléewed détente as the revival of"19
century European realpolitik policies where natigtkeyed for position and influence within a
stabilizing equilibrium, balanced and measured foygssional diplomats. CDM members
maintained that such a view did not accurately dies¢he U.S. and Soviet rivalry for it missed
the ideological qualities inherent in modern glopalitics. Therefore, détente or realpolitik
constituted the “vulgar substitution of expediefaeprinciple,” which caused the nation to
sacrifice its moral principles for a cynical apptahational self-intere$t? Kirkpatrick
maintained that U.S. foreign policy must alwaysseenoral goals. “The notion that foreign
policy should be oriented toward balance of powaitips, or realpolitik,” she wrote, “ is totally
foreign to the American tradition and, in fact,dmn to the American scene today. All of our
wars...were justified in terms of the protection @xtension of universal human righfS8>In
her mind, and in the minds of the neoconservatithesextension of American power and
influence in the world amounted to a human rightgpam in and of itself. For despite any flaws
in the American system, liberal capitalism, with @mphasis on freedom, liberty, and equality,
was morally superior to communist totalitarianism.

The Committee on the Present Danger

Shortly after the publication of “The Quest for Béte” in 1974, Eugene Rostow called
for the formation of a bipartisan foreign affaiobbying group that came to be known as the
Committee on the Present Danger (CPD). Accordingaisse, the most important precursor to
the Committee on the Present Danger was the CDb&tdw/, along with other members of the

CDM, felt that the coalition’s foreign policy tasérce was not as effective in the fight against
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détente as it needed to & Consequently, the CPD was created. The organiz#iat was
formed in 1976 was inspired by both a previousieersf the CPD that was active in the early
1950s, and by the findings of Team B — a grouput$ide ‘experts’ sent to ‘re-evaluate’ the
CIA’s intelligence reports on Soviet missile anditary capabilities in the mid-1970s. Several
members of the CDM became members of the CPD,dimduweane Kirkpatrick who was

invited to join by family friend, Max Kampelman. l@r ties existed between the groups as
several CDM members, including Richard Pipes, Réizle, and Paul Wolfowitz, were members
of Team B. Furthermore, both CPDs could trace tinéallectual origins to Nitze, either through
NSC-68, or the reports of TeantB.

In September of 1976, the Committee on the Prd3anger drew up its rules of
operation. The purpose of the CPD would be toifatd national discussion of foreign policy
issues. The organization claimed it existed onlgdacate the public and that its judgments were
based on a full, fair, and objective factual fouima®*° In order to educate the masses about
national security issues, the CPD planned to camalutt participate in seminars and
conferences, publish pamphlets and articles, aadraase its findings through all forms of
media. The group pledged to stay out of electaséitips and to refrain from supporting or
opposing nominees for appointive offices. The cotteaideclared that it was concerned only
with broad principles and policy objectives. “ltnst within our purview or our competence to

comment on the intricacies and complexities of shemge tactics or maneuvers,” the group
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maintained, “Our concern is with strategies andgoanot with all of the ramifications and
details of its day-to-day implementatiofi”

Having established what the CPD would and woulddao committee members focused
on drafting the organization’s manifesto ,"Commans§e and the Common Danger”, which was
released at a press conference in Washington, D@owamber 11, 19782 In its manifesto, the
CPD warned that the primary threat to the Uniteatest, to world peace, and to human freedom
was the Soviet drive for world domination and tiparalleled military build-up orchestrated by
Kremlin during the previous decade. The group dedahat such a massive military build-up
could not be explained or justified by reasonsaifanal defense; rather it was intended to
enable the Soviet Union to play a more dominard ool the global stage. This increase in Soviet
power, Kirkpatrick and her colleagues argued, tierezd the political independence of
America’s allies, fair access to raw materials, ieddom of the seds® The U.S. must meet
this challenge by increasing military spending, athivas at an all-time low according to the
committee, on both nuclear and conventional foesesresearch and development. Only from a
strong foundation could the U.S. “pursue a posiéind confident diplomacy®°° Should the
U.S. ignore the Soviet danger and not opt for amjifpreparedness,

... we shall become second best to the Soviet Umaverall military strength; our

alliances will weaken; our promising rapprochemeitih China could be reversed. Then

we could find ourselves isolated in a hostile woféting the unremitting pressures of
Soviet policy backed by an overwhelming prepondegasf power. Our national survival
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itself would be in peril, and we should face, ofteraanother, bitter choices between war

and acquiescence under presstte.

In 1976, as the United States celebrated its becarmal, Kirkpatrick and the Coalition for
a Democratic Majority began preparing for the Deratic National Convention and the
forthcoming election season. The group threw ifgpsut behind Senator Henry ‘Scoop’ Jackson
for the Democratic nomination. Vaisse devotes aifsigint amount of attention to Jackson in his
work, noting that the second age neoconservatiwge wften referred to as “Scoop Jackson
Democrats™®? Jackson’s attitude toward the Soviet Union wasniééssly hawkish; he had
consistently fought for increased defense spensiimge the 1950s, and, in the 1970s, had
successfully undermined Nixon and Kissinger’s digtgmlicies with the passage of the Jackson-
Vanick Amendment. This initiative made favorablememic and trade agreements between the
U.S. and the Soviet Union dependent upon the lilzateon of emigration policies by the
Soviets for Russian Jew¥ Jackson’s Senate staff which included Richarde?&ul
Wolfowitz, Elliot Abrams, and William Kristol ,wasbelled a ‘neoconservative nursery’ by
Vaisse®™

Jeane Kirkpatrick referred to Jackson as both aona@md a friend and praised him for
his consistency and integrit§” In addition to analyzing polling data for him, shevelled with
Jackson across the country during his campaigma®bthe Senator’s ‘issue’s people’.
Disappointed by Jackson’s loss to Carter, Kirkgatand fellow CDM members Daniel Patrick

Moynihan and Ben Wattenberg focused their attergiothe Democratic Party Platform. Their
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hope was to achieve a moderate platform, one thatstrong on national defense and did not
give in to the New Left. For the most part, theyevsuccessful. The platform included much of
what the CDM and Jackson wanted, so much so treapaper reported that Jackson may have
lost the nomination, but he had won the policy War.

Following Jimmy Carter’s electoral victory in Noveer of 1976, tensions between the
CDM and the new president began to rise. Accortbngaisse, one of the reasons for the
‘falling out’ had to do with the personal relatibms between Carter and Jackson, or rather, the
lack thereof. The two men had not gotten along Wefore the presidential primary and the
relationship soured further in the wake of Jacksdailed presidential bitf’In addition, the
group gave two separate lists of personnel recordatems labeled ‘CDM’ to Tony Lake,
advisor to future Secretary of State Cyrus VaneoAly a couple of their recommendations
received nominations, the CDM felt as though it badn blacklisted by the new administration.
Lake later claimed to have misplaced the CDM’s necendations; however the coalition did
not believe him. Regardless of what may or mayhaet happened to the lists, Vaisse points out
that Carter owed nothing to the CDM which had pded only lukewarm support during the
electoral campaigff®

Jeane Kirkpatrick was featured in both of the reemndation lists sent to Lake. She was
suggested for an ambassadorial appointment arisistant Secretary of State for Educational

and Cultural Affairs; however she was passed oyehé Carter Administration for boff{?
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Kirkpatrick’s biographer and friend Peter Colliéaimed that this was providential, for if she
had been selected she would have “labored for mordavo in obscurity and been so tainted that

Ronald Reagan probably would never have chosefohkis administration3°

By the time of Carter’s victory, Kirkpatrick hadaehed middle age. Her focus remained
where it had been for the past two decades — ofahely, academia, and politics. Kirkpatrick’s
family life, though, was experiencing some changes.one, she had lost her father and her
mother would soon follow. For another, her husband settling further into retirement while
her children — John, Douglas, and Stuart wereralving up. According to friends and family,
Kirkpatrick had always characterized her familgJilong with her roles as a wife and mother,
as positives. Though she may have felt occasioteftiput as the only woman of the family,
Kirkpatrick was a proud mother, one who often régegaand possibly embellished upon, the
things her boys would say. For example, she lowadlt the story of how, when asked by his
first grade teacher about his family’s ethnic baokpd, little Douglas responded “Democrat”
when all of the other children were answering Htisr “French” or “Scottish’®'* Another story
involved how the Kirkpatricks punished their sortsamever they misbehaved. Normal
punishment involved the boys being sent to theanrs to write an essay about what they had
done wrong and why they would never do it againaB8tsupposedly became exasperated by this
and declared that he wished he and his brothetd geti spankings like other kid%

Kirkpatrick desperately wanted her sons to followtheir parents’ footsteps and become

intellectuals. For this reason, she often helpeditkoo much with their homework. This help
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continued once the boys entered college as Kirlgkaoth allowed them to take her courses at
Georgetown and gave them all very high scoresubhtnone of the boys were as intellectually
or academically-minded as their parents. Furtheemoouble seemed to visit them, usually in
the form of cars, girls, and alcohol. Kirkpatrickae remarked to a friend that she wished there
were “some sort of ritual like the Indians did wéagou could send your sons out to kill a bear or
something and they’d come back méft”

One of the most overwhelming family issues facedhlgpatrick was her eldest son’s
alcoholism. Douglas’ drinking, which had startechigh school had escalated heavily very
quickly after he reached young adulthood. By theethe graduated from high school, family
members were constantly finding empty bottles hidaieder his bed and in other parts of the
house. Over the years, the problem only grew wadsene point Jeane and Evron sent him to
live with her brother, Jerry, in Ohio who persuatiesinephew to seek help. According to
friends and family members, Douglas was in andobuehab for over 20 years, costing the
family a little over $1 million dollars. Moreoven addition to the monetary toll it took on the
Kirkpatricks, Douglas’ alcoholism caused a riftie family as the other brothers resented his
behavior and the fact that their mother alwaysicoed to support him**

Adding to her familial struggles, Kirkpatrick’s husnd’s health began to decline. In the
spring of 1977, Evron contracted Legionnaire’s Bseand nearly died. He had travelled to
Bloomington, Indiana in order to receive an honpagree where he first became sick. Evron

initially thought it was the flu, but in a matteiraays, his health had deteriorated to a dangerous

13 |bid, 81-2.
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degree. Legionnaire’s disease was a form of pnetaribat had only been discovered the
previous year, and the newness of the illness, awdbwith his initial negative prognosis, made
Kirkpatrick fear for her husband’s life. She spargreat deal of time researching the disease
before moving Evron to a better hospital wherevengaally recovered'>

While Evron Kirkpatrick was recuperating, his witas approached by William
Baroody, the president of the conservative thimktdhe American Enterprise Institute (AEI),
and asked to join the organization. Feeling inaregg alienated from her fellow liberal
Democrats, Kirkpatrick jumped at the chance to waitk colleagues who shared her policy
views, specifically those concerning national sggw@and foreign affairs. Accordingly, she took
a one year sabbatical from Georgetown Universityrder to devote herself to study at the AEI.
While there, Kirkpatrick ran into several of helldev CDM and CPD members including Irving
Kristol, and fellow Democrats Michael Novak, Penankble, and Ben Wattenberg. She also met
figures such as former President Gerald Ford, é&uBupreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia, and
former solicitor general Robert Bork. In additidirkpatrick learned more about Latin America
as the AEI staged conferences dedicated to thermsgssues. At one such conference she met
José Napoléon Duarte, the future president of BieBar3'®

Over the next couple of years, Kirkpatrick’s stargdas a public intellectual began to
grow. She had published three books of her owngaath an edited volume and several
journal articles. She continued teaching at Geomgetand remained an active member of the
CDM, the CPD, and the AEI. Consequently, in 197@kpatrick was invited by the United
States Information Agency to go on a speaking itoumdia. While there, she took part in the

dedication of a new building for the American SaslResearch Center in Hyderabad, India. The
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center was home to a 100,000 book library and sleagea resource facility for Indian and Asian
scholars who taught or researched American subjéotmark the dedication, the Center hosted
a three day seminar on “American Studies in Crasu@l Perspectives” in which Kirkpatrick
took part. Other participants of the conferenceefmom India, the United States, Nepal, South
Korea, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, Thailand, Japan Hordy Kong®’
Criticizing Carter

Before her visit to India, Kirkpatrick, along witithers affiliated with the CDM and
CPD, had become much more vocal in criticizing@ageter Administration’s policies and in
warning of the increasing dangers posed by thegstinion. “Although we had supported
Scoop in 1976, almost no one expected that Cadetditurn out as bad as he did,” Kirkpatrick
wrote3'8n fact, she viewed Carter as a second George Mepanother politician who
embraced the flawed worldview of the New Left. Shenmarized this new liberalism as
embodying the beliefs that ‘weak is strong’, ‘vulalgle is safe’, ‘rich is guilty’, ‘hostile is
neutral’, and ‘friendly is suspect'? Fellow neoconservative, Daniel Patrick Moynihareagl,
noting that with the exception of National SecuAiyvisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski, Carter had
surrounded himself with McGovernites who were hetclaimed, representative of the
mainstream Democratic Pary/.

Opposition to Carter from the CDM, and the CPDantjgular, centered on arms
limitations agreements. The Committee on the Ptd3anger became obsessed with what it

viewed as “unfavorable trends in the US-Soviettanyi balance” and made it its mission to alert
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Americans to the increasing dangers of the “omirBosiet military build-up™** The urgent
tone of the various works of the CPD came fromatramittee’s belief that the CIA had
consistently underestimated the massive Sovietanjlieffort***This belief was based on the
findings of Team B. In the spring of 1976, CIA daiter George H. W. Bush appointed a team of
analysts to review the agency’s intelligence eswmaf Soviet military capabilities. Critics like
the neoconservatives and Republican president@@fing Ronald Reagan, had been charging
the agency with underestimating Soviet power. THie@m A’'s and Team B'’s were organized,
with Team A’s consisting of CIA analysts, while Tie®'s were drawn from outside of the
agency. The first teams dealt with Soviet antiaiftcsystems, the second with the accuracy of
Soviet missiles, and the third with ‘Soviet intems’. It was the third Team B under the
leadership of CDM and CPD member Richard PipesirSoviet Polish immigrant and
historian, which would become famous. The team imsloided other neoconservative figures
such as Paul Nitze and Paul Wolfowit2.

According to Team B, the Soviet military build-u@svoccurring at a pace comparable to
that of Nazi Germany in the 1930s. This surge haiwed despite the signing of SALT and
subsequent American ‘restraint’ in developing aagldying nuclear strategic forces. The Team
asserted that unless the U.S. increased its nyilsfaending, the Soviets would gain nuclear and
strategic parity, if not superiority, by the eat§80s. Furthermore, the group maintained that the
CIA had underestimated Soviet capabilities bec#usaded to take into account the Kremlin’s

intentions, or the ideas, motives, and aspirati@isnd Soviet capabilities, namely its goal of
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achieving global hegemony. The majority of Team fidings were leaked to the press between
October and December of 1976, and then publishedd@PD in April of 1977 in a pamphlet
entitled “What is the Soviet Union Up To?". Thisaigse asserts, began a neoconservative
pattern that would endure: “a commission of expedss decisionmakers about strategic
dangers that have previously been underestimatest, motably by the CIA. These warnings are
always accompanied by leaks to the press designiadmch a polemic and to reach a large
public audience**

Though the press began to pay attention to thepimas warnings of the
neoconservative groups, the Carter Administratigpeared to ignore their concerns.
Accordingly, both the CDM and the CPD launcheddki$aagainst the administration’s efforts at
arms control. First, the CDM attempted to preveet$enate confirmation of Paul Warnke as
head of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agencycmef SALT negotiator. The
neoconservatives had several reasons for opposargR&'s confirmation: one, he had been an
advisor to George McGovern in the 1972 presidectahpaign; two, he had denounced the arms
race as absurd, costly, unnecessary, and dangerbig, was, of course, anathema to the
members of the CDM and CPD; and three, the neoceatsees were opposed in principle to
another round of SALT agreemenfsThough ultimately unable to prevent Warnke’s
confirmation to both posts, Nitze’s testimony agaimm in Senate confirmation hearings
garnered much wanted media attention for the gemaptheir cause.

Subsequently, both the CDM and the CPD endeavorpdeivent the Senate ratification

of SALT Il agreements signed by Carter and Sowatler Leonid Brezhnev in 1979. Prior to the
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signing of the agreements, the CPD had publishetppbets and held press conferences
outlining their opposition to SALT, all of which geed attention from the press. CPD opposition
to the treaty’s ratification coalesced behind Hetggoop” Jackson, the leading adversary of
SALT in the Senate, and members of the group tedtédgainst the treaty seventeen times before
various congressional committees. Their effortsloimed with the Carter Administration’s
lackluster attempts at defending the treaty antbuarforeign policy blows suffered by the
administration in 1979, forced the president teegip on ratification and withdraw the treaty
from the Senat&®

Kirkpatrick’s own critiques of Carter began almostnediately after his election. Not
only did she oppose his support for détente, sseefalund fault with other aspects of the
administration’s foreign policies. In a commencetrspeech delivered at the University of
Notre Dame in May of 1977, Carter outlined the mpldtcomponents of his foreign policy,
highlighting the administration’s emphasis on humghts. For one, the president declared that
the U.S. should have a demaocratic foreign polieyg based on the nation’s fundamental values
which meant using American power and influencehiamane purposes such as the support for
human rights?’ Such a policy would serve as an example for thasiens around the world
who doubted the merits of liberal capitalism or ithtentions of the United States. Furthermore,

Carter stated that the U.S. was at long last ffealnd anti-communism, the intensity of which
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had caused the nation to embrace any dictator Waed our fear and to utilize the tactics of our
enemies, tactics which failed to live up to theargs liberal value$?®

Carter declared that a new world had emerged, ohdaominated solely by the Cold
War. The end of colonialism was fostering a fresihisg of national identity in newly
independent nations across the globe. According)l$, policies should be based on five
cardinal objectives: the promotion of human righrtsund the world, cooperation with the
industrial democracies of the world, the improvebmw@mAmerican relations with the Soviet
Union and the People’s Republic of China (PRC)roteoto decrease the threat of war, an
increase in economic aid to developing nations,afatus on international cooperation on
global issues such as the threat of nuclear wart@mental concerns, racism, the arms race,
hunger, and disease.

In addition to these general principles, Cartakgpspecifically about the
administration’s goals in achieving a settlementeen Israel and Egypt in the Middle East, the
expansion of trade with the PRC and developingonatidecreasing arms sales around the
world, and a peaceful settlement to issues in SontAfrica based on majority rule and
democratic principles. Altogether, Carter maintdirguch policies were based on the historical
vision of America’s role, derived from a larger wief global change, rooted in our moral
values, reinforced by the United States’ materi@hkth and military power, and designed to
serve all of mankind®®

In response to the president’s speech, Kirkpatsiakte a short essay entitled “On the
Invocation of Universal Values” which outlined remcerns with Carter’s policies. Kirkpatrick

praised Carter for accentuating human rights irigpr affairs as such an emphasis served as a
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reminder to Americans that the nation’s identitd @oirpose had always been deeply involved
with the assertion of human rights. Kirkpatrick @eed that there were three positive
consequences of such a policy. First, it brokeatiteestablishment, or New Left's, monopoly on
moral rhetoric. Second, it reassured Americansahers around the world that U.S. policy is
guided by a vision of the public good. Third, itiahed the idea that there were universal human
rights that persons were entitled to, and thatetloegyht to be respected by governments. In a
reference to détente, Kirkpatrick noted that peapléld not live on pragmatism and profits
alone. “For having recalled Americans to historiorad imperatives and for having placed
individual rights back on the agenda,” Kirkpatrigkote, “I| applaud Carter’*°

Nonetheless, the political scientist questionedyraher aspects of Carter’s foreign
policy. For instance, Kirkpatrick expressed dotatt the example of democracy would actually
help to spread liberal political systems throughbetworld because as history had
demonstrated, democratic governments were rareliffitcilt to maintain. She pointed out that
there were a number of pitfalls and perils thatficmrted those nations attempting to construct
governments limited by law, based on majority raled guaranteeing political competition and
respect for minority rights. “One mdnppethat the example of freedom provided by the Wester
democracies will reinforce the human appetite itmerty, “ she wrote, “but there hardly seem to
be adequate grounds for confidence that their elamii be compelling.®** Her emphasis on
‘hope’ implied her belief that Carter had fallereptto that utopian rationalism which was
causing many Americans to ignore the reality obglgolitics.

Kirkpatrick also took issue with Carter’s stancetba arms race, his goal of normalizing

relations with the People’s Republic of China, amlAfrican policies. Carter’s description of
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the arms race as ‘morally deplorable’ naturallyusexd the ire of the dedicated Cold Warrior.
Kirkpatrick questioned what exactly he meant by gtatement: was it immoral to spend money
on weapons regardless of the context? Did not thringuality of an arms race depend on the
consequences of arming or not armiti§@ addition, she posed many questions about Carter’
insistence on establishing true diplomatic relagiamh the PRC: why was it so important to do
so? Did the president truly believe that the futiréhe Sino-Soviet split depended on the title of
the American emissary in China? In reference toipts Cold War happenings and traditional
American support for Taiwan, Kirkpatrick questiongdether normalization was “more
important that demonstrating the fidelity of ounuoitments.?*?

Finally, Kirkpatrick found fault with Carter’s deataination to bring majority rule to
southern Africa. She did not doubt his sinceritadvocating a democratic system in Rhodesia
and other parts of southern Africa, nor did sheelbelthat Carter’s insistence on majority rule
meant ‘black rule’, or that he ‘covertly’ desiremreplace white oligarchies with black
dictatorships. However, she found his emphasifiendgion to be problematic. She wrote,

...If a white oligarchy does not seem to him more@bous than a black
dictatorship, on what principle did the Presidestide that it is more important to
establish majority rule and minority rights in doertn Africa than, say, in Uganda, or

Tanzania, or Zaire, or Togo, of Ghana, or NigesraBenin, or Kenya, or Buinea-Bissau,

or Niger, Upper Volta, Chad, Ethiopia, Somalia, &gal, Sierra Lone, Camaroons,

Mozambique, or Angola? Or for that matter, how ldgddecide that it was more

important to have majority rule and minority rigltssouthern Africa than in, say, Cuba,

Cambodia, North Korea, or the Soviet Union, or tie@hile, Paraguay, or Panam?
According to her, this question demonstrated tlffecdities that could be encountered by a

government when it attempted to invoke universalahales as the justification for a policy

which would necessarily be selectively applied.t€aand his administration should, in her
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opinion, move beyond the invocation of universduea to the difficult business of applying
them in an imperfect, intractable worftf.

Kirkpatrick’s most compelling critique of the Cartadministration occurred in 1979 with
the publication of “Dictatorships and Double Stamigain the November issue Gommentary
magazine. The article was written following the kieow of the Somoza regime in Nicaragua
and the fall of the Shah of Iran. The publicatidnihis article would have a profound effect on
Kirkpatrick’s life. The article was widely-read, \&hcing her reputation as a public intellectual.
One reader, Republican Presidential hopeful RoRalayan, was so impressed by her foreign
policy analysis that he began actively recruitieg to aid in his campaign. In addition to
garnering attention in political and academic esgDictatorships and Double Standards
outlined various distinctions between non-democrgbivernments and their relation to
American foreign policy which became known as thkpatrick Doctrine.

Kirkpatrick began by claiming that President Casteole foreign policy achievement
was in laying the groundwork for the transfer af fanama Canal to a “swaggering Latin
dictator of a Castroite bent®® Indeed, Kirkpatrick claimed that his administrat®policies
were riddled with failures. For one, she assetteele had occurred a dramatic Soviet military
build-up which had been accompanied by the stagmati the American armed forces, and
together, these phenomena had resulted in a damdénsion of Soviet influence in Africa,
Afghanistan, and in the Caribbean. For anotheonim year alone, the United States had suffered

two major blows — the loss of two long-time allidBcaragua and Iran. In both cases,
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Kirkpatrick charged Carter with actively collabaregg in the replacement of moderate autocrats,
friendly to American interests, with less friendiges of extremist totalitarian leanindé.

According to Kirkpatrick, there were several semilies that existed between Nicaragua
and Iran, similarities also shared with other Aroani allies. Neither Iran nor Nicaragua was a
democracy; rather both nations were ruled by aatecDespite this, the leaders of both nations
tolerated limited opposition including the existeraf oppositional newspapers and political
parties. Moreover, both the Shah of Iran and Somoiicaragua were faced with radical,
violent revolutions which threatened their powed &me political stability of their respective
states. The violence wrought by revolutionariessedwboth leaders to “sometimes” invoke
martial law and to arrest, imprison, exile, andastonally, “it was alleged”, torture their
opponents>2 Though the Shah had attempted to create a tedinalty modern society in Iran,
and Somoza had tried to introduce modern agrialltuethods in Nicaragua, neither leader had
attempted to reform their societies based on atisttaals of social justice (which she viewed as
euphemisms for communism) or political virtue, an@ither had altered significantly the
distribution of goods, status, or power in thegpective nations. Both men were trying to bring
modernity to traditional societi€d’

In addition, Kirkpatrick found the course of evemt Nicaragua and Iran to be similar to
those that had unfolded in China, Cuba, Vietnard,Aamgola. In each case, she maintained, the
American effort to impose liberalization and denatization on a government confronted with
violent internal opposition not only failed; it aetly assisted the coming to power of new

regimes in which ordinary people enjoyed fewerdas and less security. More important, the
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new regimes were hostile to American interestslrdn and Nicaragua, autocracies that had
established friendly relations with the United 8salvere attacked by insurgents, some with ties
to communist states, whose arms were providedyeatirely by communists. The Carter
Administration had ignored or minimized the ‘Marxigresence among the insurgents on the
grounds that it was the American support for thetador that left the revolutionaries with little
options than to search for arms elsewhere.

Over time, violence had spread throughout the tatmns, and rhetoric utilized by the
revolutionaries reminded Americans of their natsoown revolution against autocratic and
imperial rule, increasing sympathy for the rebetés. In the meantime, requests for help from
the besieged dictators remain unheeded. The Udsamr@ounced its determination to stay out of
the conflicts as American involvement supposedbnfaoms our status as an agent of
imperialism, racism, and reaction; is inconsisteith support for human rights; alienates us
from the ‘forces’ of democracy; and threatens tbtha US once more on the side of history’s
losers.®*° Only after the insurgents had come to power ardcly had spread throughout the
nation would it be noticed that the new rulers hadsignificant following, no experience at
governing, and no talent for leadership. Meanwliiekpatrick contended, the United States
would have helped to replace an erstwhile friend @ty with a government hostile to American
interests and policies. “At best we will have lastess to friendly territory,” she wrote, “at worst
the Soviets will have gained a new ba¥g.”

Kirkpatrick acknowledged that not all situatiomtormed exactly to the sequence of
events described above. For example, in the casargfCarter had continued to support the

Shah for quite some time, and at no point did if@athe Iranian leader to be deposed.
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However, as the revolution in Iran gained momentina,Carter Administration expressed its
dedication to non-intervention, a principle thatyed more important to Carter, Kirkpatrick
charged, than American strategic interests ineigeon or national pride. For, instead of sending
in marines to protect an ally and maintain stapihitthe region, Carter and his staff decided that
the course of the revolution had to be determineth® Iranian peopl&? The situation in
Nicaragua was different as the role of the comntansthe insurgency was much clearer and
more significant than in Iran. Furthermore, Kirkpek accused American officials of actively
working to get rid of Somoza. “In a manner uncheeastic of the Carter Administration,” she
wrote, “which generally seemed willing to negotiateything with anyone anywhere, the US
adopted an oddly uncompromising posture in dealiitlg Somoza.**® Thus, the scenario in
Nicaragua conformed nearly exactly to the descrimtern.

