
Po Prosiu, the celebrated weekly of the young Polish 
antiStalinist left, WAS a major force in preparing for 
last year’s Polish” revolution. The December En- 
counter carries an article on the journal’s history by 
the Polish correspondent I(. A. Jelenski. The article 
also appears, in a somewhat merent  translation, in 
the December 2 issue of The New Leader. (In En- 
counter, Mr. Jelenski writes that one of the primary 
American influences upon the younger generation of. 
Polish intellectuals is Steinbeck; in The New Leader, 
6e claims that .the duent ia l  one is Steinberg. Apart 
from this mystery, his report is highly informative in 
both versions.) 

Under pressure from the Gomulka regime, Po 
Prostu (meaning “Plain Talk”) suspe‘nded publication 
three months ago. Mr. Jelenski reviews the events 
which led to the suppression and, in the process, “one 
learns a good deaj about the future of post-Stalinist 
society, not just about a single episode.” 

Po Prostu, to put it briefly, undertook to confront 
Stalinism with Marx and ”Marxism with historical 
experience.” It  was also “a debunking action on a 
grand scale, respecting neither slogans nor received 
ideas and directed as much against the inherited 
bureaucratic sclerosis of Stalinism as against the tra- 
ditional taboos of . . . petty-bourgeois poland.” 
Though the demise of Po Prostu imperils the pros- 
pects for a democratic socialism in Poland, Mr. 
Jelenski sees-hope for the future in the editors’ re- 
fusal to compromise with a “Gomulkaism” which 
embraces both Stalinist and right-wing reaction. 
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The Paris meeting of NATO was the occasion for 
a survey of prospects for the Westem alliance in The 
Reporter (December 12, 1957). Where Do We Go 
From Here?“, extracted from a lecture by Lester B. 
Pearson, counsels the West to restore the primacy of 
its values and free institutions, and not to rely on 
“well-born clich&,” as a means of opposing the to- 
talitarian threat of the Soviet empire. 

Mr. Pearson criticizes NATO for its lack of steady 
resolve and for.its record of waiting upon crises; 
NATO countries, he believes, should have the tactical 
atomic weapons now possessed by the U.S., and they 
should pool scientific and technological resources 
despite “interference with the sacred cow of national 
sovereignty.” He deplores, however, too much em- 
phasis upon the ‘defense posture” as well as the diplo- 
matic inflexibility that prevents us from seizing ad- 
vantages from ferments in Russian Communist society 
and from the continuing power struggle in the Krem- 
lin. 

Where do we go from here? Mr. Pearson replies: 
1 think that if we wish to go forward from where we 

now are to something better, we must .. . . take full 
advantage of every opportunity to negotiate; indeed, 
create opportunities to negotiate Merences with 
those whom we have had and st i l l  have good reason 
to fear.” 
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“How Real is the Soviet Military Threat?“ In this 
query the editors of The New Republic locate the 
source from which flow the tides of divisive opinion, 
the swirling controversy over crash programs, massive 
retaliation, ICBMs, IRBMs, etc., that have engulfed 
its past issues (December 9,16,23) and engaged the 
attention of such writers as Hans J. Morgenthau and 
Frederick L. Schuman. 
Mr. Morgenthau sounds an alarm. Implicit in his 

proposals is the belief that the Soviet objective is, 
above all else; the nuclear destruction of the West, 
and he demands that we “remedy that one calamity 

which all others stem, the military weakness of 

it and, hence, comparable to that following Pearl 
Harbor.: Mr. Schuman, on the other hand, thinks that 
Russia and America are now irrevocably joined in 
their “power of co-annihilation,” and. that, conse- 
quently, *all talk of ‘superiority’ and ‘inferiority’ is 
nonsense.“ . 

The editors of The New Republic, taking a position 
. somewhere in the middle, make it clear that they do 
not urge “supremacy” in the military struggle but 
“parity,” a perpetual “stalemate maintained o d l  by 
positive and continuous effort and expenditure. 

It is refreshing, though not necessarily relieving, 
to find Walter Millis, in The Nation of December 14, 
dep1.oring the establishment of a “military reason of 
state,” a “war psychology” that allows OUT society to 
accept the polarization of Washington and Moscow 
as a rigid fact of international life. Like Lester Pear- 
son, Mr. Millis is concerned with where we are going, 
and he bluntly calls his article “he Road to No- 
where.” 

Is it not time, he asks, to place “more emphasis 
upon the constitutionally guaranteed freedoms of the 
free society, and less upon the military reasons of 
state”? With Frederick Schuman, he does not accept 
the theory that the Soviet Union’s sole concern is to 
destroy us. “It is impossible that the men who control - 
the Kremlin should be single-mindedly dedicated to 
the destruction of the United States, if only because 
like other politicians and statesmen, especially those 
exercising vast powers,. they are sivayed by varying 
motives, are the victims of many pressures and must 
be inherently opportunists.” To believe that the mili- 

. tary threat is the real threat is unrealistic. Thoughts 
for OLU winter of discontent. 
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