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Many Americans must now be aware that during 
the past few months one of the most curious cor- 
respondences in world history has been carried on 
through the pages of the New Statesman, the 
British socialist weekly review. First Lord Ber- 
trand Russell wrote an open letter to President 
Eisenhower and Mr. Khrushchev. In the name of 
humanity he pleaded with both leaders (“Most 
Potent Sirs,’’ he addressed them) to reexamine 
the2 positions and make a last great effort to halt 
an arms race that threatens mankind with extinc- 
tion. 

To everyone’s surprise, Mr. Khrushchev 
promptly feplied to Lord Russell. His letter was a 
long one, but, in brief, it said: Dear Lord Russell, 
you’re perfectly right, and the peace-loving 
Soviet Union would like nothing better than to 
stop the arms race. Just look at  our record. But 
what can we do about the Americans? Just look at  
their record. 

Several weeks later-and even more to every- 
one’s surprise-Mr. John Foster Dulles (“at the 
request of President Eisenhower”) replied, too. 
His letter was not nearly so long as Mr. Khrush- 
chev’s, but, in effect., it said: Dear Lord Russell, 
you’re perfectly right, and the peace-loving 
United States would like nothing better than to 
stop the arms race. Just look at  our record. But 
what can we do about the Russians? Just look at  
their record. 

Now the exchange has (apparently) ended, 
with a final, exasperated word from Lord Russell. 
Both the replies, he notes, were “extraordinarily 
similar in tone . . ,, Both, in words, acknowledge 
that a nuclear war would defeat the purpose of 
both parties equally, but neither draws the moral 
that the acerbity of their disagreements must be 
lessened since this acerbity increases the likeli- 

And this seems to indicate something basically 
insane in the present stalemate. 

. hood of nuclear war.” 
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What to do about The Bomb seems to be the chief 
topic of discussion in the month’s magazines. In 
Britain-wherehuch figures as Bertrand Russell and 
J. B. Priestley are leading a highly vocal campaign 
for the abolition, not only of nuclear warfare, but of 

Britain’s current defense agreements with her allies, 
notably America-the debate is most intense. In the 
March 22 issue of The Economist, this wave of pro- 
test is denounced as “the great confusion.” “For 
peace’s sake, let attention be paid first, at Oxford 
and elsewhere, to the basic fallacy of the assumption 
that the way to abolish nuclear war is for Britain to 
contract out of the alliance.” The Economist chal- 
lenges the agitators on a number of points-their un- 
willingness, for instance, to consider the likelihood 
that the size of the bomb itself would preclude its. 
use except as a last resort growing from a military 
miscalculation. ‘What is needed, therefore, is not a 
pronouncement about abolishing the bomb (which, 
at least in war, would be impossible to enforce) but 
a policy to minimize the chance of such miscalcula- 
tion.” 

The Economist goes on to insist that, far from 
advancing the cause of a ‘safe peace, the agitators 
have in effect imperilled it. They have‘reduced Mac- 
millan, for one, to hollow threats a€ retaliation; they 
have mitigated the chances for a “controlled dis- 
armament” on all sides; they have encouraged the 
spread of an irrespons‘ible ”neutialism”; and, lastly, 
they have sadly misjudged the scope of- Britain’s 
moral influence. As to renouncing the Western alli- 
ance in the hope of “breaking’the deadlock,” The 
Economist maintains that “it is onothis deadlock that 
the avoidance of war at present depends.” 
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The author of Nucbav Weapons and Foreign Pol- 
icy, Henry A. Kissinger, s:es in the Western alliance 
the means to a new .r xity. ‘Iiis solution, however, 
is radically opposed tc, .hat of the nuclear disarmers. 
.Writing in the April issue of Foreign Afuirs, he pro- 
poses “a viable NATO strategy” based on missile in- 
stallations on the Cbntinent. “Refusal to accept mis-  
siles will only increase Europe’s dependence on the 
United States,” Dr. Kissinger believes. “If the United 
States assumes the sole responsibility for the defense 
of the free world, it will also sssume the responsi- 
bility for defining the casus belli.“ As a strategist, Dr. 
Kissinger sees a grave discrepancy between NATO’s 
avowed policy of defense and its impotence in the 
field of action. “A local deterrent in Europe is re- 
quired to increase the range of our options, and to 
bring the deterrent policy of NATO into line kith 
the strategy it is prepared to implement. A strategy 
of local defense is essential not as a device to save 
the alliance-though it will serve this purpose; rather, 
the alliance alone offers the possibility of a strategy 
which does not inedtably bvolve catastrophe.” 

What, then, as Dr. Kissinger asks himself, of dis- 
engagement in Europe? “Disengagement,” he con- 
cludes, “invites a variety of new dangers while re- 
ducing the forces to meet them.“ PAMPH€LUS 
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