According to Kirkpatrick, Carter’s unwitting assasice in bringing to power regimes
hostile to American interests occurred due to sevarsperceptions about what was actually
going on in Iran and Nicaragua. First, the admiatgin mistakenly believed that a democratic
alternative to the incumbent government existetiiwithe opposition. Second, Carter and his
staff erroneously assumed that it was impossibt®tdinue the status quo in both nations.
Finally, Washington was operating under the misgdildelief that any political change in the
two nations was preferable to the current regiffiés.

Despite enormous evidence to the contrary, Kirkglatontended, Americans, including
President Carter, mistakenly believed that it wassfble to democratize governments anytime,

anywhere, and under any circumstances. In doingms@ricans were ignoring the lesson of
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Vietnam which had presumably demonstrated the darajdrying to be the world’s midwife to
democracy, especially when the birth was to oactiné midst of a guerilla waf® In fact,
Kirkpatrick insisted, democratic institutions wetifficult to establish and preserve undery
circumstances; democratic regimes make heavy desrantheir populations, and they were
dependent upon complex social, cultural, and ecoamoonditions. For democracy to work, a
substantial number of persons must consider theeselarticipants in the decision-making
process and not just subjects bound by laws. Sedeaders of all sectors of society must agree
to pursue power only by legal means and, in domgsshew violence, theft, and fraud.
Competitors for office must also be able to acdgheat when necessary and be skilled at
finding and creating common ground among diversetp@f view and interests; indeed they
must be willing to compromise on all but the massib of values. Third, democratic
government required institutions strong enoughhi@nael and contain conflict. Finally,
Kirkpatrick pointed out that the development of denacy took time. In nations where
democratic governments did exist, it had taken séwdecades, and in most cases, centuries for
the people to acquire the disciplines and habitessary for democracy to thriv&.Based on
these assessments, Kirkpatrick determined thdterelitan nor Nicaragua possessed the
fundamental preconditions necessary for democracy.

Kirkpatrick went on to point out the difficultiebdt ensued when rapid political change
occurred within autocratic systems. According tg biee longer a dictator has held power, the
more dependent upon him a nation’s fundamentatumisins became. Because of this, the fabric
of authority could unravel quickly once the powadatatus of the autocrat has been

undermined or eliminated, leading ultimately to tiedapse of society as a whole. Kirkpatrick
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noted that the speed with which armies collapsaeceducracies abdicated, and social structures
dissolved once the autocrat was removed surpriseeridans who were used to public
institutions based on ‘universalist norms’ ratheart ‘particularistic relations’. The failure to
understand the relationship between a dictatoh#éndation’s infrastructure, Kirkpatrick
charged, was one cause for the failure of Amerjmglities in recent administration¥’
Furthermore, in the cases of Nicaragua and Iram #ee previous instances in China, Cuba,
Vietnam, and Angola, the American government hddddo properly understand the nature of
the opposition. The United States had overestimiegolitical diversity of revolutionary
nationalism, believing that moderate, democragen&nts were in the majority, while at the
same time underestimating the power of the radjcalps. “When US policymakers and the
liberal press interpret insurgency as evidenceidéspread popular discontent and the will
toward democracy,” Kirkpatrick wrote, “the scenesés for disaster#®

Kirkpatrick declared that many of Carter’s errordran and Nicaragua stemmed from
his conviction that political change in autocraciess inevitable, desirable, and in the American
interest. In part, this was because of the admatish’s embrace of modernization theory,
otherwise known as development theory. Accordingitkpatrick, modernization theory
involved more than simple industrialization or liékepolitical development; it was the process
through which a traditional or pre-technologicatisty passed as it became transformed into a
society characterized by machine technology, ratiand secular attitudes, and highly
differentiated social structurés’ Development theory hypothesized an ongoing prookss

change that was complex — due to the fact thatcbmpassed all dimensions of human life;
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systemic — because its elements interacted ingeddé ways; global — because all societies
would eventually pass make the transition fromitralal to modern; lengthy — because the
process was evolutionary; phased — in that all mozieg societies would pass through the
same stages; homogenizing — modernity would ledglkde@onvergence and interdependence of
societies; irreversible; and progressive in thesed¢hat it was desirable, providing in the long-
run significant benefits to all people. Thus, rattiean viewing events through the lens of
American national interest, the administrationstesl on viewing them in what Kirkpatrick
termed as “a contemporary version of the sameoflpeogress that has traumatized Western
imaginations since the Enlightenmefit”

Because modernization theory encouraged the vietwévolutions and coups were
manifestations of deep, historical forces that dodt be controlled, Kirkpatrick firmly believed
that it was wholly inadequate as a foundation orciwko base foreign policy. When faced with
such complicated, inexorable, impersonal proces§dgyatrick queried, what could one do? If
revolutions were not caused by human conditiongiutorces’, then they could not be stopped
by human efforts. The best any government coule&homo would be to serve as a midwife to
history, helping events to move where they wereaaly headed. Consequently,
developmentalists believed that the function oéigmn policy under these conditions was to
understand the process of change, and, like theissyto align the United States with history,
in hopes of contributing a bit of stability alortietway®>* Never mind, she pointed out, that the
invasions, coups, civil wars, and political struggghround the world did not seem to be incidents

of a “global personnel search for someone to mattagenodernization process” or that the
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persons involved in these struggles did not apfeelnow that they were “searching for viable
forms of government capable of managing the prosEs®mdernization 32

Finally, Kirkpatrick indicted the administrationrféailing to understand the differences
between right-wing and left-wing revolutionary @btarian) autocracies. She pointed out that
the very nature of traditional right-wing authorigan governments was offensive to Americans.
Americans disliked the notion that public affainssuch systems are ordered on kinship,
friendship, and personal relations as this stoatark contrast to the objective, rational
standards utilized in liberal democratic systemsthiermore, the preference for stability over
change in autocracies also bothered Americans wératgs® national experiences rested on the
principles of growth, change, and progress. Exteafavealth and poverty in such nations were
also offensive to Americans, especially since thwerless are often very poor while the rulers
are very rich. Moreover, Americans were offendedhgylack of concern on the part of
authoritarians with the poverty, ignorance, an@ase of their subjects. When confronted by
such regimes “our vaunted cultural relativism evapes and we become as censorious as Cotton
Mather confronting sin in New England®®

Whereas the politics of authoritarian regimes apxantithetical to the American
system, the rhetoric of left-wing revolutionary aothlitarian regimes was not. Kirkpatrick
maintained that Americans tended to sympathize sothalist revolutionaries because they
spoke the language of the Declaration of Indepecelesfter all, she pointed out, socialism and
communism were ideologies rooted in the same vdhassparked the Enlightenment and the
various democratic revolutions of the™@&entury, including the American Revolution.

According to her, Marxist revolutionaries spoke ldweguage of a hopeful future, not an
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unattractive past. They emphasized egalitarianaher than hierarchy and privilege, liberty
rather than order, activity rather than passiatiypf which, Kirkpatrick wrote, was “highly
congenial to Americans at the symbolic lev&l”

Thus, Kirkpatrick charged, the Carter administnasdoreign policy failed because of its
lack of realism concerning the nature of traditiorexsus revolutionary autocracies and the
relation of each to the American national inter@stording to her, traditional autocracies were
less repressive, more susceptible to liberalizaaod more compatible with American interests
than revolutionary nationalism. Kirkpatrick offerad evidence the fact that the communist
governments of Cambodia, Laos, and Vietham weréhmuare repressive than the autocratic
regimes that preceded them, that the PRC was rapressive than Taiwan, and that North
Korea was more repressive than South Korea. Funtbrey, Kirkpatrick argued that there were
systemic differences between right-wing and revohary left-wing autocracies. In general,
traditional autocrats tolerated social inequit@syerty, and brutality, whereas revolutionary
autocracies (totalitarians) created them. Tradati@utocrats left in place existing allocations of
wealth, power, status, and other resources, bytah@wved for the worship of traditional gods
and the observation of traditional taboos. Theyrditidisturb the habitual rhythms of work and
leisure, places of residence, or patterns of faanig personal relations. Because the miseries of
traditional life were familiar, Kirkpatrick maintaed, they were bearable to ordinary people who,
growing up within the society, had learned to cojité its difficulties from an early age. Such
societies, Kirkpatrick asserted, did not creatageés.

Conversely, revolutionary communist regimes creagfalgees by the millions because

they controlled and changed all aspects of soceetijrire, and politics in their efforts to create

3% bid, 45.
136



socialist utopiag>Due to the repressive nature of such regimes, lirigk claimed that there
was not any evidence that totalitarian governmeotsd transform into liberal, democratic
states. “At the moment there is a far greateriliogd of progressive liberalization and
democratization in the governments of Brazil, Atygm and Chile,” she wrote, “than the
government of Cuba; in Taiwan than in the PeogR&Epublic of China..3*° This was due to the
fact that traditional autocracies, unlike totaldéarsystems, permitted limited contestation and
participation. Therefore, according to Kirkpatrickwas not impossible that American policy
could effectively encourage the process of libeedion and democratization in autocratic
systems, provided that the effort was not madbketitne when the incumbent government was
fighting for its life against violent adversariesid that proposed reforms were aimed at
producing gradual change rather than perfect demsgavernight>’

Though Kirkpatrick acknowledged that it might nbtays be easy to differentiate
between democratic and totalitarian ‘agents of geam revolutionary situations, she claimed
that it was not impossible. Should revolutionamgders describe the United States as the enemy
of freedom-loving people, or as the perpetratanygderialism, racism, colonialism, genocide, or
war, then they were not authentic democrats. Kirgamaintained that such groups had
defined themselves as enemies and should be traateddingly. She concluded,

The US is not, in fact, a racist, colonial powedoes not practice genocide, it does not

threaten world peace with expansionist activitied/e have also moved further, faster in

eliminating domestic racism than any multiraciatisty in the world or in history. For
these reasons and more, a posture of continudualseement and apology vis-a-vis the
third world is neither morally necessary nor poétly appropriate. Nor is it necessary or
appropriate to support vocal enemies of the US usexthey invoke the rhetoric of

popular liberation. It is not even necessary orappate for our leaders to foreswear
unilaterally the use of military force to countetlitary force. Liberal idealism need not
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be identical with masochism, and need not be inatiinle with the defense of freedom

and the national intere$t

With the Kirkpatrick Doctrine’s incorporation inggpvernment policy in the early 1980s,
“Dictatorships and Double Standards” became thgstibf some scrutiny from historians.
According to J. David Hoeveler, Jr. Kirkpatrick'stinctions between authoritarian and
totalitarian regimes constituted the “most influahtontribution to foreign policy discussion in
the conservative literature of two decad®s.Her analysis, he argueptovided authoritarian
states with a safety valve of tradition, histonydaontinuity by which one could measure them
against the rending of social fabric caused bystefevolutions and the total control over all
aspects of life in communist states. Mark Gersaesthat Kirkpatrick’s article served as a
reminder that there were degrees of evil in thedy@nd authoritarian regimes were the lesser
of two evils when compared to governments of thalitarian variety’°® Others argued that the
article provided a rationale for ignoring bad babatrom right-wing dictators around the world
as long as such leaders were anti-commdfistohn Ehrman asserted that Kirkpatrick’s work
turned conservatives’ gut feelings into theoried deamonstrated how conservative the
neoconservative foreign policy views had becdffie.

Each of these analyses had merit, as far as tkay, Wwut there were other problems with

the Kirkpatrick Doctrine. Though she theorized thathoritarian regimes could evolve into
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democratic systems, Kirkpatrick failed to offer ajwidelines, prescriptions, or illustrations for
howthe United States could help to facilitate suclitipal change. Indeed a number of her
assertions regarding the nature of democracy nmaggear as though facilitating in the
development of democratic systems was beyond {habdéies of any one nation, including a
superpower such as the United States. For exathgldistory of authoritarian regimes which
lack experience with democracy, the amount of tietgiired for persons to develop habits and
customs necessary for a functioning democracylaagolitical, social, and economic
instability that occurs when a dictator is remoa#ichppear to indicate that a democratic
progression in authoritarian states is unlikelpt¢our.

Vaisse credits “Dictatorships and Double Standdatgpointing out the double standard
in Carter’s policies, namely the American insisefitat right-wing authoritarians liberalize and
democratize while not demanding the same fromviifig totalitarian regime®>> However,
based on Kirkpatrick’s own contentions on the matfrtotalitarianism, it was impossible for
such regimes to undergo liberalization. If, asisisested, there was no evidence that
totalitarianism could evolve into some form of demaxy, therany efforts by the United States
to encourage such changes would constitute exsritidatility. Therefore, though her
distinctions squared nicely with her oppositiord&ente, they failed to buttress her arguments
regarding the inconsistencies inherent within tlaet€ administration’s policies.

Historian Walter LaFeber contends that insteadvofeng into approximate democratic
states, authoritarian regimes sometimes become mapressive and restrictive. He maintains

that many authoritarian dictators, through thetrass of repression, brutality, and exploitation,
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bring revolutions upon themselv& Ergo, authoritarians were not always as benign as
Kirkpatrick implied in her article with her assenti that they ‘sometimes’ invoked martial law
and ‘allegedly’ tortured dissidentsly when faced by violent revolutions. Moreover, drgds to
reason that despite being born into and havingséeljuto what Kirkpatrick described as the
‘miseries of traditional life’, many persons magdisuch miseries unbearable and, in the face of
intractable leaders, opt for revolution. After @list because certain institutions, practices,
customs, or governments are steeped in tradities dot mean that they are not exploitative,
damaging, demeaning, and destructive towards pleeiples.

Shortly after the publication of “DictatorshipscaDouble Standards”, the Soviet Union
invaded Afghanistan. This, combined with the ‘lassd# Nicaragua and Iran, caused the Carter
Administration to take a more confrontational seatmvards communism in general and the
Soviet Union in particular. Worried about how sdicteign policy issues might affect his bid for
re-election, the president attempted to estabkdtebrelations between himself and the more
hawkish members of the Democratic Party, namehCialition for a Democratic Majority. To
this end, Carter requested National Security Advésa former CDM member Zbigniew
Brzezinski and Vice-President Walter Mondale towgethe meeting with Max Kampelman.

Before the meeting, which was scheduled to takegobn January 30, 1980, Kirkpatrick,
Ben Wattenburg, Max Kampelman, Elliot Abrams, NomRadhoretz, and Midge Decter met
over coffee to work out their strategy. The groegided to have Austin Ranney, a political
scientist and friend of Evron Kirkpatrick, servethsir spokesperson. Upon arriving at the White
House, the group was ushered into the RoosevelnRuaaere they were soon joined by Carter

and Mondale. By all accounts, matters did not gh. ®ecording to the neoconservatives, Carter

34«The Reagan Administration and Revolutions in Gammerica” by: Walter LaFeber.
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remained tense and defensive throughout the haifimeeting. He reportedly interrupted
Ranney’s introductory presentation, refused to jpicceticism of his policies, ignored the
group’s recommendations on specific policy mattansl responded to the groups’ questions in
an often ‘incoherent’ manné® After thirty minutes, the president departed ragtguptly,
leaving Mondale to attempt to smooth over relatioasveen the White House and the CDM.

According to Vaisse, for many of the members ef@M, the meeting with the
president represented the last straw. The encoantlxd the sentimental loyalty that several still
felt towards the Democratic Party, thus pavingviag for them to move into the Republican
camp>**Kirkpatrick was among the defectors. Though sheaired a nominal member of the
Democratic Party at that time, she told Midge Deotetheir way out of the White House that
day that she did not yet know who she would supjoorthe presidency, but it would not be
Carter. Less than a month after the disastrousingeat the White House, Kirkpatrick received a
letter from Republican presidential hopeful Ronakhgan praising her for “Dictatorships and
Double Standards” and requesting a meeting. Shitréiseafter, Richard Allen, future National
Security Advisor to Reagan, called Kirkpatrick andited her to join the California governor in
a discussion of American foreign policy. She acedpthe talks went well, and was soon
followed by another meeting. Kirkpatrick subseqlyeagreed to act as a foreign policy advisor
for the Reagan campaigf.
Conclusions

Kirkpatrick’s article, “Dictatorships and Doubleég®dards”, represented the culmination

of years of higher education, political activismdacademic study. Beginning with her years at

365 vaisse, 134, Collier 106.
366 v/aisse, 134.
367 |bid, 185. Collier, 107-110.

141



Columbia, Kirkpatrick embarked upon a study of m@mocratic regimes that would last
throughout her entire life and eventually propeliné the national spotlight. Under the tutelage
of Franz Neumann, and later Hannah Arendt, Kirkplatearned of the evils of both fascist and
communist totalitarianism. This knowledge was sappmnted by her exposure to Nazi
Holocaust files, interviews with Soviet and Chinegeatriates who had fled from communist
regimes, and her personal connections with indalslwho had escaped the totalitarian menace.
Her education in the evils of totalitarianism I&ftkpatrick convinced that whether it was
communism or fascism, any diabolical vision of phublic good was the greatest horror and the
source of the greatest evil in modern times.

Drawing from the works of Arendt and Camus, Kirkkpk identified communism as a
utopian philosophy, a set of ideas based upon wlishinking and blind optimism rather than
history and experience. She likened utopianisnatiomalism noting that both failed to
distinguish between the domains of thought and esmpee, both were more concerned with the
abstract rather than the concrete, and both caoed about the possible rather than the probable.
Kirkpatrick took the comparison further, noting thiaere was an affinity between utopianism
and rationalism on the one hand, and rationalistht@manny on the other. “There is a powerful
tendency to move from the conviction that &newsthe public good,” she observed, “to the use
of power to impose that good® Thus, the totalitarian impulse was grounded inrgi®nalist’s
search, through power, for virtue, solidarity, petfunity, the end of conflict, and the end of
exploitation of man by man. Such goals were unagttle, but the utopian rationalist could not
accept this, and in his zeal to transform societydsorted to terror and murder. Kirkpatrick

wrote,
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When an unrealizable goal becomes the operatiomabBan elite endowed with
coercive power and a sense of righteousness, ydggmmbmes more probable than
progress. Historians may contemplate the ironybafrating revolutions that enslave, of
brotherhood that ends at the guillotine, of equaitforced by a maximum ruler; the
people, on the other hand, are left to suffér.

According to Kirkpatrick, the dangers posed toltheted States from utopian
rationalists, or totalitarians, were not restrictedoreign affairs and issues of national security
The political scientist also associated utopiaioratism with the New Left and the rise of the
counterculture within the U.S. during the 1960s a8d0s. She viewed their attacks on the basic
beliefs and institutions of American society, thehallenging of the morality of the American
experience and the legitimacy of American nationi@rests, and their utilization of disruptive,
sometimes violent protest methods as a threatrtedeacy and the American way of life.
Kirkpatrick compared the Nazi assault on the WeiRepublic to the New Left’'s assault on
American society: in the case of Weimar, the magsrhad stood passively by while extremists
destroyed democracy. Kirkpatrick’s refusal to stagdand watch the same thing happen in the
U.S. led her to assist in the formation of the Gel for a Democratic Majority. She had no
doubt that the New Left, intoxicated with a utopiasion of society, sought to take over the
state in order to extend the jurisdiction and civerpower of government over all institutions
and aspects of |if&"°

Though the New Left failed in its bid for powerhad left an indelible mark on

American foreign policy, paving the way for déteatel Soviet expansion. Kirkpatrick

maintained that the New Left’'s assault on the Agsriexperience, namely their belief that the
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U.S. was a sick, immoral, and corrupt society, ladermined national security. “As long as the
United States was perceived as a virtuous socishg”wrote, “policies which enhanced its
power were also seen as virtuods.However, if the U.S. were an immoral state, then t
pursuit of American power must also be immoral.sTdssumption prompted the New Left to
call for a decrease in American military powerhe face of a well-armed international
communist community. This crisis of confidence pined by the New Left, infected various
segments of the population, including the Amerioational security apparatus, opening the door
to negotiations with totalitarians and a policydétente. To Kirkpatrick, a committed Cold
Warrior and believer in American exceptionalisms thas intolerable. Consequently, she joined
the Committee on the Present Danger in hopestibairganization could inform both the public
and the government of the dangers of détente béfass too late.

According to Kirkpatrick, the New Left and the ées of international communism were
tacit allies. She maintained that the U.S. wasdeatduced by Marxist rhetoric due to the
philosophy’s relation to Enlightenment thought @edhmunism’s ‘perverse’ usage of
democratic lexes. Drawing from her study of totaldanism and from her husband’s work on
Soviet misinformation, Kirkpatrick was adamant gr lassertion that the language of Marxism-
Leninism was nothing more than propaganda. “Byirmgflautonomous’ that which is powerless,
‘federated’ that which is unitary, ‘democratic’ thahich is autocratic,” she charged, “by
systematically corrupting language to obscure tygadhhe communists have made inroads into
our sense of political reality’™ Kirkpatrick labelled the communists’ appropriatiofliberal

language ‘verbal imperialism’ and bemoaned the ttaat Americans had begun to believe that
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the communists were engaged in the struggle bettheench and the poor, the haves and the
have-nots, the workers and the employers, andgheessed and the oppressors.

Kirkpatrick insisted that the communists had,antf strayed from the classical Marxist
tradition. Lenin’s revisionism dispensed of thenequisite capitalist phase of socialist
development in favor of political power, or the iagtion of socialism from above. Such heresy
proved that the primary goal of the communists thascapture of state power, and that Moscow
and Beijing viewed colonial and underdevelopedestas suitable targets for communist
expansion. Marxism was invoked to surround the camist drive for political power and global
domination with an aura of morality and sciencel emprovide moral justification for the
terroristic methods they employed in their effadsnold societies and cultures into socialist
utopias.

The popular utopian rationalist faith in the petil@itity of mankind, the crisis of
confidence in the American system due to the rigbeNew Left, and the language utilized by
leftist revolutionaries and communists had causetkcans to turn a blind eye to the iniquitous
nature of totalitarianism, all of which led to tegpansion of communism and the enlargement of
Soviet military power throughout the 1970s. Makmagtters worse, according to Kirkpatrick,
was the Carter Administration’s acceptance of moidation theory, its misguided belief that
democratic states could be created from without,ixmisunderstanding of the nature of right
versus left wing autocracies. Taken together, th@sperceptions had alienated traditional
American allies, facilitated the expansion of conmsm in Latin America, and contributed to
the destabilization of authoritarian regimes frigrtd American interests. In order to retake the
Cold War initiative, the U.S. must acknowledge dibelurate nature of communist totalitarianism

and dispense with détente and those policies gexiimdutopian rationalist theories.
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Furthermore, the U.S. must continue to providetaidis anti-communist allies, whether those
allies were fellow liberal democrats or authordardictators. Finally, Americans must regain

confidence in their society, institutions, valugsyernment, and status as a global superpower.
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Chapter Four: Madame Ambassador

In 1980, Americans went to the polls to elect sslent. Though initially ahead in the
polls, Carter’'s advantage over his Republican oppbhegan to dwindle by September. Ronald
Reagan, former actor and Governor of Californias wa&aptivating public figure who took
advantage of the foreign policy and domestic desaghat had occurred under Carter’s watch.
From a domestic standpoint, Reagan focused onctir@enic downturn of the 1970s and asked
Americans if they were better off in 1980 than tesre four years previous. Many Americans
were not, and they responded positively to Reaganwsiise of tax cuts and new economic
policies. Moreover, in an effort to stem the tidevbat Reagan saw as defeatism that had
plagued the American spirit following U.S. defaaMietnam, the former California governor
spoke often of America’s greatness, its exceptipnd®eagan the Cold Warrior reminded
Americans repeatedly that the U.S. was a forcgdod in the world and promised to restore
American military and economic superiority.

As Reagan’s foreign policy adviser, a member ofGR®, and a critic of Carter,
Kirkpatrick supported the Republican nominee whebetedly. Other neoconservatives joined
her, along with members of the northern workingsés, former Democrats who felt abandoned
by their party through its embrace of affirmativaian policies and whose economic status had
declined throughout the 1970s. The neocons antierorivorking classes were joined in their
support for Reagan by the social conservativeslamdeligious right which were attracted to
Reagan’s stance on issues such as abortion andl grhger, along with fiscal conservatives
and supporters of supply-side economics. This raaditon of voters allowed Reagan to win

51% of the popular vote compared to Carter’s 41%.
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Jeane Kirkpatrick was unabashed about Ronald R&aggamph in the 1980
Presidential election, declaring his victory tosdbeatershed event in American history.
According to her, Reagan’s inauguration signaledeihd of one major postwar epoch and the
beginning of another. Kirkpatrick claimed there avéiree distinct periods in the postwar era.
The first, known as the Cold War Era, began aetiet of World War Il and lasted until
approximately 1968. She described it as a “relatikiappy respite during which free societies
and democratic institutions were unusually secline. west was united, strong, and self-
assured®”® The second period, the Era of Détente, beganthttiise of the New Left in the
late 1960s and lasted until the election of Reagd®80. Unlike the previous era, this one was
marked by the relentless expansion of Soviet mylitand political power and a corresponding
contraction of American influence. It featured tiee of the Third World dictators espousing
anti-American and anti-Western ideologies and thergence in Western Europe of a neutralist
position. Throughout this period, an attitude diedéism and self-doubt prevailed within the
United States. Kirkpatrick maintained that Reagamcsory marked a new beginning for
America, one that would correct mistakes made dutie era of détente, restore faith in the
American way of life, and increase American povieotighout the world”

With the election of Ronald Reagan, many membEngoconservative groups, such as
the Coalition for a Democratic Majority (CDM) antet Committee on the Present Danger
(CPD), were appointed to government positions aligithem the opportunity to influence and
shape policy. CDM members who supported Reagars@nsequently worked for his
administration included: Ben Wattenberg — Vice Riest of Radio Free Europe, Max

Kampelman — Ambassador to the Conference on Sgcwibperation in Europe, Eugene
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Rostow — director of the Arms Control and Disarmatggency, and Elliot Abrams — Assistant
Secretary of State for Human Rights and Humanitatifiairs>"> Due to the fact that Ronald
Reagan was a member of the CPD, several of its ¢tve@members were also given prestigious
government jobs including: George Shultz — Secyat&State, Richard Allen — National
Security Advisor, William Casey — CIA Director, Johehman — Secretary of the Navy, Richard
Pipes — Director of East European and Soviet Adfdionald Rumsfeld — Special Envoy to the
Middle East, and Richard Perle — Assistant SegretiDefense for International Security
Policy 3"

A member of both the CDM and the CPD, and foreigiicyg advisor to Ronald Reagan
during the 1980 election, Jeane Kirkpatrick was eamermanent Ambassador to the United
Nations, a position given Cabinet level ranking amatle part of the National Security Council
by President Reagan. As U.N. Ambassador, Kirkpatsias responsible for articulating and
advocating the Reagan Administration’s positionyvarous international events. As U.N.
Ambassador she served largely as a mouthpiecbdadministration, but Kirkpatrick had
opportunities to influence policy thanks to hedurston within the NSC and the National
Security Planning Group (NSPG). Furthermore, Reagandness for and admiration of the
ambassador allowed her direct access to the presidkich, in turn, enabled her to bypass

normal diplomatic channels between the U.S. Missiotime United Nations and the State

375 «Coalition for a Democratic majority members JoimiReagan in 1980” from Vaisse,

Neoconservatism

http://neoconservatism.vaisse.net/doku.php?id=cdemipers joining_reagan_in_1980
Accessed 12/9/13

376 «Executive Functions of CPD members in the Rea@ministration” from Vaisse,
Neoconservatism

http://neoconservatism.vaisse.net/doku.php?id=dkecudunctions_of cpd_members_in_the re
agan_administratioAccessed 12/9/13.

