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Americans, for a substantial part of their history, 
have tried to come to terms with the moral problem 
by espousing one of two approaches. The &st ap- 
proach seeks to deal with the realities of world affairs 
with steady realism and tough-mindedness. I t  has its 
roots in historical experiences still fresh in the minds 
of many who were caught unprepared by the events 
of the period between World War I and I1 and who 
carry a sense of guilt for th i s  failure. They atone for 
this g d t  with strident a h a t i o n s  about the facts of 
power. For the most part, power is seen as a com- 
paratively simple phenomenon of which the military 
is overwhelmingly the most important part. Both of 
the recent American Secretaries of State have viewed 
power, not as the endlessly complicated relationship 
of two living organisms yith s and objectives 
both comparable and fundamen % unique, but as 
men might approach a problem in physics to be 
weighed on the simple scales of relative military 
preparedness and forces potentially in being. 

Yet in far-flung corners of the world, American 
influence and power can scarcely be measured in 
these terms. Its existence there is as much a result of 
spiritual and intellectual forces as of military condi- 
tions. There it becomes a subtle phenomenon made 
up of intangibles like prestige, the capacity to exert 
strength implicitly, not explicitly, or the ability to 
exercise authority without being put continuously to 
the test. Sometimes favorable territorial arrange- 
ments or a nation’s alignment with movements of 
greatest public promise or solid economic ties of 
mutual benefit are far more a source of power than 
raw naval or military strength. 

Because these aspects of America’s position iy  the 
world are more complicated and impalpable in na- 
ture, our national leaders and their most responsible 
critics have had little to say about them. In part this 
has stemmed from the bankruptcy of the moralistic 
tradition in American thinking. This is the second 
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of American approaches to moral choice. There are 
moral elements in every power struggle, but by 
claiming these elements stood alone and supreme, 
the moralistic tradition has served to enfeeble and 
destroy our capacity of dealing with these problems. 
Moralism continues to deny the persistence of self- 
interest, the clash of contending groups and forces 
and the need for power as the minimum precondition 
of international agreement. 

The moralistic tradition calls essentially for an 
all-or-nothing ‘approach. Eithet we renomce totally 
the exercise of force in, say, the Middle East, and 
couch foreign policy in unqual&ed moral terins, or 
we send increasing numbers of arms to this unhappy 
and troubled region, make threatening proclama- 
tions and intervene overtly in every local dispute. 
Thus, American policy remains’ suspended between 
the towering moralism of Suez and the harsh and 
unsubtle blandishments that go back to the Eisen- 
hower Doctrine. Such an approach has no room for 
more limited and proximate moral and political ac- 
tions. Its moralism is as absolute as its stress on 
military power. And both take root in the twin 
sources of the American outlook: a severely military 
view of power and a utopian moralism that offers 
few criteria for measuring the moral aspects of any 
problem. 

‘ 

. 

0 .  

Tragically enough, the naivete and lack of realism 
attending earlier discussions of morality in foreign 
atfairs prompts us to view the present crisis with an 
alarming matter-of-factness. We see nothing disturb. 
ing about the use of limited nuclear weapons which 
exceed in magnitude the bombs ai  Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki, nor even the prospect of our striking the 
first blow. The sharp and outspoken reactions of 
our NATO allies at the Paris Conference in the 
winter of 1958 was partly, at least, a judgment of 
an official American state of mind. We were criti- 
cized not only for bein’g too’rigid but for our in-. 
sensitivity to the’threat of their annihilation. 

There is irony in Europe’s reaction; for, not infre- 
quently, American policy-makers are criticized for ’ 
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being indifferent to all but the moral component of 
foreign policy. It is said that we endlessly moraIize 
upon the need for virtue in intemational life, whether 
embodied in systems of law and order or in re- 
sounding international proclamations, without being 
ready to make the sacrifices upon which intema- 
tional security must be based. The gap behveen the 
Stimson Doctrine and our capacity to exert Ameri- 
can power in the 1930’s is a case in point. Never- 
theless, there are signs that both the Administration 
and its most influential critics have seized on one 
phase of our present weakness, our failure in miIi- 
tary preparedness, a failure for which all of us are 
partly to blame. 

