MexayHapoaHble OTHOLLIEHUS

Bonpoc VlHd)O

YBarkaeMble yHaCTHUKN!

OnuMnunagHoe 3agaHune rno HarnpasiaeHunto «<MeXXayHapoaHble OTHOLLIEHUSA» COCTOUT TOJIbKO 13 ABYX
yacTen ¢ 3aga4amu, o6s3aTeNbHbIMU A5 BbINOSIHEHUSA. DTO 03HAYAET, YTO BaM HY>KHO nonpobosBaTk
YCMeLHOo CrpaBUTbLCSA ¢ 06enMn YacTaMK, 4Tobbl NpPeTeHa0BaTh Ha NPU30Bbie MecTa.

OOLwan YyacTb NpeanosiaraeT eqnHOE 3ajlaHne A9 BCeX Y4aCTHMKOB.
CneumnanbHana 4acTb COCTOUT U3 TPEX B10KOB, Cpean KOTOPbIX HY>KHO BblOpaTh TOJIbKO OAUH.
BbinonHeHWe 3agaHunin AByx 1 6onee 6/10KOB HEe NPUHECET BaM [0MN0JIHUTENIbHbIX 6annos.

Mpwv BbINOSIHEHUN 3a4aHuni Bbl MOXKETe N0JIb30BaTbCs Sl0bbIMY OHﬂaVIH‘CJ'IOBapﬂMI/I N OHNANH-
nepesof4ynkamMu. icnosb3oBaHUe YEPHOBMKOB U CMPaBOYHbIX MaTepuasioB CTPOro 3arpeLleHo.

Bepwum B Baww ycnex!
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. OBLWASA YACTb
MpoyYTUTE TEKCT, U3JI0KUTE OCHOBHbIE UALen aBTOpa U AanTe ux oueHky (Ha pycckom
A3biKe)

Vol 1
UTOPIA AND REALITY

The antithesis of Utopia and reality — a balance always swinging towards and away from
equilibrium and never completely attaining it — is a fundamental antithesis revealing itself in many
forms of thought. The two methods of approach — the inclination to ignore what was and what is in
contemplation of what should be, and the inclination to deduce what should be from what was and
what is — determine opposite attitudes towards every political problem. "It is the eternal dispute ", as
Albert Sorel puts it, " between those who imagine the world to suit their policy, and those who
arrange their policy to suit the realities of the world." It may be suggestive to elaborate this
antithesis before proceeding to an examination of the current crisis of international politics.

Theory and Practice

The antithesis of utopia and reality coincides with the antithesis of theory and practice. The utopian
makes political theory a norm to which political practice ought to conform. The realist regards
political theory as a sort of codification of political practice. The relationship of theory and practice
has come to be recognised in recent years as one of the central problems of political thought. Both
the utopian and the realist distort this relationship. The utopian, purporting to recognise the
interdependence of purpose and fact, treats purpose as if it were the only relevant fact, and
constantly couches optative propositions in the indicative mood. The American Declaration of
Independence maintains that "all men are created equal’, Mr. Litvinov that “peace is indivisible *, and
Sir Norman Angell that "the biological division of mankind into independent warring states” is a
"scientific ineptitude”. Yet it is a matter of common observation that all men are not born equal even
in the United States, and that the Soviet Union can remain at peace while its neighbours are at war;
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MexayHapoHble OTHOLIEeHUA
and we should probably think little of a zoologist who described a man-eating tiger as a "scientific
ineptitude ". These propositions are items in a political programme disguised as statements of fact;
and the utopian inhabits a dream-world of such "facts”, remote from the world of reality where quite
contrary facts may be observed. The realist has no difficulty in perceiving that these utopian
propositions are not facts but aspirations, and belong to the optative not to the indicative mood;
and he goes on to shew that, considered as aspirations, they are not a priori propositions, but are
rooted in the world of reality in a way which the utopian altogether fails to understand. Thus for the
realist, the equality of man is the ideology of the under-privileged seeking to raise themselves to the
level of the privileged; the indivisibility of peace the ideology of states which, being particularly
exposed to attack, are eager to establish the principle that an attack on them is a matter of concern
to other states more fortunately situated; the ineptitude of sovereign states the ideology of
predominant Powers which find the sovereignty of other states a barrier to the enjoyment of their
own predominant position. This exposure of the hidden foundations of utopian theory is a necessary
preliminary to any serious political science. But the realist, in denying any a priori quality to political
theories, and in proving them to be rooted in practice, falls easily into a determinism which argues
that theory, being nothing more than a rationalisation of conditioned and predetermined purpose,
is a pure excrescence and impotent to alter the course of events. While therefore the utopian treats
purpose as the sole ultimate fact, the realist runs the risk of treating purpose merely as the
mechanical product of other facts. If we recognise that this mechanisation of human will and
human aspiration is untenable and intolerable, then we must recognise that theory, as it develops
out of practice and develops into practice, plays its own transforming role in the process. The
political process does not consist, as the realist believes, purely in a succession of phenomena
governed by mechanical laws of causation; nor does it consist, as the Utopian believes, purely in the
application to practice of certain theoretical truths evolved out of their inner consciousness by wise
and far-seeing people. Political science must be based on a recognition of the interdependence of
theory and practice, which can be attained only through a combination of Utopia and reality.