149



Department. Thus, did Kirkpatrick the academicgliectual, and party activist become
Kirkpatrick the ambassador and policymaker.

During Kirkpatrick’s tenure at the United Natignise institution dealt with hundreds of
issues ranging from budgetary concerns, refugsesrand public health alarms to issues
affecting women and disabled persons, economicldewent, decolonization, and war. Indeed,
a cursory glance at the resolutions voted on witinGeneral Assembly and Security Council
in any given year of Kirkpatrick’s time as ambasgachn seem overwhelming due to their sheer
numbers. Among those that she and the Reagan Astnaition deemed to be the most important
were: Israel and the Arab-Israeli Conflict; EI Sader, Nicaragua, and Central America; the
Soviet invasion and occupation of Afghanistan;\Wietnamese occupation of Cambodia; and
Namibian independence and South Affi€a.

Israel and the Arab-Israeli Conflict

The Reagan Administration’s policies towards thed¥e East had two primary goals: to
maintain the special relationship between the Wdn8tates and Israel and to prevent the
expansion of Soviet influence in the region. Mottem than not, the administration’s support for
Tel Aviv exacerbated tensions in the region, cagisnore difficulties in the bilateral
relationships between the United States and othédI®! Eastern nations. Tensions also rose
between the U.S. and Israel, for despite Amerisgadfast support for its Middle Eastern ally,
Tel Aviv often acted on its own accord: in Decembk1981 Israel ignored American appeals
for restraint and annexed the Golan Heights, arid82 Tel Aviv invaded Lebanon despite
American protests. These actions garnered globaleranation of both Israel and the United

States and brought about a brief withdrawal of Aoaer military aid to Tel Aviv. Nonetheless,

37INOTE: Due to both her reputation as a Latin Amerieapert and her own interests in the
region, Central American issues will be discussetthé next chapter.
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America continued to back up its anti-communisg;after all, Israeli targets in Lebanon — the
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) and Syrlaad ties to the Soviet Union. Indeed, the
Reagan Administration sent troops into Lebanonpaarthat resulted in the deaths of American
diplomatic and military personnel, yet failed tangr peace to the region.

Throughout her tenure as Permanent Ambassadoe tdrited Nations, Kirkpatrick
demonstrated an unwavering support for the statera&l*’® In a speech before the Conference
of Presidents of Major Jewish Organizations in Né&wk City, she noted that her relationship
with the state of Israel began in her college ddygmember vividly the bells on the Riverside
Church ringing on the day in 1948, the establishroétsrael,” she related, “I was in philosophy
class at Barnard and Harry Truman had taken ag&nod marvelous stand’®in subsequent
years, Kirkpatrick’s sympathy for Israel and thevidd people grew, especially following her
exposure to the Nazi Holocaust files and her frédiygs with various German and European
Jews who had fled from the Nazis. Though sympathetlsrael, her relationship with the
organized Jewish community of the world did notibemtil she became the U.N. Ambassador
and was exposed to what she described as the bsesti-lIsrael campaign that dominates the

agenda of the UN*?°
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Kirkpatrick’s introduction to the *‘anti-Israel obssion’ of the United Nations began in
June of 1981 when the Security Council met to dis¢he June*7Israeli bombing of a French-
made nuclear reactor in Irag. In her address t&#wurity Council, Kirkpatrick noted that the
Middle East was combustible region, similar to Bagkans before the outbreak of World War 1.
She pointed out that there were many issues thgupt the region including the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan, the war between Iran and Iraq,téneorist state of Libya and its occupation of
Chad, the territorial violations of Lebanon byneighbors, and, the most recent crisis — Israel’s
attack on the nuclear reactor in Iraq. Though achkedging that Israel had not exhausted all
diplomatic means before acting, and that its astimend damaged the peace and security of the
region, Kirkpatrick maintained that Israel’'s acsoshould not be taken out of context. The
ambassador noted that Iraq had refused to ackngelie existence or legitimacy of the Israeli
state, and thus the Israeli attack was essentialgfensive maneuver or preemptive strike
against an enemy state armed with weapons of nesssidtion. Kirkpatrick declared that the
United States was a proud friend and ally of Isea@l that it would not approve of any decision
made by the U.N. that would either harm Israel'sibinterests or be overly punitivé:

Wielding the threat of a Security Council veto, kfatrick was able to mitigate the
language of the resulting resolution. Resolutior g8ongly condemned the Israeli attack as a
violation of the U.N. Charter, called for Israelldoth refrain from such attacks in the future and

to place its own nuclear facilities under the acspiof the International Atomic Energy Agency,

381 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tywddress before the UN Security Council,
“Condemning Israel: The Iragi Reactor”, June 181, $ages 59-61.
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and maintained that Iraq was entitled to appropmatress for the destruction brought about by
the attack®

Though she was successful in toning down the laggoéthe Security Council’s
resolution regarding the Israeli attack on Iragislear reactor, Kirkpatrick was unable to do the
same when the General Assembly began discussiangesblution entitled “The Situation in the
Middle East”. By a vote of 109 in favor, 34 abstens, and 2 opposed (the U.S. and Israel), the
General Assembly passed a resolution that expresggabrt for the Palestinian people and other
Arab nations in their struggle against Israeli ‘agggion and occupation’. The resolution went on
to condemn Israel’s occupation of Palestinian aheércArab territories, along with its treatment
of peoples in those areas. The General Assemblyite\paper declared that the strategic
cooperation between the U.S. and Israel only eragmd the latter to pursue aggressive and
expansionist policies. The resolution called uplbstates to put an end to the flow to Israel of
any military or economic resources that might emage its aggressiofi-

In an address before the General Assembly, Kirlghastrenuously objected to the use of
the word ‘aggression’ and insisted that Israelsoas should be taken within the proper context.
Kirkpatrick also questioned why the resolution edlfor nations to desist in giving aid to Israel,
yet failed to condemn those nations supplying aorisrael’'s enemies. She declared that the
ongoing debate and its subsequent resolution weddus and served to divert attention from

the pursuit of peace and stability in the Middles&&'

382 http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view doc.asp?syrBMRES/487(1981)ast Accessed
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The day before she delivered her address to tltedJNations;The New Republic
published an article by Kirkpatrick entitled “Digtaring Sadat”. The piece celebrated the
bravery of the Egyptian leader in signing the Cdbawpid Accords with Israel and called for
other Arab leaders to follow his lead. Kirkpatristas inspired to write the piece when American
and foreign pundits began questioning the outcashésreign policies that depended or
appeared to depend on the survival of a ‘strong .nhdany were comparing Sadat’s death to the
fall of the Shah of Iran in 1979 — both were powkduthoritarian leaders, important to the
United States, whose governments rested upon drgower, and who were abruptly removed
from the scene.

Though many liberals continued to express doubteming the wisdom of relying on
agreements with authoritarian regimes, Kirkpatacgued that the political realities of the
Middle East forced the U.S. to do just that. ThilLAmbassador pointed out that the tradition
of paternalistic authority was strong in the regiShe wrote:

The truth is that we cannot control the governmehtie area or choose the rulers. We

cannot structure their institutions or transforreithbeliefs. We have no magic wand to

turn the Moslem states that stretch from North &frio South Asia into replicas of
modern, secular, democratic nations living harmosipwith one another. We must deal
with them as we find them: authoritarian, tradiai@rdeeply religious, subject to the
kinds of instabilities characteristic of personaiaeracies. These last include periodic
rebellions, chronic succession crises, and contglicpersonal rivalries, all of which
have culminated repeatedly in wWAr.

Although the governments of the Middle East shanady similarities, Kirkpatrick was quick to

point out that the Arab states remained heavilydeéd: Iraq was at war with Iran, Libya was

exporting terrorism throughout the region, Syrisswlastabilizing Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia

383 «Dishonoring Sadat” reprinted inegitimacy and Force, Volume Tw&
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and Jordan were experiencing internal turmoil @ueatlical politics associated with the PLO.
Meanwhile, Soviet expansionism threatened theengigion®*®
“In need of a unifying factor — beyond languagd agligion,” she wrote, “many Arabs
have associated themselves with the cause of tdbastinian nationalism. This cause is
closely related to... hostility to the state of I3rs8’ Kirkpatrick maintained that it was not
surprising that Israel had become a special olojelcaitred in the region; after all, it was a
modern, democratic, egalitarian, Jewish stateemtidst of traditional, authoritarian, class-
based, Moslem societies. According to her:
The PLO wins acceptance from modern Arab natiocause their leaders have been
persuaded that the link between faith and politaits for the destruction of Israel, and
the PLO is the group most militantly dedicatedhattcause... the ideological appeal of
jihad — which provides a certain sense of Arab unity reinforced by terror, selectively,
effectively, and ruthlessly employed. The ideoldiggt links faith, politics, the
destruction of Israel, and Palestinian nationaisicontinually reinforced by violence
and fear. Note, however, that the same linkagerdgw@mmits traditional Arab rulers to
strengthening the radical forces, which are caradrevolutionary politics hostile to
their own survival. The PLO thus enlists traditibAgab rulers in their own destruction.
Never has the dialectical ‘cunning of history’ ogied more clearly to enlist the powerful
in the struggle for their own undoiritf
Kirkpatrick declared that there were three urgeoblems that American foreign policy
needed to address in the region. First, the U&uldiwork to prevent the Soviet Union from
invading, occupying, or incorporating by other meadditional Arab lands into the Soviet
sphere of influence. Second, the U.S. should stinemgthose regimes friendly to, or compatible
with, American interests. Kirkpatrick maintaineéthmeinforcing moderate Arab governments

would enhance regional order and help preventrtrestormation of such regimes into threats.

Third, the U.S. must protect Israel against itsrswenemies. The political scientist declared that

386 |pid, 5-6.
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the United States was tied to Israel though secintérests, common democratic political
systems, by honor, and by a mutual membership emarent community of values (Western
Civilization and Judeo-Christian heritagé).

Overall, Kirkpatrick contended, the primary ob#&ao peace had been the refusal of the
Arab governments to recognize Israel’s right tasexsadat, she claimed, embodied the solution
to all of the problems facing the U.S. in the regiBle was a devout Muslim, a revolutionary
leader, and a friend of the United States and lisha@ewas a serious Muslim who was both
dedicated to the Arab cause and committed to fandisolution to the Palestinian issue. She
noted:

Anwar Sadat struck out in new directions... he imgighat his separate peace did not

imply indifference to Palestinian aspirations argllseing. He insisted that the PLO

was not the custodian of Palestinian aspiratidre; srael’s existence was not
incompatible with Arab self-fulfillment; and thatahk friendship with the U.S. was the
route to regional order, national independence,emmhomic development in the Middle

East. What is most needed now is that other Arattdes match Sadat’s courage,

originality, and toleranc&’

In December of 1981, less than a month after Kikgapublished “Dishonoring Sadat”,
the Arab-Israeli conflict again resurfaced as actop debate within the General Assembly. By
this time, the ambassador had become noticealdyréted with the body’s ‘obsession’ with
Israel and the refusal of the Arab states to fol®adat’s lead. In an address before the General
Assembly entitled “Perpetuating the Arab-Israeln@iot”, the ambassador criticized the U.N.
for passing resolutions that both repudiated theBavid Accords which she described as ‘the

sole existing framework’ for bringing about a sattlent between Israel and its Arab neighbors,

and enhanced the status of the Palestinian Liloer&@rganization (PLO), an organization that

389 bid, 8.
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refused to acknowledge Israel’s right to exist. &fddoption of these resolutions by the General
Assembly,” she stated, “diminishes the abilityloé tnited Nations to further the cause of peace
in the Middle East®*

Noting that the title of the debate was “The Siwain the Middle East”, Kirkpatrick
called upon the world body to discuss the numeissiges that threatened the peace and stability
within the region such as the Iran-lIraq War, thstaleilization of Lebanon, Libya’s subversion
and terrorism, and the threat of Soviet expandidtall of these issues should be of vital
concern to this Assembly,” Kirkpatrick stated, ‘t@ad, the focus of this debate has again been
on one item and one item alone: the Arab-Israeiflim.” 3 The ambassador pointed out that
nothing was accomplished by the endless streamtmism directed at Israel. “What are the
people of my country to conclude,” she queried, éwlthey witness year after year these
condemnations of Israel, a friend and fellow deraog?*°* Rather than focusing on the Arab-
Israeli conflict, the American ambassador urgeduh. to devote its energies towards a non-
partisan effort to achieve a permanent peace iiddle East.

On the same day that Kirkpatrick was defending Acaés ally to the General Assembly,
Israel passed legislation annexing the Golan Hsejdhtritory initially seized from Syria in 1967.
Tel Aviv's action prompted an investigation by tdeN. Security Council which was followed
by debate within the General Assembly. On Janu@ry.282 Jeane Kirkpatrick addressed the
Security Council and stated her country’s oppositma pending resolution criticizing Israel’s

actions. She claimed that the resolution was arratiien and a perversion of the purpose of the

391 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tywddress before the U.N. General Assembly,
glgczecember 14, 1981, “Perpetuating the Arab-Israehfiict”, 65.
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Security Council. According to her, the Council lad responsibility to first deal with activities
that threatened world peace and security, and setoprevent an aggravation of a situation.
Kirkpatrick declared that the proposed resolutiauld only exacerbate tensions in the region.
The ambassador maintained that the U.S. would regaove of Israel annexing the Golan
Heights, and claimed that there was doubt in Wagbmthat such an annexation had even
occurred. Instead of focusing on a non-event, tid Bhould direct its attention towards other,
more pressing issues. “What an extraordinary unsih this is that, in the more than a month
since the massive, brutal repression of the peafdRoland got under way,” she stated, “there
has been no mention here of the violations of theian rights 3

With the U.S. veto blocking any action by the SéguCouncil on this matter, the
General Assembly called an Emergency Special Sessidiscuss the Golan Heights. Not
surprisingly, the Assembly passed a resolutionresgdsrael despite American opposition. “The
Situation in the Occupied Arab Territories” regeetthat one vote from a permanent member of
the U.N. Security Council prevented that body frdomg its job in dealing with Israel in
January. It went on to strongly condemn Israeit®actions in the region, declared that it was
illegal for the state to take over the Golan Hesgland that its decision to do so constituted
aggression. Moreover, the resolution claimed thatrder for there to be a comprehensive and
just peace in the Middle East, there must be ttad &md unconditional withdrawal of Israeli
forces from Palestine and other Arab territoriesciviinad been occupied since 1967. Finally, the
document stated that Israel’s actions made it ¢hesrit was not a peace-loving state and the

Assembly called on all member states to refraimfselling weapons to Israel, to suspend

395 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tywddress before the Security Council,
January 20, 1982 “Golan and Poland”, 68.
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economic, financial, and technological assistamzecoperation with Israel, and to sever
diplomatic, trade, and cultural relations with thevish staté”

Kirkpatrick was outraged by the tone and text eftisolution. In a speech entitled “This
Miserable Resolution”, the United States Ambassadted that her country opposed both the
ends and the means of the resolution becausdatdalr unreasonably punitive measures in
order to get revenge and retribution. Kirkpatrigckred that the U.N. should be devoted to
building peace and security instead of deepenimgidns and exacerbating conflicts. According
to her, the resolution undermined the integrityhaf U.N. and demonstrated that any institution
could be made to serve purposes remote from gemad’etre — the United Nations, conceived as
a palace of reason, was now being used to polastiens and spread hostility/.

Though the ambassador had previously denied thahaexation had occurred,
Kirkpatrick now claimed that the U.S. had calledbnfel Aviv to rescind the decrees
incorporating Golan Heights into Israel and to fieafits commitment to a negotiated settlement
in the region. She declared that Israel had acgete® American requests and that the only
constructive role for the U.N. at this point waddoilitate such negotiations. The ambassador
maintained that Israel had not committed an aefggiression as “no shots were fired, no soldiers
were brought into placeé® She also objected to the “barely veiled attackhenUnited States”
in the paragraph referencing the negative votepdrananent member of the Security Council
and defended the right of the U.S. to use its t@tdock actions that it deemed seriously

flawed3%°
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The American ambassador continued her defensasllin the following months as the
Assembly refused to budge and convened anotheraspetergency session. In a speech entitled
“War by other Means” she stated:

But who among us sincerely believes that the egerai which we are now engaged —

this ‘resumed’ emergency special session — wik tak closer toward the goal? Who

among us believes that the cause of peace is sbystill another round of bitter
denunciation of Israel? Who among us — | wondeeliebes that peace is even tjual

of this assembly? This Assembly can repeat itslfamand unbalanced charges, it can

issue flamboyant ultimata, and adopt ever harsgsalutions, all with the usual

predictable effect. That effect will be to increaseot reduce — tensions; to inflame — not

to calm — passions; to widen — not to narrow —gilris; and to make war more, not less,

likely to take place. The fact that this institutjconceived to resolve conflicts is thus

used to exacerbate and embitter divisions amorignsais the cruelest of ironié%’
Kirkpatrick concluded that the ultimate goal of lesolution was to delegitimize Israel. By
claiming that Israel was not a peace-loving statkthat it had violated several provisions of the
U.N. Charter, the resolution was laying the grouadkito expel Israel from the institution. “This
special session and its accompanying draft resolsitare one more clear example of a strategy
whose goals and tactics are clear,” she declatesg, & United Nations body to make ‘official’
demands incompatible with Israel’s security andiisat.”*°* Thus, when Israel failed to comply,
members could ‘prove’ that Israel was an intermatidaw-breaker and unworthy of membership
in the community of peace-loving staf8s.

Over the next three years, the Arab-Israeli conflontinued to be discussed in the
United Nations. Each time the subject was broacketpatrick came to Israel’'s defense. The

American representative likened the General Assgmbhgoing indictment of Israel as

representing the justice of Alice in Wonderland kheve the Assembly (Queen of Hearts) had

00 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tywddress before the Emergency Special
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repeatedly found Israel (Alice) guilty of numeraffenses without thoroughly investigating the
situation and ignoring the context in which evestsurred'®® She continued to defend the
United States’ alliance with Israel and refuseddoept the Assembly’s charges that American
aid to Israel allowed the nation to continue tooignU.N. resolutions.

The ambassador often criticized the United Natfon#s treatment of Israel, especially
to Jewish organizations. In October of 1982, Kitkig& spoke of her disillusionment with the
U.N. to the B’nai B'rith International, an organiiman founded in 1843 to protect and advocate
for Jews around the worfdin her speech, entitled “An Unrelenting Assaultie @mbassador
noted that both the U.N. and the state of Israeévern out of World War Il and the fight
against Nazism. She then lamented the fact thdt/ iNewas now involved in an assault against
the one state that served as a haven for the susvof Nazi persecution.

Indeed, Kirkpatrick appears to have bought intortbgon that opposition to Israeli
policies was proof of prejudice against Jews. TheeAcan ambassador declared that the United
Nations had become a hot-bed of anti-Semitism. Seatiment had increased after a 1975
General Assembly resolution declared that Zionisas thhe equivalent of racism. Kirkpatrick
pointed out that over 150 anti-Israel resolutioad been passed within the United Nations since
1945, and 25 of the 60 U.N. Security Council megtim 1981 alone had dealt with Arab
complaints against Israel. Moreover, anti-Semitisd spilled over into the specialized agencies
of the United Nations, turning UNESCO, the WHO, thé&l. Conference on Women, and the

International Atomic Energy Agency ‘anti-Israelagforms’*®> According to Kirkpatrick, this

403 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tyaddress before the 8dGeneral Assembly,
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effort was being spearheaded by the Arab stateshen8oviet Union, who, in order to get a
majority within the U.N., made a deal with the &t bloc: the Arabs and the Soviets promised
to support the African position against South Adritthe Africans supported the Arab position
against Israel. Such an agreement between blansed!for the Arab position against Israel to
have an automatic majority within the General Adsigrralong with power within the
specialized agencies.

In Kirkpatrick’s mind, the campaign within the Usadt Nations against Israel was part of
“a systematic, totalitarian assault on languageraadning®’® comparable to both the pre-
Holocaust German ordinances that dehumanized acdrdinated against Jews and the signs of
impending German aggression in Europe in the 1930ss totalitarian assault on language and
meaning, “inspired by the Soviets, elaborated uppArab speakers hostile to Israel, and now
freely used by anti-Israel militant§ redefined Palestinian Arabs as ‘the Jews of ttebAr
world’ and Israel as the Nazis of the Middle E&stleed, according to Kirkpatrick, the entire
discourse within the U.N. had been appropriatetbhsjitarian verbal imperialism so that
despotic governments were called ‘democratic’,qedi intended to incite war were deemed
‘peaceful’, measures imposed by terror were tertpegdular’, and where reactionary tactics
were called ‘progressivé® This type of rhetorical perversion, which servednvert the
meanings of ‘good’ and ‘evil’, was especially cleéaKirkpatrick in the institution’s treatment of
the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO). Hnebassador noted that on the same day in

1975 that the General Assembly passed the ‘ZiomsgRacism’ resolution, it also affirmed the

408 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Twddress before the Simon Wiesenthal
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legitimacy of the PLO and endowed it with the rgbt a member state, going so far as to
establish a permanent committee with a large bumgatomote the interest of the PLO. Now
declared a ‘national liberation movement’, the Pdddild ‘legitimately’ use force against Israel,
meanwhile Israel’s use of force to defend itseHiagt the PLO would be characterized as
aggressiof”

Kirkpatrick was adamant that the U.S. was deterthinesee Israel receive fair treatment
at the United Nations; however, she conceded tiGit a goal was most likely utopian for no
matter what Israel did, it was unlikely to get fplay in the international arei Nonetheless,
the ambassador assured her audience that the (Btagsb would never support U.N. resolutions
or statements that characterized Israel as aggeessinot a peace-loving state, as these were not
consistent with American policiés*

The Soviet Invasion and Occupation of Afghanistan

Given Kirkpatrick’s education in the evils of tbtarianism, along with the Reagan
Administration’s emphasis on containing communigris, not surprising that she spoke out
frequently and adamantly in the United Nations agfaihe activities of the Soviet Union, most
notably, its invasion and occupation of Afghanistafhen the Soviet Union invaded
Afghanistan in 1979, Carter had initiated limitexyert aid. Reagan increased American military
aid; however, despite his anti-communist rhetdredid not dramatically increase assistance to

the mujahidin until 1985. Whereas the United Stafeen stood alone in its opposition to

409 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tyddress before the Conference on Zionism,
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resolutions passed by the General Assembly invgleither Israel or South Africa, the
superpower received widespread support for resoistdenouncing the Kremlin. Indeed, other
nations assisted the administration in providingecomilitary aid to Afghani

“freedom fighters” including communist China, Pa&is and Saudi Arabia. Though Russia’s
status as a permanent member of the U.N. Secuoiy@l allowed it to veto any resolutions
that criticized its actions, each year throughoukpatrick’s tenure, the General Assembly
passed resolutions condemning the Soviet invasidroacupation of Afghanistan. And each
time the subject was broached, Jeane Kirkpatrick tvare, reminding the U.N. of the plight of
the Afghan people, the atrocities committed byRleel Army, the dangers of totalitarianism, and
the bravery of the Afghan “freedom fighters”.

Kirkpatrick first spoke of the Soviet invasionAfghanistan in November of 1981. In her
address to the General Assembly, the ambassadorlebthe incursion as a momentous event
that altered the climate and course of world prsitt? The ambassador described the invasion as
a grave violation of the United Nations’ Charteasittekhook the very foundations of world order.
Soviet aggression shattered the prospects forisgahiSouth Asia and the Persian Gulf,
severely aggravated tensions between East and #Wektmore than anything, marked a
“watershed in the postwar era, bringing to a dafiaiconclusion a period of optimism
concerning the evolution of Soviet policy and iritens.”** Of course, as a member of the CPD
and a Cold Warrior, Kirkpatrick had been warning émans of the danger of the Soviet Union

throughout the détente era or ‘period of optimisloryg before the 1979 attack on Afghanistan.
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In her ongoing indictment of the Kremlin, Kirkpiak observed that nearly three million
people, roughly 1/5 the population of Afghanistaad been forced to flee from their country. In
addition to the large numbers of refugees, thousang@eople had been killed. Whole villages
were being destroyed, mosques had been deseaiigmus leaders imprisoned or murdered,
schools turned into centers of political indocttioa, and Afghanistan’s economic infrastructure,
power and communication networks, and hospitalsdfideseen severely damaged. According to
the ambassador, the significant economic and spoigiress that had accompanied the decade of
‘democratic freedoms and representative governimenight about by the 1964 constitution’
had been totally undorié?

The Soviets, she charged, had worked hard to pteéke world from seeing just how
destructive their occupation had been to the Afgheople. They sealed the country off from
journalists and other foreign observers and baemé@nce to humanitarian organizations such
as the International Red Cross. Meanwhile, the @svitilized thousands of booby-trapped
mines disguised as ordinary household items oraggsnst the Afghan people despite the fact
that they had previously signed an internationalveation prohibiting the use of such weapons.
According to Kirkpatrick, such actions demonstratteel true character of the Soviet Unftn.

In addition to noting the suffering of the Afghpeople at the hands of the Red Army,
Kirkpatrick made it her business to deconstructjastifications offered by the Soviets for their
invasion and occupation of the Middle Eastern stEte ambassador maintained that it was
impossible for them to justify their actions basedany meaningful interpretation of
international law. Kabul had not attacked the SoMigion, and historically, it did not pose a

threat to the Kremlin. Indeed, the two states heatpfully coexisted for decades. In fact,
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Afghanistan was a member of the Non-Aligned Movetnamroup of states determined to stay
out of the Cold War. Moscow stated that it feliedwened by the turmoil inside Afghanistan, but
aside from student riots in 1965 and a brief peabdnrest following a coup in 1973,
Kirkpatrick proclaimed that tranquility had reigngdoughout Afghanistan until the
Communists violently seized power in 1978. The 8bunion claimed to fear the rising tide of
Islamic fundamentalism in the region which mighéetually infect the Soviet Empire, but
Kirkpatrick argued that the Afghan people were footdamentalists and were tolerant of other
faiths

The Soviet’s primary justification for enteringanAfghanistan was that they were
invited in by the Kabul regime which had invokiegiright to self-defense. Kirkpatrick claimed
that this, too, was a lie as not a shred of eviddrad been produced to support such allegations.
Moreover, she claimed that the Soviet invagioecededhe institution of the regime that
professed to have invited the Soviets in. Furtheemihe ambassador maintained that the Kabul
regime had no legitimacy in the eyes of the Afghaaple as it existed only by virtue of Soviet
actions. Evidence of this could be found in the that large numbers of Afghani freedom
fighters continued to resist the Red Army and thppet regime. According to Kirkpatrick, the
Kabul regime was nothing more than an appendadgostow, maintained in power by the
presence of 85,000 Soviet troops that allowedHerSoviets to direct all aspects of

Afghanistan’s administration, its military, and thation’s natural resourcé5The American

“1%|bid, 252. NOTE: In Worldnet interviews, Kirkpatk never responded to any questions about
whether the U.S. was worried that Islamic fundamaksrh might take hold in Afghanistan under
the mujahidin.
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ambassador called upon the assembly to supportsiodution against the Soviet Union which it
did with an overwhelming majorit§/®

In November of 1982, 1983, and 1984 debate owebtiviet invasion and occupation of
Afghanistan resurfaced within the General Assembch time that the matter was broached
within the Assembly, the American ambassador dedivdengthy addresses denouncing the
Soviet Union. Kirkpatrick provided details of thearities committed by the Red Army against
the Afghan people, including specific instancesapke, torture, murder, the destruction of
villages and infrastructure, and the use of chehweapons. On every occasion, she praised the
struggles of the Afghan freedom fighters and urilyean to continue their fight against
incorporation into the Soviet empire. Kirkpatriadntinued to insist that the Afghan struggle had
a much broader meaning. “If a small, relativelyateseless, nonaligned country like Afghanistan
is allowed to be invaded, brutalized, and subjutjatehe stated, “what other similarly
vulnerable country can feel secur&?”

