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The November issues of Current Hktory and Com- 
nienfury both contain articles by Hans J. Morgenthau 
on the subject of Soviet foreign policy. In these 
articles, Mr. Morgenthau makes the point that the 
foreign policy of Nikita Khrushchev represents a 
radical break with the past, “Much less a doctrinaire 
Communist than his predecessors, he has set out to 
accomplish the world-wide triumph of Communism, 
not as the heir of Marx and Lenin, but as the 
pragmatic competitor of the United States. He has 
set out to do what Lenin and Stalin never at- 
tempted: to defeat the foremost capitalist nation 
at its own game of technological and productive 
achievements.” Mr. Morgenthau describes Khrush- 
chev’s “new imperialism” as having three distinct 
motives. “[Khrushchev] offers the Soviet Union to 
the other nations of,the world as a model to emulate, 
and especially to those who are underdeveloped and 
uncommitted. He seeks to spread the influence of 
the Soviet Union through foreign aid and trade. By 
overtaking the United States in technological and 
productive achievements, he aims to reduce the 
United States to the status of a second-rank power.” 

These goals, Mr. Morgenthau suggests, are what 
lie behind the Soviet Premier’s repeated-and admit- 
tedly sincere-pleas for a relaxation of political and 
military tensions. But he insists that “ ‘the end to the 
Cold War’ in Khrushchev’s terminology amounts 
really to the conduct of the Cold War on Sovi6t 
terms. For as long as the non-communist world 
remains able and willing to put up resistance to the 
professed Soviet aim to take over the world, the 
Cold War must go on.” 
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In its winter issue, Cross Currents publishes a 
translation of a report on “Christians and the Preven- 
tion of War in the Atomic Age.” The report is the 
result of “an ecumenical inquiry” by a sub-committee 
of the Ecumenical Studies Commission of the French 
Protestant Federation. Proposed for general study 
by the Federation, the report addresses the fol- 
lowing four questions: (1) the theological foun- 
dations for the Christian attitude to war, (2) the 
ethical problems of the participation of Christians 
in war, (3)  the novel menace of the current situa- 
tion, and (4 )  the role of the Churches. 

The report begins by reminding Christians that 
“all violence and conflict issue forth from . . . the 
troubled depths pf fallen man,” and that the re- 
pentance to which the Gospel recalls us compels us 
today to “redefine the responsibilities of Christians 
in regard both to their own nations and to all man- 
kind.” The Christian response to the demands of the 

State must respect both the Law of God and “the 
autonomy of politics.” Churches must “replace the fine 
old appeals to submission [to %e authorities”] and 
the simplist appeals to revolt with a teaching destined 
to guide Christians over difficult paths where they 
must walk as adult citizens of a modem state.” The 
ethical problem of war involves Christians in the 
dangers of a “double morality.” As the authors of 
the report write: “Every war poses in the same terms 
the ethical problem of the conflicts of moralities . . . 
Cdpable before God whatever you do, Christian, 
will you be objector or soldier?” But the authors see 
quite clearly that modem war is likyly to be different 
in kind from every war of the past, and that the 
totality of the nuclear threat has made appeals to 
“patriotism” indefensible, “It is not knough to preach 
‘Render to Caesar . . .’ when no one knows very well 
any longer who Caesar is. It is not enough to recall 
that the State has the duty of protecting society 
against . . . attacks . . . when the least spark risks 
causing a world conflagration.” Faced with these 
problems, the Churches can best discharge their 
responsibilities by means of a “political preaching.” 
“In the troubled and complex world of today, they 
owe their members a constant aid, a political ‘care of 
souls’ which would keep in mind the great affirma- 
tions of the Gospel and international reality.” 

‘What the Americans f21 to realize,” write the 
editors of The Spectator by way of introducing an 
article on Spain, “is that when they accept Franco’s 
argument that they must give him money or there 
will be a Communist Spain, they are not in fact 
choosing either Franco or the Communists: they are 
choosing Franco and the Communists.” The article 
“Franco’s Spain” is by Ian Gilmour and appears in 
the issue of November 13. A lengthy analyhcal report 
which covers every feature of the Spanish dictator- 
ship, it should be of great interest to Americans, 
especially-as the editors suggest-the authors of the 
next Mutual Security Program. 

Also current and worthy of note: 
“Soviet-Chinese Relations” by Klaus Mehnert, In- 

ternational Afairs, October. 
“NATO, the Bomb and Socialism” by Peter Sedg- 

wick, Unioersities and Left Review, Autumn. 
“Moral Rearmament: the Answer to Communism?“ 

by Robert A. Graham, S. J., America, November 28. 
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