In this crisis, it is fitting and proper that private 
citizens and public officials take the lead in calling 
for n rededication of OUT national strength and treas- 
ure to the restoration of American power. There has 
bee; or will shortly occur a radical shift in the 
military balance of power, threatening the West 
and ourselves with total destruction. The prescrip 
tions for meeting this threat run the gamut from calls 
for a national effort comparable to that following 
Pearl Harbor to more precise increases in the de- 
fense budget estimated from $3 billion to $8 billion 
annually. If these proposals for resolving the na- 
tional will against an ever more powerful and un- 
scrupulous foe are appallingly grim, the mortal 
dangers we face are yet more forbidding. 

Thc call to greatness in these proposals is itself an 
act 01 moral dignity and nobility of purpose. A 
democracy with all its strengths suf€ers from certain 
inescapable weahesses. The picture it gives to the 
world must frequentb be one of indecision, uncer- 
tainty and wide divergence of views, of raucous 
debates and fervent exchange, as we say things to 
one mother that dismay outsiders. It has no single 
politic31 doctrine-no democratic manifesto-which 
can readily be exported for immediate application 
to 3ll the baffling and frustrating experiences of 
friends abroad. The ultimate truths of democracy 
are stated best in the crucible of experience when 
free Men faced with stubborn realities prick out so- 
lutions through the thrust and counter-thrust of 
open discussion, 
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Perhaps our gravest peril through much of the 
past decade hns arisen from the clogging of the chan- 
nels of public discussion and the peculiar inhibitions 
placed upon us by the national mood. Now the air 
has cleared, men with ideas have come fonvard 
again, and reasonable and fair-minded people around 
the world, if they are not blinded by passion and 
prejudice, must eventually be impressed by the proc- 
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ess of free*opinion grappling with unprecedented 
problems and issues. No price tag can measure 
achievement. 

However, one of the persistent difEculties we face 
in convincing ourselves and our neighbors of the 
changeless truths of democracy has roots in the on- 
gin and growth o€ democratic values. Communist 
values are preordained by historical materialism and 
by the high priests of Marxist-Leninist creeds. Dem- 
ocratic values, while anchored in what tlie “founding 
fathers” called the High Law, are fore er evolving 
and in the process of becoming. Their toric for- 
mulation must be sought in part in a single constitu- 
tional document, but perhaps even more in the gloss 
on this document-the interpretations of statesmen, 
jurists and legislatorssin time of crisis. The process 
by which democratic values become living realities 
in a pluralist society is our most precious treasure, 
I t  also remains a mystery to those who have not ex- 
perienced its worth. . 

Perhaps this is why the present crisis seems so 
pregnant with meaning and opportunity. Great lead- 
ers like Lincoln, in the Emancipation Proclamation, 
Jefferson, in the Declaration of Independence, and 
Roosevelt, in the Four Freedoms, have delved deep 
into the values that comprise American life, raised 
up certain “self-evident truths,” ordered and re- 
lated them to fit the problem and, by deed no less 
than word, laid the basis for the enduring articles 
on the scroll of our American faith. This is the 
matchIess opportunity to which another American 
president might respond. Leadership which draws 
its strength from the fues of moral and intellectual 
courage might rally men to do their utmost in edu- 
cation, science and diplomacy. Before the bar of 
history, great leadership is finally a moral act. 

There is another dimension of the present crisis 
that is moral in character. A nation’s prestige is in 
part the result of its power. It is also, however, the 
product of its reputation for justice, And justice in 
world affairs includes more than a towering dedica- 
tion to law and order. I t  also involves respect for 
the interests of others, compassion, humility, trust, 
responsibility and sympathy for men struggling with 
problems that are not our problems. I t  includes the 
search for a common purpose, for a goal, however 
distant, at the end of the arms race, and reflection 
on those political terms that might bring men safely 
through that frightening tunnel we call peace by 
thermonuclear terror. The breakdown of American . 
leadership is doubtless due to the lag in American 
military policies, and calls for urgency here are es- 
sentiaL But even if we hold our own in this area, we 
shall lose the struggle i f  we have nomng to offer 
in the political and economic realm. 
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No reasonable man, of course, can believe &at 
the end of the Cold War is in sight or that this offer 
or that gesture by itself will lead to a detente. Nor 
should anyone think we could negotiate a lasting 
settlement from our present position of weakness. 
But if we talk only of new strategic doctrines, new 
tactics for the use of ever more absolute, if tactical, 
nuclear weapons, and new bases for IRBhl’s on the 
soil of unwilling allies to be triggered only when 
they see survival threatened, not we, but Europe, 
will assume future leadership as was already appar- 
ent in the acts of our most trusted ally, Mr. Adenauer 
of Germany. If American policy remains suspended 
between a rigid, inflexible military posture and total 
and unattainable schemes for complete disarmament, 
our allies, in frustration and despair, will take mat- 
ters into their own hands and negotiate terms that 
may be in their selfish interests but will destroy that 
web of mutual interests, so painfully nurtured, which 
can hold Western civilization together. 