The American ambassador warned members thattéotafiism was once more on the
march. “With the Soviet invasion of 1979,” she stht‘a totalitarian, one-party state ruled by the
Afghan communists has given way to a totalitarippaaatus completely controlled by the Soviet
Union.”?° According to Kirkpatrick, the communist totalitani drive to totally restructure
society was already underway inside Afghanistae. Sated:

Perhaps the most significant is the Soviet effmreshape Afghan culture and to replace
the decimated intellectual and middle classes witlew elite trained in the Soviet mold.
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Thousands of Afghans, including even children betwihe ages of six and nine, are
being trained in the Soviet Union and other blogrddes, while the Afghan educational
system itself is being restructured along Sovretdi The Sovietization of Kabul
University is made evident by the presence of Sadeisers at all levels of
administration and instruction and in the prefeeegiven to party activists in admissions.

The curriculum of Afghanistan’s primary educatigistem has been redrawn to promote

indoctrination in Marxist-Leninist ideology and poepare young Afghans for further

study in the Soviet Unioff*
Kirkpatrick asserted that the ‘Sovietization’ ofghfanistan was accompanied by the terror and
repression characteristic of totalitarian statexré& police terrorized the Afghan population, and
the number of political prisoners only increasedirag went on: arbitrary arrests, detention, and
torture were common tactics used by the secret@alnd the Red Army. Meanwhile, the
government had destroyed freedom of speech, mrdgolitical expressioff?

As usual with Soviet foreign policy, ideology hiagen married to long-standing Russian
strategic objectives. According to Kirkpatrick, t8eviet Union constituted a contemporary
embodiment of the Russian Empire as it existed uts@eist rule. Since the time of the tsars,
Russian leaders had pursued the dream of a warer p@tt on the Indian Ocean; therefore,
domination of Afghanistan was essential to thelfaient of Russian historical territorial

aspirations’

3“The Soviet invasion and occupation of Afghanista clear and blatant example
of imperialist expansion,” the ambassador declditéd, fulfillment of a long-standing Soviet,

and before that Tsarist, godf*Should it be successful in the annexation of Afgbtan, the

21 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tyddress before the U.N. General Assembly,
November 24, 1982, “The Meaning of the Afghan Sgtag 259.

422 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Twaddress before the U.N. General Assembly,
“What Happened in Afghanistan?”, November 14, 1984.-2.

23 |bid, 273-4.

424 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tywddress before the U.N. General Assembly,
November 22, 1983, “Unlawful Use of Force”, 264.
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ambassador argued, the Soviet Union would then aaeopolitical access to Iran and
Pakistarf®
The Vietnamese Occupation of Cambodia

On December 25, 1978, exactly one year befor&thveet Union invaded Afghanistan,
the communist government of Vietham had invadedthighboring state of Cambodia. Whereas
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan constitutedfits instance of the Soviets using direct
military force outside of the Soviet bloc since Wddwar I, the Viethamese invasion of
Cambodia was the first and only extended war batvie communist nations. Though the
Reagan Administration repeatedly expressed oppasiti communist expansion, the uniqgueness
of this situation, the American defeat in Vietngrgvious U.S. actions throughout Indochina,
and the complicated ties and rivalries that exisigttveen Vietnam, the Soviet Union, China,
and Cambodia inhibited Washington’s ability andl walact. Accordingly, covert aid to
‘freedom fighters’ in Cambodia remained quite lieagitthroughout Reagan’s tenure. For one,
there was a large, disparate coalition of insurgantluding the Khmer Rouge, fighting against
the Vietnamese. American policymakers were concktingt military aid might fall into the
hands of the Khmer Rouge, allowing them to regamml| in Cambodia. For another, despite
the administration’s assertion that previous effattcontaining communism in Indochina had
been morally right, nobody in Washington was eagdaunch another intervention in the

region. For these reasons, Kirkpatrick did notvaelias many forceful addresses to the United

Nations regarding this situation even though th@ddinNations General Assembly debated the

425 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tyw@ongressional Task Force on Afghanistan,
“The Fate of Afghanistan”, Washington, D.C. March 1985, 284.
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issue and passed resolutions against Viethnam neagly year throughout her tendfé.
Furthermore, Kirkpatrick was not an expert on Agpatitics. In her own collection of state
documents, she included her speeches regarding &ianb the chapter devoted primarily to
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. This was md&ly done because the political scientist
considered Vietham to be a puppet of the Soviebland believed that the Soviet Union was
behind Vietnam’s actions in Indochina.

In October of 1981, Kirkpatrick addressed the Gainkssembly stating that it had been
nearly three years since the “Socialist Republigietnam, supported and financed by the
Soviet Union” first invaded and occupied Cambodi@anwhile, nearly 200,000 Viethamese
troops still occupied the countf§/Kirkpatrick noted that the people of Cambodia haffiesed
greatly in previous years, having been “ravaged Byccession of horrors, including three
decades of war and the savage destruction of RgliPthat weren’t enough they were now
enduring conquest and occupation by their histadicersarie$?® Despite the fact that the
Vietnamese had overthrown the hated Khmer Rougeeegnd were welcomed by some
Cambodians as liberators, the American ambassé#alored that the Viethamese occupation of
Phnom Penh not only victimized Cambodians, but alkof the peoples of Southeast Asia, and
that the entire region was suffering under the eggive tyranny of Vietham. “The pursuit of an

unpopular war has caused widespread misery witiem®m,” she argued, “and imperialist

26 The literature on the war between Vietnam and Gatisbremains rather slim: For an
overview see: McMahon, RobertThe Limits of Empire: The United States and Sowth&saia
Since World War II(New York: Columbia University Press, 1999). &é&®: Morris, Stephen.
Why Vietnam Invaded Cambodia: Political Culture &alises of the WafCA: Stanford
University Press, 1999).
27 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Twaddress before the U.N. General Assembly,
8gtober 19, 1981, “Cambodia’s Right to Self-Deteration”, 287.

Ibid.
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adventures have necessitated escalation of thedglsecandalous level of oppression inside
Vietnam.*?°

As in the case with the Soviet invasion of Afglsaain, Kirkpatrick attacked Vietnam'’s
justifications for invading its neighbor. Vietnaraiecned that it had entered Cambodia at the
request of the Heng Samrin regime. This justifmatiaccording to Kirkpatrick, was absurd,
especially as that regime did not even exist atithe of the Vietnamese invasion. “In this as in
other respects,” she stated, “the Viethamese iowasi Kampuchea is strikingly, tragically
analogous to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistal.Furthermore, the Viethamese professed
themselves to be the liberators of the CambodiaplpeThis, too, was a lie, she argued. For
one, Kirkpatrick insisted that it was Vietham thad brought the Pol Pot regime to power. She
continued along this theme in future addressesédfi® Assembly, arguing that the Socialist
Republic of Vietham “must bear a full measure sjp@nsibility for the tragic tyranny of the
Khmer Rouge. Vietham’s support was critical to Kiener rouge victory in 1975... Vietnam
only deposed Pol Pot when it became apparentttbatiid not dominate and control the Khmer
Rouge.**! Moreover, Kirkpatrick blamed Hanoi for using Cardizoin its war against South
Vietnam, a move that resulted in massive destrmd¢hooughout the country. Therefore,
Vietnam’s contention that its invasion of Cambod&s prompted by a concern for the human
rights of the Kampuchean people “constituted eefad®d that was as offensive as it was

egregious™?

29 |hid. NOTE: No mention is made of American invaivent in Vietnam or Cambodia.

30 |bid, 288.
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October 19, 1981, “Cambodia’s Right to Self-Deteration”, 289.

171



Kirkpatrick implored the Viethamese and their &b\atrons to join in negotiations to
resolve the tragic plight of the Cambodian peoflee also expressed support for a resolution
calling for a U.N. supervised withdrawal of all éagn forces from Cambodia. It also contained
provisions for the security needs of Cambodia, $efdguards to ensure that armed political
factions would be unable to disrupt, intimidatecoerce the outcome of free elections, and
emphasized the need for an independent Cambodéaiain neutral. The resolution also called
upon Vietnam to participate in the negotiation pss: The General Assembly adopted the
resolution by a large majoritt>
Namibian Independence and South Africa

With the exception of the Arab-Israeli conflic issue dominated the United Nations’
agenda throughout Kirkpatrick’s tenure more that tf Namibian independence. Because the
U.N. viewed South African rule over Namibia asghbé discussion of Namibian independence
almost always led to the vilification of Pretofid.Many member states viewed South African
rule as a vestige of European colonialism and spokéequently against its policies of
apartheid. Though the United States had gone amddavoring the establishment of an
independent Namibia, its ties to South Africa oftefih Kirkpatrick standing alone in support for

Pretoria. Due to historic ‘ties’, the United Stasewl South Africa could sometimes count on the

43370 see the full text of the Resolution entitlech&TSituation in Kampuchea™:
http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?synitES/36/5&Lang=E&Area=RESOLU
TION Last accessed: 6/11/14.

434 For an overview of decolonization in Africa seedPer, FrederickAfrica Since 1940: The
Past of the PresenfNew York: Cambridge University Press, 2002).r Ramibia see: Dreyer,
Ronald.Namibia and Southern Africa: Regional Dynamics et@lonization, 1945-1990
(Geneva, Switzerland: Publication of the Graduastitute of International Studies, 1994). For
an overview of U.S. policies towards Namibia andt8frica see: Thomson, Alekl.S.
Foreign Policy Towards Apartheid South Africa, 194894 (New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2008). Davies, J. EConstructive Engagement? Chester Crocker and AmarefiRolicy in South
Africa, Namibia, and AngolgAthens, OH: Ohio University Press, 2007).
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support of Great Britain, France, and the FedeeguRlic of Germany; but, as was the case with
Israel, the U.S. was often the sole nation withim Wnited Nations overtly defending the
interests of Pretoria. This put Kirkpatrick in tbesition of appearing to support European
colonialism.

The Reagan Administration’s policy in regards twt Africa and Namibian
independence was known as ‘constructive engagentemt'structive engagement, a method in
which pressure could be brought to bear on coustaeémprove their human rights records
while maintaining cordial diplomatic relations goebfitable economic contacts, represented an
attempt to reconcile two ideals of American foreppticy — the spread of democracy and the
containment of communism. As was the case withradgions, American policies towards
southern Africa were dominated by Cold War concefnsommunist regime, maintained in
power by the presence of thousands of Cuban trgmp®rned Angola, a state that shared a
border with Namibia. Despite the racist, imperiatisture of South Africa, it was an anti-
communist state that fought against various comstwagimes in the region. Moreover, its
occupation of Namibia was seen as a bulwark agaemimunist expansion. Thus, Reagan and
company were reluctant to apply pressure to Peetorihe name of either Namibian
independence or the end of apartheid. Indeed, matiste engagement linked Namibian
independence to the total withdrawal of Cuban tsaomeighboring Angola.

In a speech before the Overseas Press Club, Kirglpéaid out the administration’s
goals and policies towards Namibia and South AfAay was the United Nations obsessed
with Namibia, she queried, why not deal with thbylan invasion of Chad, or the Soviet threat
to Poland, the destruction of Lebanon, or the Somiasion of Afghanistan? Kirkpatrick

asserted that the reason that the U.N. was ‘sevzighl’Namibia was because it was an institution
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that specialized in certain kinds of issues, mosalsly ‘decolonization**Furthermore, she
claimed that the U.N. liked to deal with issueg thiare not of serious concern to the major
global powers. Thus, the issue of Namibian indepand and its occupation by South Africa
was ‘safer’ to focus on than the illegal occupawdifghanistan by the Soviet Union.
Kirkpatrick characterized the socio-economic makesf the African state as a large,
ethnically heterogeneous territory, rich in minsrand poor in political experience. Similar to
South Africa, Namibia’'s population was predomingitiack, with a small minority of white
Europeans. The black population was dominated &y¥ambo tribe — predominantly poor,
with only a very small middle class. Thus, wealtfisveoncentrated primarily in the hands of the
Afrikaaner, German, and English (or white) popuwlatiKirkpatrick described Namibia’s ruler,
South Africa, as a medium-sized power that didoooistitute a major threat to any state within
the international arena except to its immediatghteirs and “some of its own populaticii™
Kirkpatrick maintained that the principal goaltbé Reagan administration was to see
Namibia achieve independence; however, since Nanidd the world’s largest uranium
deposits, a concomitant goal of the U.S. was tegntthe mineral-rich territory from falling
into the Soviet sphere of influence. Furthermdne,administration was determined not to sour
its good relations with surrounding African stai@suth Africa) in its dealings regarding the
issue of Namibian independence. Complicating matiexrs the presence of approximately
30,000 Cuban troops in neighboring Angola. Kirkjgktigave no credence to the notion that the

Cuban troops would leave once Namibia was indeperatel South Africa’s troops were pulled

3% Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tyaddress before the Overseas Press Club,
New York City, “The Problem of Namibia”, 303.
% |bid, 304.
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away from the border of Angola. Instead, the UsSeaed that the Cubans would use Angola as
a base of operations to spread communist influgmeeighout the regioft’

The number of political actors involved in theussincluding SWAPO, DTA, South
Africa, the United Nations, Great Britain, Franaad the Federal Republic of Germany, further
complicated any attempts at negotiating indeperglémcNamibia. The South West Africa
People’s Organization (SWAPOQO) was the oldest, bstdblished coalition dedicated to
Namibian independence. Though dominated by the ®ea®WAPO was, according to
Kirkpatrick, a mixed bag: some were nationalistd aome were enthusiastic supporters of
Marxism-Leninism and closely tied to the Soviet miThere were minor parties in Namibia,
but Kirkpatrick only named one — the Turnhalle atice (DTA), a predominantly white party
tied closely to South African government. Though abknowledged that the DTA appeared to
not be as ‘strong’ as SWAPO, the ambassador clathedone cannot accurately estimate the
popular strength of a group in the absence of eftee elections or careful opinion polf&®

In addition to political parties inside Namibiayeoof the major actors involved in this
issue was, of course, South Africa. Kirkpatrickatdsed South Africa as a democracy on top
and an authoritarian system on the bottom — meahaigts white population enjoyed all of the
rights and protections of citizens living in a darazy, while the majority of its population, non-
whites, suffered under authoritarian rule. Accogdio the ambassador, South Africa’s white
population identified with Europe, considered itselbe an heir to Judeo-Christian, Western
Civilization, and was deeply concerned about beiccepted as such by the Western world. This
desire to be accepted, she claimed, constitutéchportant factor in the equation as they might

eventually submit to Western pressure to end apiartMoreover, though racist, the South

37 |bid.
438 |hid, 305.
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African government featured a rule of law which Wafscourse, a protection to the population, a
restraint on government, and a lever for peacezirege.***

In addition to SWAPO, the DTA, and South AfricaetUnited Nations and Western
European nations were also political actors invblvethe Namibian equation. According to
Kirkpatrick, the United Nations’ decision to recagsy SWAPO, a national liberation
organization comprised of communist elements, astile authentic representative of the
Namibian people demonstrated partisanship andisfaed its credentials” as a fair mediator in
Namibia®*° As for Great Britain, France, and the Federal Répwf Germany, Kirkpatrick
noted that they had large investments in Africachigave them a ‘special stake’ in the
region®**

The United Nations, she proclaimed, was ‘seizath wbtaining Namibian independence
via Resolution 435. This resolution was passed®ir8land called for the following: the
withdrawal of South Africa’s illegal administratiaf Namibia so that power could be
transferred to the people of Namibia, and the éstahent of a U.N. Transition Assistance
Group (UNTAG) which would remain in place for oneay in order to ensure free elections
under the supervision and control of the U.N. ltacemed SWAPO’s cooperation in signing and
observing a ceasefire during this transitionalgekrand called upon South Africa to cooperate
with the U.N. in this endeavf? Kirkpatrick maintained that the U.S. was in faedithis
resolution, but that it had many ‘gaps’ that thegan Administration was concerned about. For

one, it failed to envision what kind of regime wo@merge following elections; for another, it

39 |pid.

440 |bid, 305-6.

41 |bid, 306.

442 Eor the full text of Resolution 435, see: httpatidess-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/368/80/IMG/NR03688df?OpenElemenitast
accessed: 6/13/14.
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failed to state who would govern Namibia in theerimh. The ambassador asserted that the U.S.
would only support the resolution if such issuesenresolved, if it included a provision for the
protection of minority rights in Namibia, and ifptovided a framework that would protect
Namibian independence once it was Woh.

In her first year at the United Nations, Kirkpekrispoke before the General Assembly
and the Security Council about Namibia and SoutiicAfon multiple occasions. In March of
1981, the General Assembly attempted to revokerSafiica’s credentials. Kirkpatrick was
angered by this move, and in a speech before teemsly she pointed out that according to the
U.N. Charter, a member state could only be suspeadexpelled upon the recommendation of
the Security Council. With the U.S. strongly oppbse this action and having permanent veto
power, South Africa could not be forced out of th&l.*** The following month, Kirkpatrick
chastised the Security Council for its unwillingaés hear from representatives of the DTA.
“We do not purport to know how many Namibians supgas party or any other party. We will
not know the answer to that question unless of fra@ elections are held in that country,” she
stated, “we only know that some Namibians suppuostparty.” Should the Council refuse, then
the fundamental principles of fairness, democrsgpicit, and evenhandedness upon which the
United Nations was founded would be violated, thahaging the organization’s capacity to act
as a peacemaker and impartial meditor.

In April of 1981, the Security Council passed falifferent resolutions regarding the

occupation of Namibia by South Africa, all of whialere vetoed by the United States, the

43 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tyddress before the Overseas Press Club,
New York City, “The Problem of Namibia”, 306.

444 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tyddress before the 855eneral Assembly,
March 2, 1981 “Universality”, 307.

445 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tywddress before the Security Council, April
21, 1981, “Fair Play for Namibia”, 308-309.
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United Kingdom, and Fran¢é® Kirkpatrick mounted a vigorous defense of the \Wespowers
in debates. “There have been charges that the YWesiantries... have failed to achieve the
goal of an independent, stable, self-governing Nbeaxii she proclaimed, “It has been suggested
that because the Western Contact Group... have suiadtaconomic relations with South
Africa, they are somehow responsible for the cartiion of repression in South Afric&**This
was not true, the ambassador declared. Moreovan gffort to distance her country from such
charges, Kirkpatrick alluded to the actions of 8wiet bloc in the region:
My government has no other objective than to acghathentic independence and self-
government for Namibia and indeed | believe thithal Western Contact Group has no
other objective than this. We have no territorigjectives in Africa. We have no
aspiration to station thousands of our troops incah countries. We have no desire to
send armed surrogates to subvert the independértive wew states of Africa. We have
no desire to divide this body or to divert its atten from the problem of self-
government for Namibia to the creation of divisdlecisions her&*®
In addition to denying the charges levelled agdims U.S. and other Western nations,
Kirkpatrick opposed the resolutions’ calls for stmes against South Africa. The ambassador
maintained that the Reagan Administration did neétweconomic sanctions as an effective
means of influencing political policy. Moreovergthdministration did not see sanctions as a
‘realistic alternative’ to future efforts to reselthe issue peacefully by negotiation. Kirkpatrick

argued that sanctions had not been effective aplsahgin the 1930s or Rhodesia in the 1970s;

furthermore, neither had American sanctions aganmesSoviet Union following its invasion of

448 See, for example: http://www.un.org/en/ga/seaiel/vdoc.asp?symbol=S/14462ast
accessed: 6/13/14

47 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tywddress before the Security Council, April
23, 1981, “Solving the Problem of Namibia”, 309-10.
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Afghanistan’**Thus, given the historical ineffectiveness of simst, the United Nations should
cease in its efforts to force member nations tgattem.

In 1984, the General Assembly passed severalutssos against South Africa and the
practice of apartheid. The U.S. either voted againgabstained from voting for each resolution
with the exception of one Fhe U.N. Trust Fund for South Afrigehich provided humanitarian
assistance to those persecuted under the apasthi’>° American opposition to these
resolutions was widely criticized by U.N. membeatss. The ambassador declared that the U.S.
deplored and condemned apartheid “as we condenderithl of full citizenship and rights of
full citizenship and of democracy to all citizerfsadl countries, unequivocally*®*

Unfortunately, ‘excesses of language’ preventedtl& from supporting these resolutions; for
example, the ‘direct, hostile, and unfair referexite specific members of the United Nations. In
particular, the U.S. opposed the phrase “on accoluthie veto of the United States” as it implied

that aggression committed by South Africa agaiissheighbors was solely the result of the

American veto in the Security Coun&if Such implications were preposterous, she declared.

449 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tyddress before the Security Council, April
30, 1981, “No to Economic Sanctions”, 311-12.
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Moreover, the language contained within the resmhstwas calculated to discourage those
engaged in the effort to bring independence to Mai>>
Criticisms
The transition from college professor to policymakwas not an easy one for Kirkpatrick.
She took a leave of absence from her job at Gemngein order to devote herself to her new
position which required her to travel frequentlgband forth between New York and
Washington, DC. Being a U.N. Ambassador and mermbtire NSC also required her to travel
frequently around the globe. Inevitably, her newipon forced her to spend more time away
from her husband and children. Moreover, as tis fiamale Permanent Ambassador to the
United Nations from the United States and the firstan to sit on the National Security
Council and the National Security Planning Groupkpatrick faced special pressures and
problems. In an interview witReople Magazinen 1982, Kirkpatrick talked of the
complications of being a woman in a high governraeposition:
A woman in high office is intrinsically controveasi Many people think a woman
shouldn't be in high office. Kissinger is descritzadprofessorial.’ | am described as
'schoolmarmish.’ Brzezinski is called 'Doctor.i aalled 'Mrs.' | am depicted as a witch
or a scold in editorial cartoons—and the speed whifch these stereotypes have been
used shows how close these feelings are to thacgurlt is much worse than | ever
dreamed it would b&*
Her gender also placed her appearance under scrDi@ing back to her adolescence and her

days at Stephens College, Kirkpatrick had neven ligterested in fashion, make-up, or

hairstyles. This ‘indifference’ regarding her apaaece did not draw much criticism in academic

3 |bid, 323.

454 “Ambassador Under Fire” by: Clare Crawford-Masdteople Magazine June 28, 1982.
http://www.people.com/people/article/0,,2008251ha0I Accessed 12/9/13. NOTE: Searches
through newspapers and magazines back her ups@hmast always noted as ‘Mrs.’ rather than
‘Dr.” Other derogatory references were made: sse: &lttp://memory.loc.gov/Secretary of
State, Al Haig, referred to her as a ‘bitch’.
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circles; however, it did land her on the worst desklist ofPeople Magazinen 1981. As a high
profile diplomat and policy-maker, Kirkpatrick wesquired to look the part. She was given a
make-over that included more make-up along wittnligdpts and more fashionable clothing and
jewelry #>°

In addition to having to adjust to a new job, gagng time with her husband and
children, and enduring difficulties due to her gendirkpatrick also had to withstand public
and political scrutiny concerning her job perforro@an Assessments of Kirkpatrick’s tenure as
United Nations Ambassador, outside of conservatingtes, have been generally critical.
Notable U.S. Ambassadors Since 1775: A Biograpaztionary provides a brief biographical
sketch of Kirkpatrick, along with an overview ofri@us important issues raised at the U.N.
during her tenure there. In the work, Kirkpatriskdiescribed as an outsider who was not fond of
public and social functions. This, combined with imsistence on appointing her own team,
created additional distance between the U.S. nmsanl the foreign affairs bureaucracy. Many
career officers felt left out and resigned as Katkjwk and other ‘inexperienced outsiders’ took
over*°The author praised Kirkpatrick for standing up Asnerican interests at the United
Nations, but also noted that the U.S. often stdodeain its support for both Israel and South
Africa, and in its opposition to disarmament issaed international agreements such as the Law
of the Sea Treaty. Finally, the author observedas under Kirkpatrick’s watch that the United

States government withdrew support from UNESCO ¢@atlanal, Scientific, and Cultural

5% Collier, Political Woman 142.
456 Notable U.S. Ambassadors Since 1775: A BiograpiDaztionary. Edited by: Cathal J.
Nolan. (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1997), 222.
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Organization of the U.N.) and had the voting resarticountries recorded and passed on to
Congress to be used in the assessment of futureguests>’

Seymour Maxwell Finger offers a much harsher asseat of Kirkpatrick as U.N.
Ambassador in his workmerican Ambassadors at the United NatitisAccording to Finger, a
major issue affecting her performance as ambassemoher negative view of the institution. He
criticized her both for repeatedly speaking iltlé United Nations and for exhibiting
confrontational attitudes towards other nationsttii@rmore, Finger maintained that Kirkpatrick
had appointed persons to the U.S. mission basetyswi their political views rather than their
experience in international diplomacy. The laclewperienced professionals, he charged,
handicapped the mission, its goals, and its relatwith other national groups. Though he
praised her for defending American interests aaddhg up to the Soviets, Finger’s overall
analysis of her performance remained uncomplimgntaAccording to him, Kirkpatrick’s
ideological approach to international affairs, gavith her frequent denunciations of the U.N.,
led to repeated unnecessary confrontations withdTWorld nations and resulted in diminished
support for American policies. Moreover, her spaglstyle, lack of diplomatic experience, and
inaccessibility hampered her effectiveness.

Both Gary Ostrower and Linda Fasulo offered negatissessments of Kirkpatrick’s
tenure as United Nations Ambassador in their raspeworks —The United Nations and the
NA.159

United StatesindRepresenting America: Experiences of US DiplomatseaU Ostrower

457 (|A;
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459 Ostrower, GaryThe United Nations and the United Stai@sew York: Twayne Publishers,
1998).
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Praeger, 1984).
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described Kirkpatrick as confrontational, bluntediic, and angry — the most ideological of
Reagan’s foreign policy team. He accused her ehating many at the U.N. and the State
Department and blamed her for the U.S. decisiarutdunding from the U.N. and to withdraw
from UNESCO. Ostrower was particularly criticalrdr decision to keep track of nations’
voting habits in the United Nations in order toetatine whether or not the U.S. should
acquiesce to future aid requests from them. Likeg&i, Fasulo criticized Kirkpatrick for
frequently speaking negatively of the United Nasi@md for being confrontational. Her
willingness to bypass normal diplomatic channelsriter to speak to the President one-on-one
was deemed ‘unprofessional’. Moreover, Fasulo gamott that Kirkpatrick was not of the same
public stature as previous representatives, nahiagthis might be an indication of how the
Reagan Administration felt about the U.N.