Vol 2
UTOPIA AND REALITY

The antithesis of Utopia and reality — a balance always swinging towards and away from
equilibrium and never completely attaining it — is a fundamental antithesis revealing itself in many
forms of thought. The two methods of approach — the inclination to ignore what was and what is in
contemplation of what should be, and the inclination to deduce what should be from what was and
what is — determine opposite attitudes towards every political problem. "It is the eternal dispute ", as
Albert Sorel puts it, " between those who imagine the world to suit their policy, and those who
arrange their policy to suit the realities of the world." It may be suggestive to elaborate this
antithesis before proceeding to an examination of the current crisis of international politics.

Left and Right

The antithesis of Utopia and reality reproduces itself in the antithesis of radical and conservative, of
Left and Right, though it would be rash to assume that parties carrying these labels always
represent these underlying tendencies. The radical is necessarily utopian, and the conservative
realist. The intellectual, the man of theory, will gravitate towards the Left just as naturally as the
bureaucrat, the man of practice, will gravitate towards the Right. Hence the Right is weak in theory,
and suffers through its inaccessibility to ideas. The characteristic weakness of the Left is failure to
translate its theory into practice — a failure for which it is apt to blame the bureaucrats, but which is
inherent in its utopian character. " The Left has reason (Vernunft), the Right has wisdom (Verstand)",
wrote the Nazi philosopher, Moeller van den Bruck. From the days of Burke onwards, English
conservatives have always strongly denied the possibility of deducing political practice by a logical
process from political theory. " To follow the syllogism alone is a short cut to the bottomless pit *, says
Lord Baldwin — a phrase which may suggest that he practises as well as preaches abstention from
rigorously logical modes of thought. Mr. Churchill refuses to believe that "extravagant logic in
doctrine " appeals to the British elector. A particularly clear definition of different attitudes towards
foreign policy comes from a speech made in the House of Commons by Neville Chamberlain in
answer to a Labour critic:

What does the hon. Member mean by foreign policy? You can lay down sound and general
propositions. You can say that your foreign policy is to maintain peace; you can say that it is to
protect British interests, you can say that it is to use your influence, such as it is, on behalf of the right
against the wrong, as far as you can tell the right from the wrong. You can lay down all these
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MexayHapo/Hble OTHOLLIEHUA
general principles, but that is not a policy. Surely, if you are to have a policy you must take the
particular situations and consider what action or inaction is suitable for those particular situations.
That is what | myself mean by policy, and it is quite clear that as the situations and conditions in
foreign affairs continually change from day to day, your policy cannot be stated once and for all, if it
is to be applicable to every situation that arises.

The intellectual superiority of the Left is seldom in doubt. The Left alone thinks out principles of
political action and evolves ideals for statesmen to aim at. But it lacks practical experience which
comes from close contact with reality. In Great Britain after 1919, it was a serious misfortune that the
Left, having enjoyed office for negligible periods, had little experience of administrative realities and
became more and more a party of pure theory, while the Right, having spent so little time in
opposition, had few temptations to pit the perfection of theory against the imperfections of
practice. In Soviet Russiq, the group in power is more and more discarding theory in favour of
practice as it loses the memory of its revolutionary origin. History everywhere shews that, when Left
parties or politicians are brought into contact with reality through the assumption of political office,
they tend to abandon their " doctrinaire " utopianism and move towards the Right, often retaining
their Left labels and thereby adding to the confusion of political terminology.
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Il. CMEUUNANBHASA YACTb

BbibepuTe 1 BbINOHUTE TONBKO OAMH 13 610KOB 3aaHuWiN CNeunanbHOn YacTun

Bnok 1. EBponeMckue u pocCUMCKUe uccnenoBaHua. [lanTe pa3BepHyTbie OTBEThI:

1. BHewwHas nonnTuka CCCP 1 3aBeplueHue X010HOM BoiiHbl B EBpone (1985 — 1991).
2. N penHble NCTOKN eBPOMENCKON MHTerpauun.

BnokK 2. A3MaTcKue uccnenoBaHuA. [lante pa3BepHyThle OTBETHI:

1. Monntuka pecdopM n oTKpbITOCTU [3H CaonuHa.
2. BTopas MupoBas BOMHa B A3un.

Bnok 3. Bav>xHun BocTok n CeBepHasa Acdpuka. [lanTe pa3BepHyTble OTBETHI:

1. Wpen apabckoro HaunoHann3Ma 1 UX BAMSHUE Ha NOJINTUYECKYO NCTOPUIO CTPaH bavxHero
BocToka n CeBepHon Adpukn B XX BeKe.

2. NonnTtn4yeckasn bruorpadusa Myctadbl Kemansa ATaTiopka 1 €ro MecTo B UCTopumn TypeLKon
Pecnybnankun.
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