This is why political morality demands the wisdom 
and courage to pursue an  intelligent, accelerated 
arms program a t  the same time that we seek lim- 
ited political solutions to concrete problems. It can 
never be satisfied with an anti-missiles effort which 
leaves no room for exploratory talks on the problem 
of Central Europe. The art of asking questions at  
appropriate diplomatic levels, for example, through 

’ our Ambassador in Moscow, is far more a casualty of 
the present conflict than are novel nuclear strategies. 
Private, patient diplomacy at  the source of a fester- 
ing tension is more likely to bring relaxation than 
global approaches at  the summit. 
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“It is idle to reason or argue with the Commu- 
nists,” Mr. Winston Churchill observed: “It is, how- 
ever, possible to deal with them on a fair, realistic 
basis and, in my experience, they will keep their bar- 
gains as lorlg as it is in their interest to do so, which 
might, in this g a v e  matter, be a long time, once 
things were settled.” In  any case, if the art of diplo- 
matic conversations could be recovered, we might 
discover what possibilities exist for disengagement 
in Central Europe, for some kind of lowering of 
temperature in the Middle East, for a recognition 
that neither side any longer can attain military pre- 

, dominance or paramountcy and, therefore, that we 
must learn to live as equal powers not liking or 
trusting one another, always fearful of rash and heed- 
less acts, but no longer committed to that hopeless 
policy of unconditional surrender which has in- 
formed our actions in Germany, the Far East and 
Middle East and will sooner or later carry us over 
the abyss. 

’ The concrete measures that might reverse this 
frightening trend would be political ’in nature. The 
decision to act in this way, however, is a moral choice 
of men secure enough in the h a 1  triumph of their 
cause to take the domestic and politica1,risks of 
which greatness is born. 
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There is an Asian saying that “justice must not 
only be; it must also be seen to be done.” It  of 
course is possible that every present criticism of 
American foreign policy may prove misplaced and 
that both the frantic dedication to more and larger 
bombs and to more absolute moral principles niay 
someday be seen as part of wisdom. At the very 
least, however, the people of other countries, not 
6nly in Asia but Europe as well, show a profound 
anxiety with what Americans say and do. This may 
be nothing more than the envy and suspicion of the 
weak for the strong. However, this condition in it- 
self calls for some reflection. It reminds us once 
more of Edmund Bwke’s warning that “nothing is 
so fatal to a nation as an extreme of self-partiality 
and the total want of consideration-of what others 
will naturally hope or fear.” 

Europe and Asia may only be asking for greater 
partnership in the fateful decisions of the days ahead. 
They have this right even as they have the right to 
carry forward their own social and economic devel- 
opment. We recall the explanation of a learned judge 
in a country once under British control: “You gave 
us justice, roads, hospitals, the British peace, but you 
took away what we now value more, our self-respect.” 
It is an illusion to think that our allies, faced with 
the total destructiveness of n&v weapons, will with 
energy follow our lead if they doubt our’intentions 
or feel we are morally weak. 

But even if we stood alone, the task of foreign 
policy would be much the same. It would call for 
vigor and public courage in rallying American mili- 
tary strength. It would insist, hpwever, that the 
chances of a free people using this sQength or sur- 
viving its use in a thermonuclear struggle would de- 
pend very closely on whether we grasped as fully 
the moral and political aspects of the crisis. And in 
diplomacy, this calls for an awareness that “the best 
is often the enemy of the good.” The best oppor- 
tunity for political solution is one which may never 
come. Accepting the uncertainties of the moral and 
political realm, American foreign policy might es- 
cape the final illusion that we are or can become 
so strong and. virtuous that we need not be ever 
vigilant to reasonable prospects for compromise and 
adjustment in the Cold War. It is in this area that 
morality and power must meet. 
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