The most positive assessment of Kirkpatrick’'s @enfance as ambassador comes from
Allan Gerson, an international attorney who seragdegal counsel and special assistant to
Kirkpatrick throughout her tenure at the United iNias. The Kirkpatrick Mission: Diplomacy
without Apology*®*%¥ocused on major issues that arose within the betlveen 1981 and
Kirkpatrick’s resignation in April of 1985 and, agach, provides valuable insight into the
workings of the U.S. mission. Gerson does addnesssalie that Ostrower, Fasulo, and Finger
did not: Kirkpatrick’s influence over policy. Heasimed that the political science professor had
more influence over foreign policy than any presidinited Nations Ambassad8fThough
supportive of Kirkpatrick, Gerson’s descriptionstioé workings of the United Nations were

overwhelmingly negative. The lawyer noted how frewfly the U.S. was outnumbered and out-
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voted on numerous issues, never acknowledgingegityrhacy in opposing viewpoints. This is
not surprising given his belief that traditionagtinies of international law constituted “make-
believe universalisnt®? a sentiment that is reminiscent of Kirkpatrickistrust of ‘rational
utopianism’. Gerson maintained that with the c@abf the U.N., international law was
erroneously seen as being able to overcome theptewiaried conceptions of justice and world
order held by different cultures. Indeed, interoadil law was viewed as nothing less than a
guide to a promised land of universal peace. Gebstiaved that instead of following traditional
theories of international law, the U.S. should haslepted a more national security oriented
approachH’® This theme — that United States policy shouldetfAmerican interests rather than
those associated with the United Nations Chartgas-often repeated throughout the book,
making it quite clear that neither Kirkpatrick m@erson had much faith in multinational
institutions.

Keith Hindell, a British journalist, offers a morecent critique of Kirkpatrick’s time as
the American ambassador to the United Nationsgralticle “Madame Ambassador: An
Appraisal of Jeane J. Kirkpatrick as U.S PermaRamresentative to the United Nations, 1981-
1985 ***Hindell’s article analyzed the Kirkpatrick Doctrintger performance within the United
Nations, and her influence on foreign policy. Taparter began by criticizing the Kirkpatrick
Doctrine’s assumption that right-wing dictatorshipsre somehow less repressive than other
dictatorial regimes. “In view of all the horrordlinted by juntas in Argentina, Chile, Honduras,

Guatemala, El Salvador, Peru, Paraguay, and Braeilwrote, “it was bizarre to speak up for
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‘traditional autocracies’**® Hindell went on to point out the number of timeiskigatrick did not
know an answer during her confirmation hearing,lynmg that she was not qualified to be an
ambassador. Like Finger, Ostrower, and Fasulodélinlisapproved of Kirkpatrick and her
staff’s inexperience. “Despite being exposed asdkass than the master of her brief,” he
asserted, “she scorned an induction proffered e\stiate Department and underlined her view
by appointing three outsiders to key positiondh@ N mission, rejecting candidates from the
Foreign Service®®

Hindell claimed that Kirkpatrick was at her bestehding Israel at the United Nations,
something she had to do quite frequently. The jalishalso praised her energy, noting that she
gave seventy speeches to the U.N. Security CouheiliGeneral Assembly, and the Third
Committee (the Social, Humanitarian, and Culturaintnittee), that she regularly testified
before Congress, and that she wrote numerouseartitlring her tenure. However, Hindell
asserted that Kirkpatrick’'s speeches failed to lmawearked effect on the voting patterns of
member states, and he described her as more ofivacate than a diplomat’Unlike Gerson,
Hindell maintained that Kirkpatrick had little inknce over the Reagan Administration’s foreign
policies, after all, Reagan did not offer her ageposition in the government upon her
retirement from the United Natiofi%

Ann Miller Morin’s work, Her Excellency: An Oral History of American Women

Ambassadorsffers a more balanced analysis of the politcintist turned ambassadbt.
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Morin’s work in many ways mirrored Kirkpatrick’s owwork with female legislators in

Political Woman Morin conducted interviews with 34 female ambdssa in an attempt to
answer the following questions: What characterfpsabty traits do these women have in
common? How successful were female ambassadorsPeffdet did being a woman have on
them? Did any of them influence foreign policy?tiA¢ time that Morin began her research in
1984, only 44 females had served as ambassaderfsthof whom was Ruth Bryan Owen who
was made chief of the diplomatic mission to Denmark933.

Based on her position as United Nations Ambassawember of the Cabinet, the NSC,
and part of the NSPG, Morin credited Kirkpatricklwhaving more foreign policy clout than
any woman in the United States histdfyThough she had a reputation for being confrontatio
and lacking accessibility, Morin praised Kirkpakrior taking down the ‘Kick Me’ sign on the
back of the U.S. in the United Nations. Kirkpatrednt letters to representatives who
continuously voted against the United States, wartihem that they could not repeatedly vote
against American interests and then expect miliésgy economic aid to continue. “From then
on,” Morin noted, “those who wished to maintairefrdly relations with the United States were
much more careful of how they votet/*

In interviews Morin questioned Kirkpatrick abouhamber of issues including her
gender, her accessibility, her relations with otlmabassadors and diplomats, and her overall
assessment of the United Nations. When asked aldwitrole gender played in her treatment at
the international institution Kirkpatrick told Mar; “I had no notion what a shock my gender
would be. | was not only the first woman to heael thS. mission to the United Nations. | was

the first woman to ever representiajor power at the UN. | was the first woman to ever
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represent &/esterngovernment at the United Nations. | was also itts¢ 'voman to sit in the
National Security Council on a regular basi€ Kirkpatrick was proud of her accomplishments,
both for herself and for other women, noting “I Bano doubt that my appointment and survival
of those first two years in fact opened doors fomen in career foreign service positiofi§’”
Despite initial negative reactions towards her genldirkpatrick maintained that she profited as
much from being a woman as she suffered. The amtiastold Morin: “I think in macho
cultures, like both Latin and Arab — and somebaalg &frican — they’re much less likely to
regard a woman as a competitor. And | think wonrenggnerally, including me, trained to be
good listeners. | did an awful lot of listening amdtbt of seeking of advice, and my colleagues
liked that.”"*

Kirkpatrick acknowledged that she did delegateegaibit, but pointed out that the U.S.
Mission had specialists for all areas of the wavltb were trained to work on issues affecting
those regions. Thus, based on their expertisefetthie would oftentimes be better for them to
deal with regional issues. As for charges of inast®lity, Kirkpatrick conceded that at times
she was. This she blamed on her frequent traveldsgt Washington and New York. The
ambassador maintained that taking part in bottNt(BEG and NSC was “absolutely essential”
for the U.S. Mission to function effectively. Aftafl, attending policy meetings gave Kirkpatrick
access to authoritative decisions from the higlesst’”>. Frequent travelling also increased her
reliance on area specialists and delegating ceidaks to others at the mission.

In her conversation with Morin, Kirkpatrick dedwed her relationships with fellow

Security Council members as “very close”, notingttivhile she worked most closely with the

472 |bid, 250.
473 |bid, 251.
474 Ibid.

475 |bid, 255.

187



British and the French she managed to maintairstreably good relations” with the Chinese
and Soviet ambassaddf&The ambassador noted that outside the Securitydpshe was
close with many of the Latin American ambassadondssome of the African diplomats.
Kirkpatrick’s language skills — her fluency in bdtrench and Spanish — were unique among
American Ambassadors to the U.N. and allowed forttievork well with representatives of
nations who spoke those langudgés

Perhaps the most common and germane critiquerkp#irick’s performance as U.N.
Ambassador concerned her frequent denunciatiotiseahstitution. Critics wondered, rightly
so, whether or not someone who did not believaearefficacy of the United Nations was the
best person to represent American interests thethis vein, Morin asked Kirkpatrick about the
effectiveness and the importance of the U.N. Thbamsador described the institution as “a
seriously bloated, overblown, international burgaag with a lot of the worst aspects of many
national bureaucracies combinéd®In regard to its central responsibilities, nantaly peaceful
resolution of conflict, peacekeeping, and peacentpkhe declared the U.N. to be ineffective.
There were, Kirkpatrick acknowledged, certain pamgs affiliated with the U.N. that were quite
effective including the UNHCR (High Commissioner Refugees), UNICEF (Children’s Fund),
and WHO (World Health Organization). Though ovecaifical of the institution, Kirkpatrick
maintained that the United States should not wawdirom the U.N. because it was too
important to many small, poor Third World countriés don’t think it's objectively important to
them,” she relayed to Morin, “but it's subjectivelythink what’'s most important to Third World

countries is that there be a place in which theyroaet people, a lot of arenas, you know, in
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which different kinds of problems are discussed ianalhich they can speak, just get a
hearing.*"®

Kirkpatrick elaborated on her views of the Uniféadtions inLegitimacy and Forcea
two volume set that included all of her speechestjmonies, addresses, statements, and articles
from her time as ambassador. The ambassador rdpedéplored the relative impotence of the
United States within the United Nations, obsertimgt American influence had been in decline
within the U.N. since the early 1960s, a time whkemopean powers began giving up their
empires. “There is no greater irony in our timéyé s1oted, “than that the decolonization process
and the proliferation of former colonies as memiadrthe United Nations should have been
associated with the decline of U.S. influené®As a former colony itself, the U.S. had declared
itself in favor of decolonization in the immedigtestwar era; however, it was the Soviet Union
who was able to successfully seize upon the deabon issue due to the capitalist nature of
former imperial states. Kirkpatrick failed to ackvledge that American support for its European
Cold War allies often placed Washington in oppositio independence movements throughout
the Third World.

As more and more nations gained admittance irgdJthited Nations, the U.S. slowly
became more isolaté®: Many of the new nations were former colonies wherstire national
histories had been lived out since the end of WWbst were poor, weak, and unhappy, and
very few were democracies. According to Kirkpatrittiese nations pushed two overriding
agendas in the United Nations: decolonization aahemic development; yet, despite the fact

that decolonization, economic development, and ldpmeent assistance were utterly consistent
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with American national experience, values, andpes, the United States still had major
difficulties garnering support from these natidffs.

Moreover, American impotence had to do with tlmactre of that U.N. General
Assembly, specifically its emphasis on one natorg vote. This method of representation, she
charged, created a disjunction between power apbrssibility; for example, the United States
was responsible for 25% of the U.N. budget andrhatk responsibilities than other nations, but
did not possess commensurate voting cfdtin addition, Kirkpatrick blamed American
diplomats for their longstanding lack of skill inggticing international politics in multilateral
arenas. According to her, Americans had not befectafe in defining or projecting a
conception of U.S. national purpose within intelor@l forums. In short, Americans had not
practiced good politics at the United Nations. ekrick placed part of the blame for American
political ineptitude with the rapid turnover of dghtes (one reason she stayed at her post as long
as she did). However, the major issue for Americdribe U.N. was that they ignored the
political nature of the United Nations, and instegerated as though there were no differences
between relations with its supporters or opponeragenalties for opposing American views
and values, and no rewards for cooperating withp@power***

According to Kirkpatrick, a political culture haidveloped within the institution that
featured all of the elements of interest-basedipsliFor instance, the political blocs inside the
U.N. functioned similarly to the political partiesa parliamentary system, and as such, sought
to control the dynamics of legislative politicshélfe were a variety of blocs: some were

geographical blocs, such as the OAU (Organizatorfrican Unity), and some consisted of
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political and economic coalitions, such as the 8obioc. The most important and largest bloc
during the 1980s was that of the non-aligned statésoc that claimed over one hundred nations
that allegedly operated outside of the East-Westlict The power of the blocs depended on
their cohesion and their size; for example, Kirkightnoted that the African bloc was very
cohesive while the Latin American one was not.gklbies are made among the blocs and these
frequently determined outcomes. According to Hex,$oviets had been very skillful in handling
the blocs, especially the non-aligned grétip.

Unlike the Soviets, the United States was a cqumithout a party in the United Nations.
The U.S. had never belonged to any bloc and bec#ukes often ended up as a non-participant
in key political decisions within the organizatidirkpatrick maintained that American political
isolation within the U.N. stemmed from its univdisa, the very same universalism that led the
U.S. to assist in the creation of a world assentbiyhich all the nations would be represented
on the basis of one country, one vote. In keepiitly thieir utopian, idealistic bent, Americans
believed that a superpower should not become aoparty bloc in order to not demonstrate
favoritism for one group over another. Apparentty United States continued to take George
Washington’s warnings about ‘entangling alliance=iously, even in the United Nations.
Therefore, the U.S. had influence within the U.Nlyovhen the blocs failed to act like cohesive,
disciplined parties; in all other cases, the Anariambassador expended much time and energy
in a fruitless effort to sway the major blocs arefiently had to exercise its veto power in the
Security Council. Casting a veto meant, much tdgpatrick’s chagrin, acknowledging that

one’s country did not have enough political clautarry the day on the issue at h&ffd.
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Kirkpatrick believed that one way for the Unitetht®s to become more effective within
the United Nations was to be clear to other nattbasthe U.S. took the U.N. seriously —
meaning that acts against the American interestinvthe U.N. by any nation would be taken
into account in assessments of bilateral relatigssiConsequently, she supported placing the
voting records at the U.N. under congressionalsight. According to her, annual reviews of
U.N. voting patterns and practices would providex@ess with a reliable, systematic basis for
assessing the attitudes, policies, and decisionseofber states. Thus, Congress could withdraw
economic or military aid from nations that repe&tasted against the United States in the
United Nationg'®’

In addition, the United States could use its @@rdver the international organization’s
purse strings in order to increase its influenaekpatrick testified before congress on more than
one occasion that despite having signed the UiNgtns Charter that committed member
nations to perpetual financial support, the UnB¢attes did not have to continue paying a quarter
of the total U.N. costs. She pointed out that otemtries sometimes refused to pay their share
and were not penalized; therefore, the U.S. coalthd same. Moreover, the U.S. had complete
control over its voluntary contributions to the téa Nations’ specialized agencies. Kirkpatrick
maintained that Congress should only favor thosgnams that were both supported by their
constituents and consistent with American valueswv@rsely, U.N. programs that had
succumbed to politicization or had strayed fromrtbaginal purpose and task should be
penalized by the withdrawal of American monetanyprt*¢®
Despite her numerous critiques of the internationganization, Kirkpatrick declared

that it was, in some ways, important to the glafmahmunity. In speeches and articles, she
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repeatedly praised its work with refugees, chilgdeard global health issues. The U.S.
ambassador noted the importance of the organizatanglobal forum for small, Third World
nations. In addition, Kirkpatrick maintained thlé United Nations was able to focus world
attention on various issues, for the problems dised within the organization were publicized
around the globe. Moreover, she charged, decisiade by the U.N. on various issues were
often interpreted as reflecting global opinion, asdsuch, became endowed with moral and

intellectual force'®®

For these reasons, the United States should reswtive within the U.N.
while continuing to increase its influence therein.
Conclusions

As the Permanent Ambassador to the United Natiwese Kirkpatrick was responsible
for articulating and defending the Reagan Admiaistn’s foreign policies to the global
community. In this respect, her ambassadorial t2nan be deemed quite successful. Due to her
inclusion within the National Security Council atieé National Security Planning Group, along
with her personal access to the President, theggéewn professor was privy to the
development of policies as they evolved within $tate and Defense Departments. Such direct
access to the machinations of foreign policiesnaid Kirkpatrick to excel in her position as
mouthpiece for the administration, and, in eacthefissues discussed in this chapter — Israel and
the Arab-Israeli Conflict, the Soviet invasion asctupation of Afghanistan, the Viethamese
occupation of Cambodia, and Namibian independendeSauth Africa — the ambassador
faithfully represented the goals and views of femtry.

Kirkpatrick’s successful articulation of the Reag&dministration’s policies, however,

did not necessarily sway global opinion, especiallthe cases of Israel and South Africa. In
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nearly every instance in which these issues webatdd within the United Nations, the United
States found itself as a country without alliesalle to amass support for its views. Within the
domain of the U.N. Security Council, the U.S. whkdo thwart majority opinions on the Arab-
Israeli conflict and the illegal South African opation of Namibia via the use of the veto.
Indeed, throughout Kirkpatrick’s tenure, the U.BiWbassador was forced to employ the veto on
nineteen occasions: five of these vetoes pertam&buth Africa and Namibia, while ten of
them concerned Israel and the situation in the Mihst*° Outside of the Security Council,
Kirkpatrick was unable to garner the support nemgst® block General Assembly resolutions
which criticized America’s allies.

As the U.S. appeared increasingly to stand alga@at global opinion, Kirkpatrick’s
disenchantment with the United Nations increasest.disillusionment with the international
body, especially in regards to its unceasing attackisrael, caused the ambassador to call for
controversial changes in American policy towardsdhganization. For one, Kirkpatrick
spearheaded the decision to place U.N. voting dscefore Congress in the hopes that House
Representatives and American Senators could uthiee in their assessments of aid requests
from foreign nations. For another, the ambassaaggparted withdrawing U.S. funds from
UNESCO due to its anti-Israel orientation. In bo#ises, Kirkpatrick hoped to utilize one of
America’s greatest resources — money — in ordard@ase U.S. influence within the United
Nations. With regard to the Arab-Israeli conflicidethe South African occupation of Namibia,

such tactics were ineffective as the majority ofmber states continued to support measures that

went against American wishes.

490 see: www.un.org/depts/dhl/resquide/scact_vetohenldor the complete list of vetoes
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Though the U.S. frequently stood alone in its supfor Israel and South Africa within
the United Nations, American policies and goalsceoning the Soviet invasion and occupation
of Afghanistan, along with the Viethamese occupatbCambodia, were widely supported by
the majority of member states. In these instartbesnited States and the United Nations were
in nearly complete agreement. President Reagan, lkdirkpatrick, was not the most ardent
supporter of the international organization, puplmommended U.N. resolutions relating to
Afghanistan and Cambodf&' Though these issues were not debated as frequenthose
pertaining to Israel or South Africa, and resolofigpassed against the Soviet Union and
Vietnam were not, according to Kirkpatrick, as dretally ‘harsh’ as those that criticized Israel,
the fact that the U.N. repeatedly passed resolsittomdemning these actions constitutes
evidence that the international organization wascompletely dominated by the Soviet bloc
and its aspirations as Kirkpatrick often implied.

Despite the passage of numerous resolutions vis-Brael, Afghanistan, Cambodia, and
Namibia, none of these conflicts were resolvedhgyWnited Nations during Kirkpatrick’s
tenure. Thus, her contention that the organizatias ineffective in regards to its central
responsibility which consisted of the peaceful heson of conflicts, peacekeeping, and
peacemaking may contain some truth. However, @bility to end these conflicts had much to

do with both the veto power of the United States i@ Soviet Union and the intransigence of
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General Assembly resolutions on Afghanistan whilked for the withdrawal of Soviet forces,
the restoration of an independent and non-alignigthaistan, self-determination for
Afghanistan, and aid to Afghan refugees in retugrnimtheir homeland. Also see “Address to the
Ministerial Meeting of the Association of South EAsian Nations in Bali, Indonesia”, May 1,
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the Middle Eastern states. Neither the Reagan Adimation’s policies nor the U.N. resolutions
directed toward the Arab-Israeli conflict proveadsessful, as peace in the Middle East remains
elusive even up to present day. Moreover, whileSbeiet veto prohibited the Security Council
from acting in Afghanistan and Cambodia, the Anaarigeto blocked U.N. efforts at realizing
Namibian independence. In fact, these crises watreasolved until the end of the Cold War era
— Soviet troops did not withdraw from Afghanistantil1989, Vietnam did not withdraw its
troops from Cambodia until 1989, and Namibia ditllmecome independent until 1990.
East-West rivalry indeed played an important ml@&merican support for South Africa
and Israel. In her own analysis of Middle Eastesues, Kirkpatrick had given first priority to
the goal of preventing the Soviet Union from gagnan additional foothold in that region.
President Reagan also named the ‘strategic thosatpby the Soviet Union and its surrogates’
as one of the most salient issues facing Ameristerésts ther&? Given Israel’s status as a
democratic, anti-communist state, American supfoorTel Aviv remained ironclad.
Furthermore, though South Africa’s status as a deany was questionable at best, its stance
against communism was not. In her description efissues complicating the independence of
Namibia, Kirkpatrick had noted that a major goatled U.S. was to prevent Namibia’s uranium
deposits from falling into the hands of the comnstsiGiven that communist-dominated
movements had taken over Angola and Mozambiquissthat bordered on Namibia and South
Africa respectively, the U.S. believed that it hadupport South African activities geared
towards rolling back communism in Southern Africaerefore, the U.S. supported South

Africa’s refusal to grant Namibian independencel@iban troops were taken out of Angola.
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The Reagan Administration’s foreign policies weeatered on the containment of
communism. Such an emphasis mandated that the etiation protect and assist friendly, non-
communist nations, such as Israel and South Afdoaverything in its power to prevent the
spread of Soviet influence in regions around thddyand provide aid to those freedom
fighters, like the mujahidin in Afghanistan, whomeesisting communist, totalitarian invasions
and occupations. The administration’s determinattonot only contain, but also to rollback
communism, though obvious in these particular cagas even more apparent in its policies
towards Central America. Faced with what it peredias an expanding communist threat in its
own front yard, the Reagan Administration, underitifluence and guidance of the Kirkpatrick
Doctrine, intensified its support for Nicaraguareddom fighters” and stepped up military aid to

the government of El Salvador.
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Chapter Five: Central America

Kirkpatrick’s long-standing interest in non-dematat regimes, her work on Peronist
Argentina, her affiliation with the American Entege Institute and its focus on Latin American
politics, and her critique of President Jimmy Castéoreign policies in “Dictatorships and
Double Standards” fostered her reputation as anlAterican political expert. Thus, throughout
her tenure as United Nations Ambassador, Kirkpatook a special interest and played an
important role in the formulation of the Reagan Awiistration’s Latin American policies. In
January of 1981, just prior to her appointmentrabassador, Kirkpatrick’s critique of United
States’ policies towards the region was publisme@dmmentarynagaziné®® The article, “U.S.
Security and Latin America”, served, in many wasa complement to, and continuation of, her
criticisms of Carter’s global development strategleuman rights policies, and alleged
misunderstandings of Latin American politics foundher “Dictatorships and Double
Standards” article.

Kirkpatrick began by sounding the alarm over theead of communism in the region,
asserting that the Soviet Union had establishedf é#s a major military power in the Western
hemisphere, a fact that made the entire regioiskator a communist takeover. Along with
Cuba, she maintained that Marxist-Leninist regitmad$ come to power in Nicaragua and
Grenada, and the nation of El Salvador was on tin& bf anarchy, a situation caused by
communist guerillas whose “fanaticism and violeaoe reminiscent of Pol Pot®? In addition
to Cuba, Nicaragua, Grenada, and El Salvador, ldtrigk proclaimed that Castroite forces were

threatening the governments of the nations of Gay®tartinique, and Guadeloupe. Thus,

93 The article can be accessed online at: http://veemmentarymagazine.com/article/u-s-
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according to the Georgetown political scientist ofthe most pressing tasks of the new
administration was to review and revise the natidlawed policies towards these states and the
region as a whol&”

Kirkpatrick maintained that prior to the Vietnamavythe United States had a special
relationship with the nations of Latin America, dhat emphasized national security and anti-
communism. However, the American defeat in South&sis had prompted U.S. policymakers
to reassess the objectives of Cold War policiearaddhe globe based on ‘lessons’ learned from
the war in Vietnam. According to her, such lessociided the following: the Cold War was
over, therefore, East-West competition should lesrgehasized; intervention in the affairs of
other nations was immoral; the United States shoatdsupport autocrats faced with popular
revolutionary movements; and the U.S. should makerals for its ‘deeply flawed national
character’ and past actions by restraining itselhternational affair§>®

Kirkpatrick disagreed with such conclusions anceddhat these sentiments were
strengthened by the increasing acceptance of dawelot theory by many members of the
American foreign policy apparatus. She pointed aot€t’s National Security Advisor, Zbigniew
Brzezinski, and his worBetween Two Ageas a prime example of this new mode of thinking.
In his work, Brzezinski claimed that global polgiwere in a state of flux: nationalism was
waning and ideological competition was on the decls nation-states became increasingly
interdependent. Kirkpatrick contended that sucindisal of ideology and the East-West conflict
allowed for the regional ‘special’ relationship ween the U.S. and Latin America to be
subsumed into a global framework that deemphadreéerican national security interests in

order to focus on economic and technological dgaraknt within the Third World. Having
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divested the region of its strategic importance iacdrporated Latin American states into the
‘Third World’, the Carter Administration was free base its global policies on what Kirkpatrick
deemed to be utopian and abstract ideals — develapamd human rightS’

Having criticized Carter’s global approach to fgrepolicy, Kirkpatrick turned her
attention to Latin America. The political scientmgited that many similarities existed between
Latin American political systems, especially amdmg nations of Central America. All were
small states and relatively poor. Despite varidtengpts made by the wealthy and ruling classes
to modernize their nations’ economies, the majaftpersons living in Central America were
landless peasants who worked on large estateslamijons and lived in poverty. Wealth
remained heavily concentrated among the upperedaasd the small middle classes.
Throughout the region access to education, medaral, decent housing, proper nutrition, and
political power remained limited. In the realm aflipcs and government, the Central American
states exhibited characteristics similar to otheiLAmerican political systems: disagreement
on the means and ends of government, widespreadddisf authority, broad ideological
spectrums, low levels of participation in voluntagsociations, preference for hierarchical
modes of association, and a history of militaryolvement and intervention in government.
Each had experienced democratic interludes; howeeenocratic reforms had been undermined
by the fraud, corruption, and intimidation thatreeel endemic to the region. Thus, political
competition took place in a variety of arenas byetse groups, a fact that demonstrated that
there was a lack of consensus regarding legitimatees to powet*®Such a lack of consensus

allowed violence and military coups to remain legéte avenues to power and ensured that
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violence was an “integral, regular, and predictab&pect of Latin American politics?®

Following her description of the similarities skdrby the nations of Latin America,
Kirkpatrick offered a brief political history of Maragua and El Salvador. The Nicaraguan
political tradition combined both autocratic andvieratic elements. Throughout thé"2nd
early 20" centuries, Nicaraguan politics had been dominayegolitical factions controlled by
the small, wealthy, ruling classes. These factmompeted under a two party system in elections
that were often decided by a very slim margin. Beeeof this, the United States was often
called upon by various factions to assist in manmg peace within the nation. This was the
case until Anastasio Somoza Garcia came to powkd36. Somoza’s ability to maintain the
loyalty of the National Guard, along with his pml#l skills and ability to retain American
support, made Nicaragua one of the most stablermsain Central America. Though he was a
dictator, Kirkpatrick claimed that Somoza engagednly ‘limited oppression’ and allowed for
‘limited opposition’. He made no effort to conttble church or to change Nicaraguan culture. In
short, Somoza’s government, like those of othemLAmerican states, was moderately
oppressive and moderately corrdfit.

During the 1960s and 1970s, the Nicaraguan govemhmias dominated by Somoza’s
son — Anastasio Somoza Debayle, a West Point graduarried to an American woman. The
younger Somoza, who had a reputation for womaniaidyheavy drinking, continued the
policies of his father and, according to Kirkpatribad every reason to believe that he would
continue to receive American military and economict He had no idea that his government

would be brought down by the President of the UWh&&ates, Jimmy Carter, and a group of
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“Cuban backed terrorists®! By the time Carter entered office in 1977, a ratioh against the
Somoza regime had begun. The Nicaraguan dictaffiosts to put down the revolution made
him vulnerable to charges of human rights abuseanlattempt to placate the Americans and
continue to receive military aid, Somoza oscillatetiveen repression and reconciliation in his
dealings with revolutionary groups. According takfatrick, this vacillation demonstrated to
the Nicaraguan people and the guerillas that Sorooakl not perform the basic function of
government — the maintenance of order — which dtéteiged the regimé?

Kirkpatrick contended that Carter brought aboutftlleof Somoza by cutting off
military aid at a time when he needed it the mBgtignoring the violence brought about by
guerilla revolutionary groups and focusing purefySpmoza’s attempts to curtail such violence,
the administration helped bring down one of the tnstable governments in Central America.
Lack of military aid prevented Somoza from dealvith the opposition while it was still small
enough to be taken otf® Moreover, the ambassador claimed that Cartertstsfat mediation
between Somoza and his opposition within the Omgdian of American States (OAS) brought
legitimacy to the revolutionaries. Furthermoretha mistaken belief that progress and
democracy could not come to Nicaragua if Somozaneed in power, the State Department
demanded that Somoza rest§hEventually, due to the increase of revolutionanfence and
the withdrawal of American military aid, Somoza wasced out and the Nicaraguan
government was taken over by what Kirkpatrick cheadzed as a communist, totalitarian,

terrorist group with ties to Cuba and the Sovieiddn- the Sandinista8?
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Meanwhile, revolution was brewing in the neighbgrstate of El Salvador. As in other
Latin American countries, military coups were amal part of the political landscape in the
small nation. Indeed, Kirkpatrick described El Salor as a caricature or prototype of a Central
American republic; its political history regulafigatured oligarchy, violence, revolution, and
militarism >°® Similar to Nicaragua, 1®and early 28 century politics were dominated by the
wealthy Salvadoran elite who competed with eacleratiha two party system for political
power. Over time, other factions of Salvadoranetydoecame politically active, either in
electoral politics as the franchise was extended) other political arenas typical of Latin
American systems.

Though the nation had experienced periods of #talslich eras were short-lived.
Kirkpatrick noted that the political system in ElIador was chronically weak and unstable,
even in comparison to other Central and Latin Aoaaristates. Its political history was
characterized by numerous constitutions and mylit@ups. Indeed, there was a lack of
agreement amongst the Salvadoran citizens as tedhenate means and ends of government
which, according to Kirkpatrick, left all holder$ power vulnerable to the charge that they were
usurpers®’ In such systems, government lacks legitimacy,waititbut legitimacy there is no
authority; instead, there is only power and thethaftobedience to whomever successfully
claims power®Such governments, Kirkpatrick claimed, were espigoialnerable to
revolutionary violence and terrorist subversigh.

According to Kirkpatrick, had the Carter Adminigtoa understood the distinctive

characteristics and problems inherent in the palitstructure of El Salvador, and other Latin
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American nations for that matter, then it might have been so quick to embrace the overthrow
of Romero. The administration had indeed greetemidto’s overthrow as the dawn of a new era
and a watershed event in Salvadoran history. “Aenpoudent appraisal of politics in Central
America,” Kirkpatrick wrote, “would have left polymakers a little less enthusiastic about the
destruction of any semi-constitutional ruler, netause they approve the ruler, but because they
understood that authority in such systems is wstakility fragile, and order much easier to
destroy than reconstruct®

Though a change in government had occurred, rawakty activity by Salvadoran
guerilla groups continued, prompting Carter to offalitary and economic aid to the new junta.
In return for weapons and money, American policyeraknsisted that the new government
institute land reforms. Washington hoped that thadfer of land to the peasants would
vaccinate the masses against the appeals of thegnist guerillas and give them a stake in the
new government. Kirkpatrick remained highly critichthese and other reform measures
instituted by the Carter Administration and belig¥leey would not be successful. She
maintained that revolution sprang not from the mésents of landless peasants, but in the
bosom of the middle classes. “Revolutions in owmeti’ she wrote, “are born in the middle class
and carried out by sons of the middle class whe teecome skilled in the use of propaganda,
organization, and violencé Therefore, a greater understanding of revolutioch ®alvadoran
politics would have allowed American policymakevde less sanguine about the contributions
of reforms to political stability.

Despite the advent of a new regime and the inatmatif land reform policies, leftist

guerilla groups with ties to the Nicaraguan Sarsdas stepped up their revolutionary activities
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causing the Salvadoran government to crack dowth@wopposition. As in the case of Somoza
in Nicaragua, the U.S. viewed these efforts as munghts violations. Kirkpatrick wrote, “State
Department supporters have consistently emphatiisedanger from the Right — that is, from
authoritarian, intensely anti-Communist defendénhe status quo”; however, the political
scientist maintained that El Salvador was mordyikethe long run to fall to a coalition of
revolutionaries “trained, armed, and advised byaCaid others™? A clear comprehension of
the problem of order in El Salvador, she asserted)d have made American policymakers
more sympathetic to the inability of the governmtentontrol the situation, and less anxious to
inhibit the use of force against violent revolutoies>**

Kirkpatrick concluded that Carter’s Latin Americaligies were failures. She wrote,

Because it failed to take into account of basiaati@ristics of Latin American political
systems, the Carter administration underestimdtedragility of order in these societies
and overestimated the ease with which authoritgeamdermined, can be restored.
Because it regarded revolutionaries as benefiggata of change, it mistook their goals
and motives and could not grasp the problem of gowents which become the object of
revolutionary violence. Because it misundersto@dréfations between economics and
politics, it wrongly assumed (as in El Salvadogttbconomic reforms would necessarily
and promptly produce positive political resultscBese it misunderstood the relations
between ‘social justice’ and authority, it assurtieat only ‘just’ governments can
survive. Finally, because it misunderstood thetimia between justice and violence, the
Carter administration fell (and pushed its allie$d an effort to fight howitzers with land
reform and urban guerrillas with improved fertiligeAbove all, the Carter
administration failed to understapdlitics. Politics is conducted by persons who by
various means, including propaganda and violeresk ® realize some vision of the
public good.... When men are treated like ‘forces’'tf@ agents of forces), their
intentions, values, and world view tend to be igabomBut in Nicaragua the intentions and
ideology of the Sandinistas haakeadyshaped the outcome of the revolution, as in El
Salvador the intentions and ideology of the leade&gplutionaries create intransigence
where there might have been willingness to coopeaatl compromise, nihilism where
there might have been refortif.
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Kirkpatrick’s assessment of the situation in Elv8dor in “U.S. Security and Latin
America” was, to say the least, flawed. Her pdditicistory of El Salvador was incomplete. In
1980, the tiny Central American nation boasted ufadion of approximately 4.75 million
persons. The state itself comprised 8,236 squdesna@n area roughly the same size as the state
of Massachusetts. With an annual population inered8.5%, El Salvador was the most densely
populated nation in the region. Nearly half ofdiiszens consisted of illiterate peasants who
depended on working the land for their livelihodgproximately150,000 families worked as
agricultural laborers while another 150,000 famsikgere tenant farmers or sharecroppers.
Altogether, about 1.8 million Salvadorans were lagsl peasants in a nation whose per capita
income was $680.00 U.S. dollars per year. The aograf El Salvador was based primarily on
agricultural exports, along with economic aid fréoreign nations.

As was the case with other Central and Latin Aoaarinations, El Salvador had
experienced the harshness of Spanish colonial Vigigtiges of colonialism remained following
the nation’s independence in thé"@ntury as the wealthy landowning classes contitioe
exploit the indigenous masses just as the Spamigtbéfore. Over 60% of the arable land in the
nation was owned and controlled by the wealthiésto? the population — the ‘Fourteen
Families’>™ Terror, which had served as a useful tactic ferSpanish in their domination of the
native peoples of El Salvador, continued to bezat by the Salvadoran oligarchy, making

violence a primary political tool throughout thé™#nd 28 centuries. In addition to violence,
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the Salvadoran political system was characterizea tombination of rigged elections, military
coups, oligarchical rule, and direct political aos such as strikes and demonstrations.

In December of 1931, members of the Salvadoraitamyilstaged a coup against the
newly elected government and installed General Mdidn Hernandez Martinez as President.
Beginning in 1932, Salvadoran peasants, primanibgé from the coffee- growing regions where
economic conditions were the worst, began protgstgainst the new regime. These peasants
were hit hard by the declining prices of coffeetloa global market, and this, along with their
dissatisfaction with the new political leaderstdpused them to join socialist and communist
parties. Augustin Farabundo Marti, a communistypla@dder, led the peasants and other
Salvadoran dissidents in numerous strikes and dstrations across the nation. The Salvadoran
military responded with extreme force, killing betswn ten and thirty thousand Salvadorans,
primarily peasants, and executing Marti. The mijitacrackdown on dissidents in 1932 was
successful in the short-term, but memories of fiesing, as well as the injustices that spawned
from it persisted. Many of the revolutionaries lo¢ 11970s and 1980s claimed to be continuing
the revolution began by the peasants and Mart®82 1naming themselves the Farbundo Marti
Front for National Liberation, or the FMLN, aftéret famous revolutionan}® In her own
analysis of the 1932 uprising, Kirkpatrick discceshthe 10-30,000 Salvadoran revolutionaries
executed by Martinez and the Salvadoran militay/iastead praised the government for
restoring stability to the nation. “It is sometinmszsd that 30,000 persons lost their lives...” she
wrote, “the violence of this repression seems ilegortant than the fact of restored order and

the thirteen years of civil peace that ensugd.”
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When Martinez overthrew the elected governmeiit &alvador in 1931, the United
States was at first reluctant to acknowledge hirthadegitimate ruler. However, once
communists began leading revolts against the ngines Washington began to change its
stance, offering official recognition of the Magingovernment in 1934.Thus, long before the
advent of the Cold War or the articulation of thiekiatrick Doctrine, the United States showed
that it preferred dictatorship and stability ovevelution in Central America. The American
acceptance of and support for autocracy in theoregnly increased in the postwar era as Cold
War tensions escalated. The mastermind of contaihreorge F. Kennan, agreed with the
American penchant for authoritarianism, noting Q@ that “It is better to have a strong regime
in power than a liberal government if it is induldgg@nd relaxed and penetrated by
communists.*®

The coup that placed General Martinez in powél iS8alvador ushered in an era of
military dominance over Salvadoran life. BetweeB1l@nd 1944, the military became the
primary source of political authority as it was @y institution that could guarantee stability
and maintain order. Consequently, the traditiogahaan oligarchy drifted into the background
of Salvadoran political life. This was part of angeal trend; the phenomenon of dictatorships
headed by generals and dependent upon the mildasurvival had become common
throughout Central America. Indeed, with but twaeptions, from 1930 to the 1979 Nicaraguan
revolution, every single extra-constitutional chamg government within the region had required

the acquiescence, support, and participation oéxigting military establishment?
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The newfound wealth and power of the Salvadorditary gave it a large stake in
preserving the status quo; reform of the existiolifipal, social, and economic system became
ever more difficult. Occasionally, elements witttihe military, specifically junior officers who
felt far removed from power, would express the et improve the conditions of the poor;
however, they were unsure how to simultaneouslynpte social justice while preserving the
power of the military. Overall, the military wasable to resolve the many contradictions
inherent in the effort to combine modernizationhagtability: How could the economy be
modernized without the concomitant political andigbmobilization becoming a destabilizing
element? How could political coalitions be broadknile maintaining the hegemony and
support of the oligarchy? How could the militarioal political competitiveness without losing
its authority??° Unable to reconcile such contradictions, the S#van military continued to
repress its citizens and stifle efforts at reform.

In the 1970s, the political, social, and econocainditions within El Salvador worsened
due to the eruption of war with Honduras, overpapah issues, and the oil crisis. In 1969, El
Salvador and Honduras went to war. Sparked by bBfgjng match between the nations for the
1970 World Cup, the war was a result of long-stagdiorder disputes and the increasing
number illegal Salvadoran immigrants that had Hemding into Honduras. Economic
conditions within El Salvador had caused manytitizens to seek refuge in neighboring
states. While the nations were at war, approxing&®&]000 Salvadoran immigrants illegally
working in Honduras were sent back to their homelarhnis influx of people exacerbated the
economic woes of the nation and caused many Salaasito suffer from starvation and

malnutrition. Moreover, external factors, suchles 1973 oil embargo, conspired to make
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matters worse. By the end of 1973, the combinaifomar, overpopulation, and oil crisis had
brought about inflation levels of sixty percentEhSalvador?

In the midst of this social and economic turmogposition to the government grew.
Many Salvadorans joined the Christian DemocratityR@DC) led by José Napoleén Duarte, a
Notre Dame educated engineer, former mayor of S&ra8or, and acquaintance of Kirkpatrick.
In 1972, Duarte ran against the military candid@@pnel Arturo Molina, for the presidency.
The military rigged the election and Molina wasldeed the winner. The outcome of the
election angered some of the junior officers of §advadoran military who seized Molina and
attempted to install Duarte as president. Howabhermajority of the military supported Molina
and came to his aid. Nicaragua’s leader — Somaamt-his National Guard to thwart the
attempted coup. Duarte was severely beaten anedanto exile. Meanwhile, as the military
took measures to severely weaken the PDC, le#silutionary groups, including the FMLN,
became more activé?

Throughout the 1970s, violence from both the righititary) and the left (FMLN)
escalated. Those suspected of union activitie®mmmeunist sympathies either disappeared, or
they were arrested, and sometimes executed byitharys death squads. Leftist guerillas
kidnapped members of the oligarchy and held thamaiasom in order to raise money to buy
arms. In the midst of this ongoing civil war, eleas were held in 1977. Again, thanks to fraud
on the part of the military, the will of the peoplas thwarted and General Carlos Humberto
Romero was installed as president. Popular protektsved and with Romero’s approval the

military gunned down the protestors. Decrying thiletant disregard for human rights, the Carter
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Administration threatened to suspend military acdn®mic aid to El Salvador. Romero
subsequently proclaimed that El Salvador did nottwAS. aid and proceeded to crack down
harder on the oppositioh®

Despite widespread government violence, protegsat Romero’s regime increased
throughout 1977. Accordingly, Romero decreed the fa the Defense and Guarantee of
Public Order which made it illegal to oppose thgggoment in any fashion. The law instituted
full censorship of the press, outlawed strikes nealnpublic meetings, and suspended normal
judicial proceedings?* Political activities and violence only increasBy.1979, reports from
Amnesty International, the Organization of Ameri&tates, and the U.S. State Department were
condemning the Salvadoran government and militarytfeir systematic torture, murder, and
persecution of political dissidents. Governmentange brought about an increase in new
recruits to the radical left which in turn steppgdits bombings, kidnappings, and assassinations
of government official§?®

In October of 1979, Romero was overthrown in gocedl by junior military officers who
accused the regime of corruption, electoral fraum] human rights violations. Pledging to
reform the nation’s economic, social, and polits@lctures in many ways, they offered to work
with the leftist revolutionary forces in order tegotiate an end to the civil war, to initiate land
reform so as to better the economic situation efg@asants, and to control the right-wing death
squads. Though serious about instituting reforims ybung men were unable to deliver on their

promises. Reform initiatives were consistently kkxt by the military and the Salvadoran
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oligarchy. With the new regime increasingly paralyzviolence began to escalate yet again.
Throughout 1980, the Salvadoran government wastedaltty attempted coups on the part of the
right wing of the military and increasing violenitem leftist revolutionary groups. In response
to events in neighboring Nicaragua, the Carter adtration resumed military aid to El

Salvador in hopes that the government would be talypeit down the communist revolutionaries
and prevent the extreme right from taking contfdhe government.

During 1980, more than eight thousand Salvadonaars killed, the majority slain by the
government’s security forces and the paramilitagiitrwing death squads associated with the
Salvadoran military. On March 24, 1980, the Archbys of San Salvador, Oscar Arnulfo
Romero, was assassinated by agents of the deattdsgihile in the midst of giving mass.
Romero had repeatedly called for social and palitieforms, the end of repression by the
government and military, and a negotiated settlémith the leftist guerillas?’ In November,
leaders of the Revolutionary Democratic Front (FDRgoalition of left-wing civilian opposition
parties, were tortured, killed, and mutilated yaaamilitary death squad. The following month,
four American nuns who had been working with therga El Salvador were raped and killed
by a right-wing paramilitary groups®

In response to these assaults on the basic hugtdrof ‘life’, President Carter
temporarily suspended military aid and demandetitbeSalvadoran military control its death
squads. Carter discussed this decision in his nremoi

| was insisting that the Salvadoran leaders prdtectights of their own people. The

situation there was terrible: the murder of four&ian nuns, we believed by
Salvadoran soldiers was another incredible actdlmtry’s officials were trying to
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ignore... | was determined that the murderers ohtles be brought to justice, that
elections be scheduled, that some equitable systéustice be established, and that
promised land reforms be carried out. We had tovicme the Salvadorans that brutal

persecution of their own people was the major abst® their economic and political

stability >2°

With the death tolls rising, Carter sent envoys it Salvador to assess the situation. American
representatives visited the site where the nuns ki#ed and held talks with Duarte, the
administration’s choice as president of the natieports from American emissaries prompted
the president to describe the situation therelde@dbath. Carter noted in his memoirs that
right-wing death squads had killed approximateherthousand persons in the last year. “They
don’t have anyone in jails,” he wrote, “they’re d#ad. It's their accepted way of enforcing the
so-called law.**°

At the time, Kirkpatrick was working as a foreigalicy advisor for Reagan’s
presidential campaign. Due to her professed conegmorder and the fragility of the
Salvadoran political system, she viewed the sibmadjuite differently. The professor maintained
that the military and their so-called ‘death squagkse merely responding to the violence of the
leftist guerilla groups. In regards to the murdiethe American nuns, Kirkpatrick claimed that
the nuns were not just nuns, but also politicalvets on behalf of the FMLN. Since the nuns
had traveled to Nicaragua before going to El Salvashe asserted that they had ties to the
Sandinistas, and as such, were rightly perceivethéyalvadoran military as working on behalf

of the revolutionaried®!
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In the weeks following the rape and murder ofAlneerican nuns, the civil war in El
Salvador continued and violence from both the amjitand the guerillas again escalated. In
January, two Americans working for the Americartitnge for Free Labor Development were
gunned down by assassins while having dinner wighhiead of the Salvadoran Institute of
Agrarian Transformation. The men responsible ferdbaths claimed that the deputy director of
intelligence of the Salvadoran National Guard hatteieed to the killings. Shortly thereatfter, the
FMLN, the FDR, and other leftist groups embarkedrup ‘final offensive’ against the
Salvadoran government. Though the military offeadailed, ties between the guerillas and the
Nicaraguan Sandinistas caused the Carter Admitigtreo reverse its policies towards El
Salvador. The administration feared that the Salkeat guerillas were communists that, once in
power, would ally El Salvador with Nicaragua, Cuéiad the Soviet Union. Thus, Washington
increased military aid to El Salvador via emergepyvisions of the Foreign Assistance A&.

Such was the situation inherited by the Reagan Adhtnation.

Kirkpatrick’s writings on Latin America and Ameriecdoreign policy enhanced her
reputation as a Latin American political expert amade her a major player in the development
of the Reagan Administration’s Central Americanigies>** In an NSC meeting in February of
1981, the president echoed Kirkpatrick’s views amhn rights and American foreign policy,
noting that the U.S. had failed to establish gagdtions with its southern neighbors. “We must
change the attitude of our diplomatic corps so wWwtlo not bring down governments in the

name of human rights,” Reagan said. “None of thesraa guilty of human rights violations as

her comments on the nuns were taken out of corttexshe maintained that at least two of the
nuns had ties to the Sandinistas.
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are Cuba and the USSR. We don’t throw out our fisgunst because they cannot pass the ‘saliva
test’ on human rights>®* Throughout Kirkpatrick’s tenure as Permanent Anshdsr to the
United Nations, the Reagan Administration’s pokgigpecifically, its unconditional support for
the Salvadoran government, its opposition to a aigal settlement to the Salvadoran Civil
War, its unwavering defense of the Nicaraguan @anind its unceasing hostility towards the
Sandinistas and the Cubans, adhered nicely to Kirigk's prescriptions for regional security
and stability.

Upon assuming office, President Reagan made CGéutrarica a top priority.
Kirkpatrick was pleased with this move for she &edd it represented efforts by the
administration to both revitalize the special nelaship between the U.S. and the nations of the
region and reinforce American national security. fdreign affairs, geography is destiny”
Kirkpatrick declared* Situated at the southern-most tip of North Ameriba U.N.
Ambassador designated the area as the ‘fourth Barfdéhe United States, making any
expansion of communism in the region a threat teeAcan national securif{’® Though she was
pleased that the administration recognized the rtapoe of Central America to American
national security interests, Kirkpatrick bemoantel flact that Americans and many American
allies seemed to not understand this. When cuaticke administration expressed doubt
concerning the importance of the region, the palltscientist pointed out that the Soviet Union

viewed Central America as an area of high stratsigigsificance. NATO relief troops and

>34 http://www.thereaganfiles.com/1981026-nsc-1.pdf

35 National Archives and Records Administration, @gé Park, MD. “Foreign Policy Issues”
Worldnet No. 225. July 23, 1986. 306-WNET-241, R4y Compartment 29, Shelf 7.

>3%NSC Meeting, February 10, 1982, “The CaribbeanBagirom The Reagan Files:
http://www.thereaganfiles.com/19820210-nsc-40-onpdb. Last accessed: 4/4/14. In this
meeting, NSA William P. Clark labelled the regianAmerica’s ‘front yard’ whose importance
to the U.S. was similar to the Mediterranean’s ingrace to Europe.

215




equipment would be shipped overseas via the CaibBasin. In addition, raw materials
travelling from the Middle East, Asia, and Afriaathe United States passed through the Gulf
and Caribbean region. Finally, American oil wasned in areas of the Caribbeati Thus,
Kirkpatrick claimed that the area must remain dut@nmunist hands in order to not only
protect American national security, the security\gstern Europe and Israel, but the security
and independence of the nations of Central Amexcaell>*®

Though Central America was high on the adminigtnés foreign affairs agenda,
members of Reagan’s National Security Council veeredds as to which particular situation in
the region was of the utmost importance. In an M&@ting in November of 1981, Secretary of
State, Al Haig, maintained that the SandinistastardCubans constituted the greatest threat to
the region and to American national security. Kakick disagreed. She argued that El Salvador
should be the first priority for the United Stasessthe government of El Salvador would collapse
if the guerrillas were allowed to continue in theastruction of the Salvadoran economy. Once
El Salvador was stabilized, the U.S. could turrattention more fully towards Nicaragua. In the
meantime, covert action and proxy forces would tld®work for us” in fighting the
Sandinistas®*

Reagan’s NSC did agree that the threat to Amemedional security in Central America
was unprecedented in severity, proximity, and caxip}. National Security Advisor William P.
Clark observed that the weak economies and pdlitiséitutions invited subversion from the
Soviet Union, Cuba, Nicaragua, Grenada, Vietnanya,jand the PLO. Kirkpatrick argued that

the real problem was the projection of Soviet mijtpower in the region. “At a minimum, they

37 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Ty207.

>3 |bid, 171.

%39 NSC Meeting, November 10, 1981, “Strategy Towadba and Central America”. From
The Reagan Files: http://www.thereaganfiles.com1198 0-nsc-24.pdf_ast accessed: 4/4/14.

216




may neutralize us,” she said, “at a maximum, thaytbireaten us>*° Kirkpatrick was adamant
in her insistence that there was a communist coaspio take over Central America; the U.S.
must prevent yet another domino from falling inatgn front yard. President Reagan agreed,
noting that American credibility was at stake ie tiegion and a victory for the Salvadoran
guerrillas would signal a defeat for the Unitedt&san the Cold Wat**

In early 1981, the Reagan administration begareasing military aid to El Salvador in
order to bolster anti-communist forces in the ragidnlike its predecessor, the administration’s
support for the Salvadoran government did not huqgen land reform or the improvement of
the regime’s human rights reca¥Washington’s determination to provide aid to the
government of El Salvador despite its lack of pesgrin the curtailment of human rights abuses
by its military led to much criticism. One of theost compelling statements of opposition to
American aid to the government of El Salvador cénoe a man who was assassinated by the
Salvadoran military — the Archbishop of San Salva8wmero. Prior to his death in 1980, the
prelate had written to President Carter, begging tioi withhold aid to the Salvadoran military
and to refrain from intervening in the civil waroRero maintained that the struggle was an
indigenous movement and thus not a part of the-Basit conflict. “It would be unjust and

deplorable if the intrusion of foreign powers wardrustrate the Salvadoran people,” he wrote,

*40 NSC Meeting, February 2, 1982, “The Caribbean Bagirom The Reagan Files:
http://www.thereaganfiles.com/19820210-nsc-40-onpdb. Last accessed: 4/5/14.

>4 NSC Meeting, February 11, 1981. From The ReagksFi
http://www.thereaganfiles.com/19810211-nsc-2 lpat accessed: 4/5/14.

>421n a meeting with ARENA (The Nationalist Repubticalliance, a right-wing party
associated with the Salvadoran military and oliggy@arty officials, Kirkpatrick maintained
that winning the war against the guerrillas wasrttost important objective for the
administration, much more important than land nefor other socio-economic issues.
“Telegram from Caracas to the State DepartmentiinBat: http://foia.state.gov/
http://foia.state.gov/Search/results.aspx?seardxJeane+Kirkpatrick&beginDate=&endDate=
&publishedBeginDate=&publishedEndDate=&caseNurrbesst accessed: 4/6/14.
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“to repress it and block its autonomous decisidrwiathe economic and political path that our
country ought to follow.>** Romero then chastised the Salvadoran governniemijlitary, and
its security forces for reverting to repression gsidence>** The Catholic Archbishop of
Washington, James A. Hickey concurred. He mainththat due to their work with the poor,
members of the church in El Salvador were labedeedommunists, a designation that resulted in
their deaths by the hands of the governmé&titFor attempting this renewed Christianization of
their country,” the Archbishop said, “they have bbealled communists, subversives; and they
have suffered persecution, even death... An ArchipisBleven priests, thousands of lay people,
and now four American missionaries are dead ineffatt.”*°

Both Romero and Hickey spoke of the importancermferstanding the history of the
Catholic Church and its role in Salvadoran soci€hough historically the Church had
maintained a socially conservative stance, the i8edatican Council of the Medellin in 1968,
the Puebla Conferences of Latin American Bishod9irQ, and the teachings of Pope John Paul
Il had brought about a change in the Church’s pedidndeed, rather than supporting the status
qguo, the Church had become the leading voice formeand social change. Essential elements
of the new dogma included the defense of humanitgignd the promotion of human rights, a
position which Romero had died for in El Salvad€rkpatrick criticized the new role of the

Church and associated its tenets with socialisnrebl\er, the U.N. Ambassador accused the

‘Catholic Left’ of disrupting the traditional pattes of political participation in Central America.

*3U.S. Policy Toward El SalvadoHearing Before the Subcommittee on Inter-American
Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, HousfleRepresentatives, Ninety-Seventh
Congress, First Session, March 5 and 11, 1981. ifivgton, DC: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1981), 16.
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*#® The Situation in El SalvadoHearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relatiamited
States Senate, 167.
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“As for the Catholic Left,” she wrote, “its intefteis revolution on this earth has waxed as its
concern with salvation in heaven has wan#d.”

The Catholic Church was not the only religiousamigation that objected to American
support for the government and military of El Salea Representatives from the American
Baptist Churches claimed that members of the Baftisociation within the small nation had
suffered from government sponsored terrorism. Sbatkebeen arrested and tortured, while
others had either been killed or had disappearetgstimony before the U.S. Senate, the
Reverend Robert W. Tiller maintained that Salvada@ravernment forces were responsible for
violence against Christians, not the FMLN, and thase persecuted by the government were
not guerillas, but ordinary persons. In additidmg teverend claimed that there was a government
hit list of Salvadoran Baptists. “The GovernmenEbSalvador has established a telephone
number for reporting subversives who should beiakted,” he testified, “All you need to do is
call up and report that a certain person is cagrpiat subversive activity and that person will
soon be executed. The process works swiftly ambigomplicated by anything like verifying
the initial report or investigating the person népd or holding a trial>**The Baptist minister
insisted that it was immoral for the U.S. governibterprovide support for a regime that had a
habit of violating the human rights of its citizef{3

Human rights groups, congressmen, and variousmsaéiround the world joined
religious organizations in their protest againstddministration’s support for the Salvadoran
regime. Amnesty International condemned the Sakkaadmilitary for its human rights abuses,

noting that several thousand Salvadorans who haowen affiliation with the leftist

47 Kirkpatrick, Dictatorships and Double Standard8.

>*8The Situation in El SalvadoHearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relatiamited
States Senate, 291-2.

>* Ibid, 292-3.
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insurgency had died at the hands of the militany isdeath squads® Democratic
Congresswoman Barbara Mikulski (D — MD) claimed thavas morally wrong for the U.S. to
“lavish arms on a government that cannot or will stop its own troops from making war
against its own peopleé™ Kirkpatrick’s U.N. predecessor, Senator DanieriektVoynihan (D
— NY), a fellow neoconservative, also opposed thaiaistration’s Central American policies.
His assertion that the Salvadoran conflict wasriak and therefore not a threat to national
security, caused many of his fellow neoconservatiwecluding Kirkpatrick, to accuse him of
selling out to the left>?

In response to congressional criticism, the adstraiion reiterated the importance of the
region to American national security. In an addiesfere Congress in April of 1983, President
Reagan proclaimed that both national security ameécan credibility was at stake in Central
America. The president implied in his speech thautd Congress fail to provide the money and
materials requested for the region then it woulddsponsible for losing El Salvador, and
subsequently, Central Americ Kirkpatrick maintained that there were certainspas in
Congress who did not approve of the administras@fforts to “consolidate the constitutional
government of El Salvador and who would actuakg lio see the Marxist forces take power in
that country.?®Her statement angered many members of the HousSemate who demanded
to know to whom she was referring. Kirkpatrick r&fd to answer, insisting that she had been

guoted out of context.

>%0 |bid, 100-103.

1 |pid, 4.

*52New York TimesJune 30, 1983, Section B, page 6.
53| eoGrandeQur Own Backyarp213-4.

> |bid, 214.
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On top of domestic opposition, the administratigodicies failed to find favor with
many American allies. France, Mexico, Venezuelag@m, West Germany, and other Western
European nations all maintained that the civil waE|l Salvador was indigenous and that the
U.S. should refrain from intervening in the waresd it wished to foster a negotiated political
solution between the government and the leftistifag>>"Moreover, Europeans questioned
why the United States was placing such a large asiplon the tiny nations located in Central
America>® Kirkpatrick responded to such condemnation of Angar policies in two ways.
First, she proclaimed that many of the foreignoraiwho opposed the administration’s Central
American policies were socialists. “A number of iatist leaders... unable to win popular
support for peaceful revolution in their own couggr” she wrote, “have grown progressively
enthusiastic about revolution elsewhere and lesglfaus about the company they keep and the
methods utilized*®’Second, the U.N. Ambassador instructed Europeatakéoa closer look at
their maps. Given the region’s strategic locatiothie Gulf area and near the Panama Canal, she
maintained, it was vital to both American and Ewap security. “If the Soviets can distract us
here at home in our own front yard,” she notedeytban prevent us from supplying aid to our
European allies®®

Due to advocacy of the Reagan administration’s &eAimerican policies, Kirkpatrick
became a “lightning rod for campus protesf&In several instances, the political scientist was

either prevented from speaking due to concernstai®yusecurity in the face of student

5% | undestad, GeifThe United States and Western Europe Since.{8&v York: Oxford
University Press, 2003), 218. See also: LeoGrade Own Backyard97-99.

%56 National Archives and Records Administration, €gé Park, MD. “Interview with Jeane
Kirkpatrick”, May 30, 1986. 306-ED-81, 5/30/1986p\WR 24, Compartment 23, Shelf 6.

5T Kirkpatrick, Dictatorships and Double Standards7-8.

>%8 National Archives and Records Administration, €g#é Park, MD. “Interview with Jeane
Kirkpatrick”, May 30, 1986. 306-ED-81, 5/30/1986p\WR 24, Compartment 23, Shelf 6.
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demonstrations, or booed off sta&j&The Georgetown professor viewed these protestin
same light that she had viewed student protestediew Left in the 1960s. “Frankly, |1 do not
know what the critics of our Central American pgligant,” she wrote, “I fear they are charter
members in the ‘blame America first club’ whichpiepared to give everybody, except the
United States, the benefit of the doubt about atraesrything in the world>®*

Though the administration acknowledged that thedmwnghts situation in El Salvador
was not ideal, it continued to provide supporttfee Salvadoran military in its struggle against
the FMLN. When questioned about the Reagan admatist’s support for the ‘bad, corrupt’
Salvadoran regime, Kirkpatrick stated: “The trighthat most of the governments in the world
are, by our standards, bad governments. They amenoocratic, never have beefiMoreover,
the ambassador insisted that the government waaynwesponding to the violence created by
the guerillas. Because the insurgents hid amongébele, it was only natural that violence
would spill over into Salvadoran sociefi.“The essence of their strategy is provocationg’ sh
noted of the guerillas, “through persistent attaskgch disrupt society and make ordinary life
impossible, such revolutionaries challenge autir@mid force repressive countermeasures in the
expectation that such repression will undermindebgimacy of the regime®*

In addition to blaming the guerillas for the viotenperpetrated by the Salvadoran
military upon its own citizens, Kirkpatrick refuséalsee the FMLN as anything other than a
communistic, terrorist organization. The ambassa&twed the guerillas as the Salvadoran

counterpart to the Nicaraguan Sandinistas and itbescthem as a well-armed Marxist

>89 pid.

%1 |bid.

*52New York Timesrebruary 21, 1982, Section 4, page 2.
°%3 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Qriil8.
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insurgency, a professional guerilla group diredtech command centers in Nicaragua, armed
with Soviet bloc weapons, and intent upon estalvlgsh one party dictatorshif® Thus, the
administration refused to consider a negotiatetieseent between the guerillas and the
Salvadoran government. After all, Kirkpatrick deeld, the Carter administration’s attempts to
include the Sandinistas in negotiations had lea tcommunist take-over in Nicaragua and the
Reagan administration was determined not to makedme mistake. According to her, there
were only two possible solutions for ending thelamar in El Salvador: either the guerillas
surrendered their weapons, renounced violenceparitipated in elections, or the war
continued until the government achieved a militacgory.>®

Kirkpatrick and the Reagan Administration refuse@fow the guerillas to shoot their
way into power. Though the Salvadoran military baeén able to fend off the guerilla’s ‘final
offensive’ in January of 1981 without much assistaffom the United States, Reagan and
company opted to dramatically increase military 8areover, though the Salvadoran peasants
had refused to take part in the insurrection, adéitzed by the administration to prove that the
guerillas lacked a mass following, the administrattlaimed that the danger of communist
subversion had actually increased. Kirkpatrickstesd that the U.S. could not stand by “while a
small nation, under-equipped and unsophisticatezt;isnbs to well-armed and well-trained
guerilla forces.*®’ The well-armed and well-trained guerillas she mef@ to numbered
approximately 6,000 in 1980, with only 3,000 takjpeyt in the final offensive due to a weapons
and ammunitions shortage. FMLN numbers peakedtatdes 10 and 13,000 in 1983, falling to

approximately 5,000 by 1985 due to desertions. @ytrast, the Salvadoran military in 1980

%% Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Twb74.
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numbered 7,000 with an additional 5,000 men isétsurity forces. In 1985, thanks to American
military aid, the Salvadoran army had expandedd¢tude 40,000 men. Furthermore, its security
forces, which included the Treasury Police, theidwetl Police, and the National Guard, claimed
13,000 men, giving the Salvadoran government apprabely 53,000 men under arms. In
addition to increasing the size of the Salvadorditary, the U.S. provided training, boots,
uniforms, weapons, ammunitions, trucks, jeeps,atiliery. Moreover, in order to interdict
arms shipments to the guerillas, the Salvadoraiamyilwas given a navy and a new air force
base>®®

Kirkpatrick’s staunch support for the Salvadorarggoment and resistance to a
negotiated settlement between it and the FMLN waihed by her relentless opposition to the
Nicaraguan Sandinistas and unwavering advocacyebalbof the Contras. Though the U.N.
Ambassador had argued in NSC meetings that El 8ahshould have first priority in the
administration’s Central American policies, shesistently argued for more support for the
Nicaraguan Contras and increased pressure on titen8das. Indeed the two nations were
considered by government officials to be opposidgsof the same coin. In the minds of
Kirkpatrick and other foreign policymakers, the Aman failure to thwart the Nicaraguan
revolution had resulted in the birth of a communegtime allied with Cuba and the Soviet Union
which then exported revolution to the neighboritegesof El Salvador. Therefore, in order to
stabilize El Salvador, the United States must glewviot only military aid to the Salvadoran
government, but also attempt to rollback commurniisidicaragua by supporting the Contras.

According to Kirkpatrick, failure to provide assiste to El Salvador and to the Contras

would make the United States the tacit enforcahefBrezhnev Doctrine which viewed

°%8 | eoGrandeQur Own Backyard265. NOTE: Guerilla numbers are based on estsrase
their numbers changed frequently.
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communist revolutions as irreversiBfé The ambassador maintained that the Kennedy
Administration had already enforced this doctrimetigh its unwillingness to support the anti-
Castro forces in the Bay of Pigs invasion of 196d she frequently compared the situation
facing the Reagan administration in Nicaragua &b ¢i Cuba and Kennedy. Kirkpatrick
contended that in both cases a broad coalitiontloneaw a dictatorship in the hopes of
establishing democracy and progress. Followingthgs, the communists “dissembled, hiding
their identity, confusing the issues until they loidden democrats out of the government and
into prison or exile®’® At this point, both Castro and the Sandinistaséwstdblished political

and economic relations with the Soviet Union. Mehitwy well-meaning Western liberals turned
a blind eye to their communist beliefs until it was late. Nicaragua, she argued, was on the
verge of being fully integrated into the Soviet @mpgust as Cuba had been two decades earlier.
Should the U.S. stand idly by and let this happeery Nicaragua would become part of the
Castroite effort to take over the hemisphere —ipling military bases for the Soviets in an area
of high strategic importance, troops for commumstirgencies in Latin America and Africa,
training for guerillas intent on overthrowing nelpgiting regimes — basically, wreaking havoc
throughout Central Americ:

Had Kennedy acted more decisively, Kirkpatrick ntaimed, then the Bay of Pigs may
have been successful and Castro would never hame tmpower. If Castro had been defeated,
Cuba would be free and thousands of Cuban troopgdwmt be stationed abroad causing
problems in Africa. Moreover, if Castro had not h@dowed to consolidate power, then Cuba

would not be arming and training guerillas througfhlcatin and Central America. In addition,

°%9 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Twb75.
> |bid, 187.
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Central American nations would have been sparechrmtithe bloodshed and destruction of the
previous two and a half decades and there would baen peace and economic development in
the region. Finally, the Soviets would not be gbléhreaten American national security in its
front yard without Cuba. Unfortunately, the U.Saatloned Cuba and was paying for it with
increased security, military, and defense costsofding to Kirkpatrick, these costs would only
increase if the U.S. abandoned the Nicaraguandradiayhters or failed to adequately support
the government of El Salvadd?:

During and after her tenure as U.N. Ambassadopittesumerous allegations of
wrongdoing on the part of the Nicaraguan freedahtérs and congressional opposition to
funding their activities, the political science fa@ssor repeatedly defended the Contras and U.S.
policy towards Nicaragua. When questioned about 8uBport for this mercenary group,
Kirkpatrick responded with vitriol: “I think thatadling the Contras mercenaries is like calling
the mujahedeen in Afghanistan mercenaries... | tthiel are freedom fighters and anybody
who calls them mercenaries is engaging in a repllie brutal and heartless kind of propaganda
attack.®*Moreover, Kirkpatrick identified the withdrawal efd to the Contras by the U.S.
Congress as part of the ‘tradition of abandonmiarthe region and again cited the Bay of
Pigs>’*“If we don’t find the money to support the Contiale ambassador claimed, it will be
perceived as our having abandoned them, and tHiead to an increase in refugees in the

region and it will permit Nicaragua to infiltratedusands of trained forces into El Salvaddr.”

>2 |bid, 197-199.
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Should the U.S. fail to get the funds needed ferGlntras from Congress, the ambassador was
adamant that the administration “find the monepwlsere.®”® In the meantime, Kirkpatrick
maintained that the government should considemusia Contras in other areas, for example, in
El Salvador to help defend against the guerillaseff’ Such support for the Nicaraguan
freedom fighters resulted in the Contras namingtgabon after her — The Jeane Kirkpatrick
Brigade®’®

The Reagan Administration’s backing of the Contedsng with its support for covert
operations against the Sandinistas, caused magjuettion whether or not the U.S. would send
troops into Nicaragua should the Contra effort fimilearly meetings of the NSC, members were
divided on that issue. Secretary of State Al Haagned about the dangers of creating an
insurgency in Nicaragua if the administration was prepared to go all the way. The
Department of State was at odds with the DepartmieDefense, with State initially supporting
the use of unilateral force in Central America whte DOD stood in opposition. All members
of the NSC, including the President, were worrieat the introduction of American troops
would result in a second Vietnam. Kirkpatrick regetthe Vietham analogy, claiming that
unlike Central America, Vietnam had not involvethl/lJ.S. national security interests. Despite
differing opinions on whether to put boots on theund, NSC members agreed that covert
operations should be a large part of the administra policies toward the Sandinistas,

including the mining of Nicaragua’s harbors. PresidReagan’s greatest concerns were whether

> |bid.
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or not covert operations could be traced backed.thited States and what kinds of operations
would inflict more than just ‘flea bites’ onto ti¥andinista regimg”’

Though supportive of covert operations againsSaedinistas, Kirkpatrick repeatedly
expressed her opposition to the dispatch of Americaops. The ambassador claimed it was
neither desirable nor necessary for the U.S. toinecdirectly involved in the region. “I think
that the Contras, who are Nicaraguans after adl,vimo believe in democracy for their country
will be quite capable of bringing the kind of stglg to Nicaragua that may perhaps persuade the
government of Nicaragua to do what the governméBt &alvador has already done,” she said,
“and that is offer dialogue, open the processegwérnment to all the citizens of Nicaragd¥’”
Kirkpatrick maintained that the Contras could wal@ng as they were given the same amount
of support that the Sandinistas were given by thae$ Union and Cuba, and that the
introduction of American troops should serve aast tesort. “I am against military solutions of
problems,” she said, “Military intervention wouldlg be a last resort in a situation where we
judge the security of the U.S. and our most sacahaes to be at stake®

The political scientist’'s ongoing criticism of tizarter Administration’s policies towards
Nicaragua and El Salvador, along with her emphasi8@merican national security interests at
stake in the region and her support for the Cont@ssed many to doubt her professed
opposition to military involvement. In an effort etarify her stance, Kirkpatrick published an

Op-ed piece in th&vashington Postn June 20, 1983 entitled “Pardon Me, But Am I{THard-
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liner the Anonymous Sources are Talking About?’kidatrick begins by noting that the media
had created a political melodrama in which the aistriation’s ‘good guys’, or the moderates,
were pitted against its ‘bad guys’, or the hardisn@ver Central American policy. According to
the media, the good guys supported political sohgj negotiations, regional dialogue, and
bipartisan consensus. Meanwhile, the bad guys @gltbese good strategies and instead
advocated military solutions and preferred politpalarization. Because her name was
frequently associated with the ‘bad guys’, Kirkpektrwrote that she had decided to make clear
what advice she had given the president. She wrote,

| have recommended humanitarian and economic assgstbipartisan participation in

developing a new policy; support for the Contadm@cess and regional dialogue. | took

a very hard line on hunger, malnutrition, infantrtabty, illiteracy, and economic

underdevelopment. | have argued that the US shmatldtand in the way of Contadora

and if the nations involved want us out of it, vilosld stay out. No one has proposed
sending US troops into the region and no one hgisgsed abandoning them either. |
have also argued for continued military assistaidevels adequate to meet and match
guerilla arms. Above all, | have argued that thegbe in the region are important to the

US. Our security and history bind us to the Amerigest as it does to Europe. | have

insisted that the fact that our neighbors haveesedf under dictatorships is no reason to

consign them to dictatorships affiliated with theviet Union, rather we should help
them escape to freeddtit.

Fears that American assistance to the Contrastri@gti to the involvement of the U.S.
military in the region prompted the Nicaraguan goweent to file a complaint against the United
States with the United Nations Security Council@82. Nicaragua claimed that the U.S. had
violated the U.N. Charter by intervening in itsantal affairs. Moreover, the Sandinistas claimed
that the United States was preparing to launchladale military attack upon their country.

Nicaragua demanded that the U.S. desist in itsateto destabilize its government, withdraw

its financial and military support of the Contrasase its utilization of Honduras as a training

°82 Article reprinted in: Kirkpatricklegitimacy and Force, Volume Twb77-179.
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area for anti-Sandinista paramilitary groups and base of armed aggression against Nicaragua,
withdraw American naval vessels from the coastdérgeof Nicaragua, and end overflights by
spy planes which violated Nicaraguan air spAce.

Nicaragua brought its complaints against the Uefore the United Nations forcing
Kirkpatrick to defend American actions in the regitn an address before the U.N. Security
Council in 1982, she claimed that it was ridicul@fishe Nicaraguans to think that the U.S. was
going to invade their countRj*The ambassador admitted that the U.S. had sentnmeda
planes over Nicaragua in order to verify reportdlmaraguan intervention in El Salvador, but
maintained that these flights did not represehteat to regional peace and security. Moreover,
Kirkpatrick pointed out that the United States Inadl opposed the Sandinista rise to power, nor
had it attempted to prevent their consolidatiopaiver. In fact, the U.S. under President Carter
had provided more money to them in their first years in power than it had to the Somoza
regime throughout the 1970s. “Despite this aidg shid, “the Sandinistas still claim the U.S. is
the Yankee enemy of mankind® Moreover, the ambassador stated that the U.S. had
“repeatedly attempted to explore ways with the gonent of Nicaragua in which we could
cooperate in alleviating tensions in the ar€4Her government, she claimed, wanted only peace

in Central America®’

%83 | etter dated 19 March 1982 from the Permanent éemtative of Nicaragua to the United
Nations Addressed to the General Secretary. hitpsw.un.org/en/sc/repertoire/81-
84/Chapter%208/81-84 08-10-
Letter%20dated%2019%20March%201982%20from%20the%aBBnent%20Representative%
200f%20Nicaragua%?20.pdfast accessed: 3/17/14

*84 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Tyéddress before the Security Council, March
25, 1982, “Nicaragua’s Extravagant, Baseless ClsdityE0.

*%° |hid, 106.

%88 |pid.

*%7 |bid, 110.

230



According to Kirkpatrick, it was Nicaragua, noetbnited States, who sought to subvert
neighboring regimes. “Nicaragua has accused theedidtates of the kinds of political behavior
of whichit is guilty,” she asserted, including “large-scaiterventions in the internal affairs of
neighbors, persistent efforts to subvert and ovewviroy force and violence the governments of
neighboring states, aggressive actions which dighg‘'normal conduct of international
relations’ in the region®® The ambassador maintained that Nicaragua’s contplagainst the
U.S. were “an interesting example of projectiopsgchological operation in which one’s own
feelings and intentions are simultaneously denretiatributed... to someone els&”

Moreover, she claimed that such charges were typf@mmunist states: “The familiar
totalitarian assertion that they are surroundedr®mies internal and external has been heard
again and again to justify the elimination of oppots and the concentration of power in a tiny,
one-party elite >*° Kirkpatrick concluded that Nicaragua’s assertiaese part of the familiar
pattern of doublespeak where “totalitarians assaality in an attempt to persuade us that
making war is keeping peace, that repression ésdifon, etc.>**

The American ambassador maintained that the megoe confronting the Sandinista
regime was not the United States, but the Nicanageaple. “It is a fact that there is very
widespread unhappiness, even misery, in Nicaragoe,ambassador stated, “Nicaragua’s
problem is thus with Nicaraguans. In Nicaragua ypt\acaraguans fight other Nicaraguans for
control of their country’s destiny’® The ambassador insisted that U.S. interests itrélen

America were only to help poor, small, helplessy@idess peoples to resist being incorporated
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into totalitarian regimes by violent minoritiesaimed and armed by remote dictatt¥She
concluded that the most that the United Statesddoeiicharged with was providing arms and
advice to Nicaraguans fighting for their right tational self-determination against a pawn and
proxy of Cuba and the Soviet Unidtf.

The deployment of American troops into Grenad@atober of 1983, an act which,
according to Nicaragua, demonstrated that the WoBlId utilize military force to overthrow
leftist regimes in its front yard, only intensifitlte fears of the Sandinistas. On October 24,
1983, just one day after 271 American Marines vkédhed by a suicide bombing in Beirut,
Lebanon, President Reagan and his NSC team opsathtbU.S. troops into Grenada to rescue
American nationals and stabilize the governmenhefsmall Caribbean nation. That same day,
Nicaragua called for an emergency meeting of thiedrNations Security Council in order to
introduce a resolution condemning American actiosienada as an act of aggressioonce
the issue was broached at the U.N. it became Kirig&s task to defend the administration’s
actions.

Allan Gerson, an international lawyer and Kirkpzkis legal counsel at the United
Nations, was charged with assisting the ambassadbafting the United States’ defense against
charges of aggression. According to Gerson, botmideKirkpatrick viewed U.S. actions in
Grenada as justified under international law amrdidv of the U.N. Charter as an act of
collective self-defense in response to an armeatlatiThough there had not been an actual
‘armed attack’ on the U.S. or on any of the othates of the Caribbean, Gerson maintained that

Operation Urgent Fury was a preemptive strike sintb the Israeli bombing of an Iragi nuclear
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reactor in 198%%° In addition, both Gerson and Kirkpatrick vieweé 8ituation as being
important to American national security. Since 193#8nada had been under the control of
Maurice Bishop, a leftist who had forged ties withba and the Soviet Union. The construction
of a large airport on the small island, along viitl presence of Cuban troops, had been a cause
for alarm for the United States as the governmehéwed that the air strip could be (or was
being) used to funnel weapons to leftist revoludioes in Central America. Following Bishop’s
overthrow and murder, the tiny island descendeal¢ghtios causing many American
policymakers to fear that the island would fall an&oviet control thanks to the presence of
Cuban troops and the power of the communists witienGrenadian military. Thus, U.S.
national security interests were at stake in tigéore as the United States could not afford to
have another Cuba or Nicaragua in the CaribB&an.

According to Gerson, the State Department oppased) American national security
interests as an argument to defend American acto@senada. The department feared that if
the U.S. claimed an expanded notion of self-defémgastify preemptive strikes, then others
might do so in order to justify their own preemptimilitary adventures’. In short, should the
U.S. endorse self-defense as the rationale behen@Gtenada action, it would be enlarging an
exception to the U.N. Charter’s prohibition on tilee of force to the point that armies could
‘march right through it°%® Instead, State advised that Kirkpatrick argue thatU.S. acted due

to a unique set of circumstances, including theliegrotect American nationals living abroad
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and the desire to protect members of the Orgaorzati Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) who,
feeling themselves threatened by the situation regdested American interventiof.

Though Kirkpatrick acquiesced to the demands efState Department, she did not shy
away from mentioning Grenada’s ties to the comntuacsid. In a speech before the U.N.
Security Council, the political scientist deniee ttharges that Operation Urgent Fury was a
classic example of the invasion of a small coubiryan imperial superpower, or a case of
intervention in the internal affairs of an indepentination. She pointed out that Grenada had
been ruled over by Maurice Bishop, a man with gjrioleological convictions that allied him
with Cuba and the Soviet Union. Thus, Grenadasrival affairs had already fallen under the
permanent influence of one neighboring and one teryoanny?®® Moreover, Kirkpatrick
maintained that the prohibitions against the useme within the U.N. Charter were contextual,
not absolute. “They provide ample justification tbe use of force against force in pursuit of the
other values also inscribed in the Charter — fregddemocracy, peace,” the ambassador
declared. “The Charter does not require that pesydbdenit supinely to terror, nor that their
neighbors be indifferent to their terrorizatioll™”

Kirkpatrick acknowledged that such words mightdimmissed as cynical by members of
the U.N. who had grown accustomed to hearing sirjuktifications for the Soviet Union’s
invasion of Afghanistan and Vietnam'’s invasion aedupation of Cambodia. However, there
was an easy way to test the differences betweenddt®ns in Grenada and communist actions

elsewhere based on ‘what came after’. She assheecbuncil that unlike the communists, who
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claim they will leave an area once order had bestored, the U.S. would leave Grenada as soon
as law and order had been reinstated, and as satemaocratic rule had been put into place. “It
should not be difficult for any people, especiaty democratic people, which has ever suffered
a reign of terror from either foreign or domestirants, to discern the difference between the
force that liberates captive people from terrohg said, “ and the force that imposes terror on
captive peoples®®?

Kirkpatrick declared that a unique combinatiorcméumstances in Grenada and the
Caribbean that had led the U.S. to deploy troops. Ailnerican government was concerned for
the safety of U.S. nationals, specifically, Amencaedical students who were living in Grenada.
‘Madmen’ had overthrown and killed Bishop, wiped the Grenadian government, and
imposed a 24 hour, shoot-on-sight curfew. Withaimport shut down and American citizens
denied the right to exit the country, the U.S. gomeent was afraid that the American medical
students might be taken host&g&ln addition, there was a vacuum of power in Grenaith no
responsible government. Terrorists were in cordfehe bureaucracy, in charge of the military,
and had access to Cuban troops, all of which teneak neighboring states whose militaries were
practically nonexistent. Finally, members of the@i¥had asked the U.S. for help and had
invoked their own regional collective security agrent$

Kirkpatrick’s spirited defense of U.S. actionsGnenada fell on deaf ears in the United
Nations. On October 28, 1983, the U.N. Security@@dwoted to condemn the American and
OECS intervention in Grenada as a flagrant viotatibinternational law and a transgression

against the independence, sovereignty, and taaliiotegrity of Grenada. Only Kirkpatrick’'s
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veto prevented the resolution from passing. A fewsdater, the General Assembly adopted a
similar resolution. The Eastern Caribbean staszagl, El Salvador, and the United States were
the only nations that voted against the resoluton.

In an article written for the Council on Foreignl&®ns entitled “The Reagan Doctrine,
Human Rights, and International Law”, Kirkpatrickdaher U.N. legal adviser, Allan Gerson,
provided further justification for U.S. intervention Latin America and in other areas of the
world and elaborated on the significance, intersj@and historical tradition of the Reagan
Doctrine. Although both the former U.N. Ambassadod the international lawyer argued that
American action in Grenada did not fall under tevpeew of the Reagan Doctrine’s assertion
that support for freedom fighters constituted sielffense, both agreed that Reagan
Administration policies towards El Salvador and &agua did. The article began with a quote
from John Stuart Mill which nicely summarized theiew of American involvement in
international affairs throughout the Reagan Era:

The doctrine of non-intervention, to be a legitinptinciple of morality, must be

accepted by all governments. The despots must obtesbe bound by it as well as the

free States. Unless they do, the profession of ftde countries comes but to this
miserable issue, that the wrong side may help tloagy but the right must not help the
right. Intervention to enforce non-interventioralg/ays rightful, always moral, if not
always prudent®

According to Kirkpatrick and Gerson, the Reagantioe was rooted in the moral
legitimacy of American support, including militaayd, for insurgencies under specific

circumstances. Such circumstances included instambere indigenous forces were opposed to

a government maintained by force rather than bygeon where such a government relied upon
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arms supplied by the Soviet bloc, and where th@leemere denied a choice regarding their
government and their future. The Reagan Doctripgessed America’s solidarity with the
struggle for self-government against one-partyadaship and incorporation by force into the
Soviet socialist world system. Though the doctatewed for the use of force, Kirkpatrick and
Gerson maintained that armed revolt was only jiestias a last resort in instances where the
rights of citizens are systematically violated. Aiing to them, the Reagan Doctrine did not
require that the U.S. offer armed assistance tfsen fighters; ipermittedsuch assistance
under certain circumstanc&€.Moreover, the policy mirrored American constitugo
principles, namely that legitimate government delseon the consent of the governed and on its
respect for the rights of citizens; the doctrirmostin opposition to traditional isolationism and
post-Vietnam assumptions regarding the illegitimaty.S. interventiof®®

The Reagan Doctrine was a response to changks gidbal environment, namely the
Soviets’ objective of a establishing a global emp@ind its efforts at incorporating Third World
countries into the socialist world system. The atgmoted that nine new communist
dictatorships had been established between 1973381 South Vietham, Cambodia, Laos,
Mozambique, Angola, Ethiopia, Grenada, Nicaraguod,Afghanistan. In each nation where
communism had spread, resistance movements hatbdedeln establishing the moral and
legal right to provide aid to such indigenous resise movements, Kirkpatrick and Gerson
contended that the Reagan Doctrine constitutedna &b ‘rollback’, a Cold War policy first

articulated by the Eisenhower Administratfi.
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Both Gerson and Kirkpatrick argued that the Redgactrine was not at odds with the
U.N. Charter and international law. Though onectgtof the U.N. Charter called on all members
to refrain from the threat or use of force agathstterritorial integrity or political independence
of any state, the U.S. maintained that this haaetgiewed within the context of the entire
Charter. Article 51acknowledged the right to indival and collective self-defense and allowed
for the use of legitimate force. Moreover, numerotier articles guaranteed human rights to all
citizens of member states. President Truman, theptained, had recognized this in 1947 when
he had declared that the policy of the United Statast be to support free peoples who were
resisting attempted subjugation by armed minoribiiegutside pressures. Truman chose not to
speak of ‘direct military attacks’; rather, he cbds place the issue within the “values of the
Charter and of the Declaration of Independerf¢®.”

In addition to not violating international lawsirkpatrick and Gerson placed the Reagan
Doctrine squarely within the American domestic &eign policy tradition: commitment to the
promotion of democracy, they argued, had servdeaprimary purpose of American foreign
policy for decades. Thus, the Reagan policies \@earentinuation of the values expressed in the
Declaration of Independence, in the American Céutstn, in the Atlantic Charter signed
between FDR and Churchill, and in the Truman DaoetrMoreover, the American commitment
to the promotion of democracy continued on throughloe following decades with the signing
of the Rio Treaty, the Charter of the Organizabbmerican States, and in the actions of
American presidents from Truman to John$8n.

Critics of the Reagan Doctrine charged the adrnatisn with appropriating the methods

of the Soviet Union, but this, Kirkpatrick and Gemsargued, could not be further from the truth.
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There was no ‘moral equivalence’ between Ameriadriafreedom fighters and Soviet aid to
national liberation movements. “The latter counteres expansion of Soviet power,” they wrote,
“the Reagan Doctrine permits assistance in sekfytid. The Brezhnev Doctrine preserves
foreign influence. The Reagan Doctrine restorelsgg@lernment. It countenances counter-
intervention, not interventior*Furthermore, the Soviets intervened to deny the ds@ression
of self-determination, making the only politicabcgal, and economic choice a variation of
socialism and the institution of one-party ruleeTh.S. intervened to preserve and promote
freedom®"Kirkpatrick and Gerson cited the philosopher Immelritant, who suggested that
republican government was necessary in order figrgpeal peace to be established. According
to them, in Kant’s view, intervention to bring dowrdespotic government should always be
encouraged. Though the Reagan Administration didjadhis far, its policies had the same
philosophical underpinnings?
Conclusions

Upon assuming office, President Reagan and hesgiompolicy team were determined to
both rectify the damage they believed had beerctafl upon the special relationship between
the U.S. and Latin America by Jimmy Carter’'s adheesto modernization theory, emphasis on
human rights, and misunderstanding of Latin Amerigalitics and halt the spread of
communism in its own front yard. As a Latin Amend and part of the Reagan
Administration’s National Security Council and Natal Security Planning Group, Kirkpatrick’s
criticisms of Carter’s policies, along with her oeamendations for the restructuring of American

strategies towards the region, became official agstration policy. The administration’s
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unconditional support for the Salvadoran governménsteadfast defense of the Nicaraguan
Contras, and its resolute hostility towards thedsastas and the Cubans were all endorsed by
the U.N. Ambassador.

Such policies were based on the administratiompleasis on containing communism
and buttressed by the Kirkpatrick Doctrine whicha®ned U.S. support for authoritarian
regimes in the name of stability and anti-communi$he Doctrine’s defense of
authoritarianism grew out of Kirkpatrick’s contestithat such regimes were less oppressive and
more open to reform than their non-democratic Jitat&an counterparts. Though authoritarian
dictators sometimes infringed upon the human rightkeir citizens, the ambassador maintained
that such violations were minor when compared ¢s¢hcommitted by totalitarians. Moreover,
the ambassador claimed that in the cases of Nigaragd El Salvador in the late 1970s, those
acts which Carter regarded as human rights abusestaken out of context as both states were
under attack by communist guerillas whose terr@asions required that the regimes utilize
force in order to counteract the violence of theohetionaries.

Consequently, the Reagan administration ignoredhtinean rights abuses committed by
the Salvadoran government and provided it withdamounts of military aid to put down the
leftist insurgency that threatened its power, whdeatinuously criticizing the human rights
abuses of the communist Sandinista regime in NguexraAccording to Kirkpatrick, communist
totalitarian regimes, whose desire to create sstiadopias led them to control and transform all
aspects of society, culture, and politics, weraéfynition the governments with the worst
human rights records. Therefore, Reagan adminmtrablicies directed towards containing or
rolling back communism were based on the desipgrdtect the human rights of peoples around

the world.
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Though often couched in terms of human rights &edAmerican moral obligation to
support freedom fighters such as the Nicaraguanr&oor the Afghan mujahidin in their
struggles against communist totalitarianism, thmiadtration’s policies were heavily
influenced by national security interests and thstBVest conflict. This was especially true of
Central America, an area considered by Kirkpatticke the fourth border of the U.S. The
Soviets already had a foothold in the region armikhthe U.S. fail in its efforts to save El
Salvador and overthrow the Sandinistas, Americaioma security, along with the security of
Western Europe, would be seriously compromisedohtlusion, Reagan policies that provided
support for friendly regimes and freedom fighteveether El Salvador or South Africa, the
Contras or the mujahidin, not only served to raicéonational security, but, thanks to the
Kirkpatrick Doctrine’s distinctions between autharian and totalitarian regimes, they were
elevated to the status of human rights stratethieseby freeing the government from any

culpability for its support of right-wing dictatars
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Conclusion

Kirkpatrick’s position as a member of the Reagaeifyn policy team allowed her to
impart her own foreign policy ideas to a much widedience. For example, after becoming
U.N. Ambassador more persons read her article tacships and Double Standards”. Though
her article was more widely circulated, politicainglits tended to focus solely on her distinctions
between authoritarian and totalitarian regimesherKirkpatrick Doctrine, and how such
distinctions might affect American policies towardm-democratic states within the context of
the Cold War. Such a narrow focus overlooked otlvenponents of the article including her
astute appraisal of the difficulties inherent witkihe development of democracy, her critique of
modernization theory, and the context from which\hews had developed, reducing her
doctrine to the simplistic dichotomy of ‘authoritar is acceptable, totalitarian is not’. Moreover,
historians and commentators have largely ignorexdksviinat outlined the political scientist’s
comprehensive view of America’s role in global po8.

As the product of a liberal, democratic traditiongnded in individual liberty and
freedom, Kirkpatrick maintained that the Unitedt&sawvas an extraordinary nation with a strong
moral purpose dedicated to the preservation of demey and the protection of human rights.
Dating back to the signing of the Declaration afdpendence in the late"18entury, the
justification of the American government has besatording to Kirkpatrick, a doctrine of
universal human rights. The conviction that thetehiStates has a moral mission that flows
from its identity and guides it policies was thewessence of American ExceptionalihPrior
to World War |, this notion of American Exceptioisah had served as the foremost justification

for an isolationism foreign policy; however, by taarly 28" Century it became the primary
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pretext for intervention and internationalism agsttent Woodrow Wilson and many others
came to believe that an ‘exceptionalist Americad bath a moral duty to extend its superior
political system to others and a mission to leadfainankind to a new international society in
the future®®

The idea that Americans should transform and imgtbe world, that American foreign
policy should serve universal, altruistic goals] In@sulted in the creation of international
organizations such as the League of Nations anttiited Nations, along with American
adherence to moral doctrines, such as containnmehiaman rights, in U.S. foreign relations.
According to Kirkpatrick, though a foreign policyat sought to expand and protect human
rights was as American as the Declaration of Inddpace itself, the implementation of such a
policy was not without difficulties. For one, thasas a lack of consensus on which specific
rights constitute ‘human rights’ and which righkeald have priority over others. For another,
American policymakers could not agree on which mé@shmight be utilized to promote human
rights abroad’ Moreover, in order to extend human rights througtibe world, the U.S. would
have to engage with governments that were not deatio@and whose practices were often not
humane, a fact with which many Americans were urfodiable with®®

Should we try to change repressive regimes orldhee dissociate ourselves from
them? Do we ‘dirty our hands’ by supporting regirttest violate human rights or not? The
political scientist pointed out that though isadaism might protect the U.S. from being
involved with undesirable governments, it also furéed Americans from helping those in need.

She maintained that denying aid to the least d@eel@ountries simply because they were

616 |pid, 148.
617 |bid, 149-50.
618 |pid, 152.

243



governed by autocracies and dictatorships thaatedlhuman rights prevented the U.S. from
assisting the people who needed help the most.I&Aonerica deny food and other resources to
a people suffering under a bad government justusecthey already suffer under a bad
government, she queried? Should the U.S. deprogethlready denied self-government of
material independence by withdrawing American #dRpatrick’s answer to these questions
was a resounding ‘no’, especially as the withdramfaid might result in a communist takeover
which would only increase the misery of a peopteady suffering under ‘inefficient, home bred
autocracies®"®

Despite her insistence that the United States seswhe champion of human rights,
Kirkpatrick was quite critical of the Carter Admstiation’s human rights based foreign policies
which she considered to be seriously flawed. Fe;, e ambassador maintained that the
administration’s conception of human rights wadgmd, ambiguous, and utopian that it could
serve as the grounds for condemning nearly anggodccording to her, Carter's human rights
policies lacked specific content except to deméuadl $ocieties provide all the freedoms
associated with constitutional democracy, all ttenemic security promised by socialism, and
all the self-fulfillment featured in Abraham Maslstheory of human need&® Furthermore,
Kirkpatrick maintained that Carter demonstratedlaatance to criticize totalitarian, communist
regimes for their massive human rights abuseswhatnot reticent to criticize right-wing
authoritarian regimes, especially those who receee@nomic or military aid from the United

States. Carter made an operational distinction éetvauthoritarianism and totalitarianism, she
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proclaimed, and preferred the latter. Moreoverkgatrick charged the Carter Administration
with hypocrisy. Though the president claimed toénam ‘absolute’ commitment to human
rights, the U.N. Ambassador pointed to severabims#s where such policies were selectively
applied. For example, based on the annual humatsnigports required by the 1976 Foreign
Assistance Act, Carter had withheld economic andary aid from various right-wing
authoritarian regimes including Chile, Argentinar&yuay, Brazil, Nicaragua, and El Salvador.
In addition to withdrawing aid from these Americahes, Kirkpatrick charged, the
administration “accompanied these decisions wipol&cy of deliberate slights and insults that
helped delegitimize these governments and rendkezd less susceptible to US influenée.”
Meanwhile, despite their rather poor human rightords, Carter justified the continuance of aid
to the nations of South Korea and the Philippireeseaving the national security interests of the
u.s%

As further evidence of the biased nature of Castpdlicies, Kirkpatrick maintained that
South American military regimes were judged muchert@arshly than African ones, while
‘friendly autocrats’ were treated less indulgentgn hostile ones. Why was this? Kirkpatrick
claimed that part of the reason for such policies the administration’s exclusive concern with
violations of human rights by governments. Accogdio her, the administration refused to
acknowledge the various violations of human ridhtsevolutionary guerrilla groups attempting
to overthrow autocratic regimes. In the mind of éldeninistration, she charged, the murders and
terrorist actions executed by national liberatimmfs and guerrilla groups failed to qualify as

violations of human rights. Meanwhile, a beleagdegevernment’s efforts to eliminate such
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terrorism and to fight off revolutionary violencealified as repression and abuse and resulted in
loss of aid??®

According to the ambassador, certain distinctionstbe made in order for the United
States to have an effective human rights policyesehiincluded the distinctions between ideas
and institutions, recognition of the differencesween rights and goals, and distinctions between
intentions and consequences. Kirkpatrick notedithests and words were more easily
manipulated than were institutions for ideas havg to be conceived in order to exist. The idea
of a right was very easy to conceive; however,avetrything that could be conceived of could
be created. The ambassador utilized the unicoam &ample of the imagined versus the reality.
A unicorn can be imagined and described in gretildand mankind can destroy forests in an
attempt to find it, but the unicorn will never mihd®** The belief that anything that can be
conceived can be brought into being disregardsligterctions between ideas and institutions
and leads to the expectations that declaratiores nights existential reality. Unlike ideas which
are easily envisaged, institutions are stabilizattiepons of human behavior that involve millions
of real people. They are shaped by experience amgpased of habits and internalized values
and beliefs. Because of this, institutions areesmgly resistant to change. Yet in order for a right
or idea to move from the imagined into realityniist be translated through institutions into the
reality of daily lives®®®

In addition to recognizing the differences betwakyas and institutions, Kirkpatrick
maintained that policymakers must distinguish betweghts and goals. One factor that had

increased the difficulty in discerning between tive was the fact that rights had proliferated at
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a very fast pace in the mid to laté"@entury. Kirkpatrick pointed out that the old™&ntury
rights of life, liberty, security of persons anaperty still existed, but had been joined by many
more rights such as the right to privacy, equditsgn marriage, the right to an education, the
right to leisure, the right to the full developmeftone’s personality, the right to self-
determination, and the right to adequate standafrtiging. According to her, such declarations
take on the character of a letter to Santa Cl&LiEhe plethora of rights or, as Kirkpatrick
described them, the ‘lists of entitlements’, thatllbeen conceived of in the postwar era
consisted of goals rather than rights. She argoattteating goals as rights was grossly
misleading about the way in which goals were abttudhieved in real life — through hard work
over time®?’

Finally, Kirkpatrick claimed that distinctions mus¢ made between intentions and
consequences. According to her, there were thewrigslitical philosophy that emphasized
motives and there were those that emphasized coasees. Political purists, such as President
Carter, tended to be preoccupied with motives @nitions. For such persons, doing what one
knows is right becomes more important than produeimy desirable results. In human rights
and foreign policy, the Carter Administration’s @gcon intentions caused a great deal of
concern over the purity of American motives rattiian the various consequences that might
result from the implementation of such policiesother words, because Carter believed his
motives to be good, he failed to see how his hurigdnts strategies might result in the loss of
American allies like Nicaragua and Iran. Accordiadirkpatrick, a human rights policy that

emphasized intentions rather than consequenceidoaed only to make us feel good about
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ourselves and she questioned whether or not ‘i@glood about ourselves’ was an appropriate
goal for a foreign policy?®

Unlike the previous administration, Kirkpatrick icteed that the President Reagan and his
government would take all of these distinctionsermzbnsideration in order to create a human
rights policy that was both fair and based on dlgiaditical realities. According to her, the
Reagan Administration had a more accurate ideheofdlationship between force, freedom,
morality, and power, along with a more adequateception of the relationship between abstract
rights and concrete societies. Consequently, tharastration would implement human rights
policies that were less sweeping than those @iredecessor with the expectation that such
programs could produce more progress in the arehaman right$?° Thus, the Reagan team
refused to criticize South Africa too strongly fte dismal human rights record in the
expectation that over time, such restraint, combingh the continuance of American military
and economic aid, might encourage Pretoria to sn@cist apartheid policies.

According to Kirkpatrick, in addition to an emphasin human rights, the protection and
dissemination of democratic systems have congtitilte core of American foreign policies. Due
to this historic emphasis on ‘making the world dafedemocracy’ the Georgetown professor
spoke often about both the nature of democrattestalong with the many obstacles that
hindered their establishment, and the role of th#dd States, a democratic superpower, in the
world. Though in favor of promoting democratic itkearound the world, the political scientist
remained a realist when it came to global politiestjng that autocratic systems were the
political norm while democratic states remaineatreély rare. According to Kirkpatrick, the

paucity of democracy was due to the heavy demaladeg upon a population by such a system.
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For one, most societies lacked the appropriatepetiof social and political behavior that
allowed for majority rule, opposition, accountatyiliand the protection of minority rights. She
maintained that the establishment of a democrafitigal system was dependent upon certain
social and cultural prerequisites, such as a atizevhich views itself as political participants
rather than subjects, a population which has thigyate form voluntary associations based on
shared interests and cooperation, leaders fronowsgocial groups who are willing to renounce
violence and the threat of violence in politicsg dne acceptance by the entire population of the
legitimacy of the democratic processes for deteimgimvho should rule and to what broad
ends®*® Her repeated emphasis on the various conditioosssary for democracy to thrive
cautioned Americans against expecting instantanpolitical change in nations around the
world, even in those states, such as El SalvadbSanith Africa, that were American allies and
recipients of U.S. economic and military aid.

In comparison with the plethora of non-democratiates, democratic political systems
were scarce, and as such, required protectionulfineate defense of democracy, according to
Kirkpatrick and her fellow neoconservatives, was thaintenance of American power. Military
supremacy was absolutely vital for the preservabiotie political institutions and values of
American democratic society and Western Civilizatiespecially in the face of communist
expansiort>! Throughout the 1970s, Kirkpatrick had bemoaneditiine of American military
power in the face of Soviet expansion and critidigéorts towards achieving détente. The
ambassador placed the blame for American declinb@iew Left's assault of American
political, social, and cultural domestic values #imel attitude of defeatism that accompanied the

American withdrawal from Vietnam. In order to coeinthe effects of these experiences, in

630 Kirkpatrick, Legitimacy and Force, Volume Qrig0-11.
%31 |bid, 35.

249



particular, the notion that the two superpowersawaorally equivalent, Kirkpatrick maintained
that Americans must recognize who they were, eaffgdn comparison to the Soviet Union. By
understanding who they were, Americans could thetetstand why American power was
necessary for the survival of liberal democracthie modern world*?

The citizens of the United States were, she poiatedn numerous occasions, the heirs
of a long struggle against arbitrary power and pas tradition that recognized that people have
natural rights and that the central purpose of gowent was to protect those rights. Thus, as the
inheritors of a liberal, democratic tradition rodia freedom, Americans must preserve and
protect these values. Such endeavors constituteotieeof American national interest and the
guiding purpose of the foreign policy of the Unitethtes. Identification with, and respect for,
the American tradition and Western Civilizatiomra with understanding that the strength of
the U.S. was crucial for the defense of democracyfeeedom, would, according to Kirkpatrick,
enable Americans to understand that it was moladjitimate to be concerned about the military
power of the United States. Moreover, by acknowilegighe exceptional nature of the United
States and its role in the world, Americans couldarstand that it was both legitimate and
important for the United States to be concernedi,vahd involved in, events that occurred in
many remote regions of the world. Finally, an apa@on of American Exceptionalism would
allow the American people to be more wary of deraog's greatest adversary — communfét.

Facing who the Soviets were — the nature of th@regiment, their relations with other
communist regimes, and their interactions withestatutside of the Soviet bloc — was, according

to Kirkpatrick, an “extremely unpleasant ta$k*For unlike the liberal, democratic tradition that
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fostered the American political system, the Sosiesttem was structured by tsarist autocracy and
imperialism. Despite their “artful manipulation ®fmbols and languag®® which often clouded
Americans’ abilities to assess the true natureairmunism, the Soviets had continued the work
of their tsarist predecessors by expanding th&alitarian empire through the uninhibited and
skillful use of violence, subversion, terrorismdaguerilla warfare. Kirkpatrick asserted that it
was only through deception, violence, and subjogatnat the Soviet Union was able to spawn
governments based on one-party dictatorships. pEteern is familiar,” she wrote, “choose a
weak government, organize a national liberationtfraveaken an already weak economy, and
then intensify the violencé* Having come to power through violence, the new momist
leaders sought to remain in power via military sisgice from members of the communist bloc.
Thus, resources and personnel from all over theeBbiloc were brought to bear on ‘small,
helpless countries’ of the Third World and thewligenous political rivalries. Meanwhile, due to
concerns of interfering the in the internal affaifthers, or fears of being bogged down in a
guagmire, Americans stood “passively by while aro8mall, relatively helpless people
succumbs to Marxist-Leninist tyranny and is rutblgsncorporated into the Soviet empif&”

As a democratic superpower, it was the duty ofthéged States to help prevent the
incorporation of additional states, democratic thieowise, into the Soviet Empire and to assist
those nations under attack by the forces of comsmunKirkpatrick maintained that rather than
worrying about quagmires or intervening in the ingg affairs of others, Americans should act
to help people trapped in tyranny to disengage siadras from the world’s only colonial empire.

Unlike many of her fellow neoconservatives, the agsador was opposed to the dispatch of
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American troops in most cases, but she approveédrmding the kinds of aid that the Soviets
were delivering to their clients: helicopters, aata missiles, intelligence, and logistical support
Moreover, she maintained that the United Statesldhuffer these people solidarity by letting
the world know that America stands with those wtamd for freedom. “Standing with freedom
fighters,” she wrote, “is the only policy consistevith our values and our interest§®
Furthermore, Kirkpatrick was adamant in her assertinat American aid to freedom fighters did
not make the U.S. the ‘moral equivalent’ to the i8bWnion, noting that the force that liberates
was not ‘morally equivalent’ to the force that sudmtes>°She wrote,
If client rulers have the ‘right’ to ask for for@igassistance to maintain themselves in
power, citizens deprived of their rights can agkexternal aid to reclaim them...A
government which takes power by force, and retpaveer by force, has no legitimate
grounds for complaint against those who would wpester from it by force. So let us be
clear about it: helping the contras, helping UNIT®|ping the Afghans...is not only
morally and politically permissible. It is moralnd politically — and strategically —
necessar{?°
Woven throughout her foreign policy views, whetberthe spread of democracy, human
rights, or American support for freedom fighterssvaam emphasis on limitations. Though
Kirkpatrick envisioned the U.S. as the protectolileéral democracy, she maintained that there
were limits to the United States’ ability to spreeimocracy. Likewise, though she saw the
American government as the champion of human righésambassador pointed out that there
were limits as to which rights a government could ahould provide for their citizens, along
with limits to the ability of the United Statesdaccessfully export human rights abroad.

Moreover, though she advocated American aid talfseefighters around the world, such aid

should be limited and not involve the dispatch aigican troops except in those instances
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where vital national security interests were atet&urthermore, the ambassador’s stress on
limitations can be found in her defense of autloiain regimes — unlike totalitarian regimes,
authoritarian governments are limited in power alhalw limited contestation and opposition,
and such limitations rendered them open to poliggalution and change.

This emphasis on ‘limits’ can also be found in Kalrick’s view of domestic social
policies. She held that the government’s effortsring equality to women and minorities should
be limited to the establishment of political eqtyalOnce political equality was guaranteed by
law, individuals’ ambition and hard work would evweally bring social and economic equality to
disadvantaged groups. The importance of limitatialeang with distinctions between both ideas
and institutions and rights and goals, caused Hirkgk to oppose the New Left's demands for
radical social and cultural changes.

Of course, Kirkpatrick’s hostility towards the Néweft was not just a product of its
domestic platform: the ambassador could not coamemits attacks on American foreign
policy, specifically the New Left’s rejection ofehnherent morality of the Cold War. Indeed,
rising criticisms of American actions in the nani@oti-communism had forced Washington to
adjust Cold War policies. The Nixon administratadtempted to lessen the moral content and
ideology in foreign affairs in its embrace of realpk. Meanwhile, Nixon and Kissinger hoped
to relax tensions between the two superpowers bgging in détente. In an effort to both bring
back morality into foreign affairs and offset chesgrom the left that the U.S. supported
dictators in the name of anti-communism, the Catininistration based its Cold War policies
on human rights. Accordingly, the administratiortheirew aid from autocratic regimes that
failed to improve their human rights records. la tdase of Nicaragua, the withdrawal of aid

resulted in a communist takeover. The spread ofnconism along America’s borders caused
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Carter to embrace the morality of containment ateakpense of human rights. His decision to
increase military aid to El Salvador, an authortaregime battling against a leftist insurgency
with ties to the Nicaraguan Sandinistas, resultesl considerable amount of domestic criticism.
The right claimed his human rights policies hadlitated the spread of communism and feared
that American aid to El Salvador might be toodittioo late. Meanwhile the left charged him
with vacillating hypocrisy.

Ronald Reagan, a fervent anti-communist, belieliatithe containment of communism
was morally correct; thus, the Great Communicantar lais staff rejected détente due to its lack
of ideological zeal. The administration maintainiedt the Soviet Union was the “Evil Empire”,
and as such, Washington could not broker deals M@bcow. Moreover, America should do
anything and everything in its power to preventgheead of communism around the world,
especially in its own front yard. However, by tiree Reagan entered the White House, the
president could no longer rely upon Congress aaditherican public to support Cold War
policies, such as the backing of authoritarianadants, based solely on the presence of the
communist boogieman. Thus, Reagan was forced smaething that previous Cold War
presidents had not: provide moral justificationtfee support of dictators and non-democratic
regimes that had nothing to do with anti-communideane Kirkpatrick provided this with her
distinctions between authoritarian and totalitan@gimes. By investing authoritarian regimes
with political legitimacy and presenting them amgformative systems, the political scientist
moved away from the notion that the U.S. could didysafe if surrounded by like-minded

political systems and provided a third option betwedemocracy and totalitarianism.
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