
in the magazines 

IVitli an article called “The Ignored Lesson of Anne 
Frank” in the h’ovember issue of Haver’s ,  n promi- 
nent psychoanalyst reopens a subject too often 
ncglected as one of the great “imponderables” 
planted in modem histor). by the Nazi terror. To 
tlie question of \vhy and how millions of people 
;illo\ved themselves to be put to death without of- 
fcring more tlinn tokcn rcsistance, Dr. Bruno Bet- 
teheim, himself a veteran of Buchenwald and 
Uiichnu, replies that it happened because people 
did not believe that it could: The belief that these 
unlieard-of crimes wcre committed by “a smilll group 
of insane and perverted persons,” die labeling of 
tlic h.utli LIS “propaganda” or the strong tendency 
to repress it ,  \yere the t h e e  “psychological mechan- 
isms . . . most frecpently used for dealing with the 
plicnomcnon of the coilcentration camp,” Dr. Bet- 
tcllicim writes. The meclianisnis persist to this day, 
lie continues. “The universal success of TIE Dior9 
of Aimc Fmnk suggests how much the tendency to 
cleny tlie reality of die camps is still with us, while 
her story itself demonstrates how such denial can 
1i;istcn our  o \ ~ m  destruction.” 

“ I t  is ;in onerous task to take apart so humane 
and mo\ing a story, which has aroused so much 
compassion for gentle Anne Frank,” Dr. Bettelheim 
;idmits. “But I believe that its world-\vide acclaim 
cannot Le eqdaiiied unless we recognize our wish 
to forget the gas chambers and to $orif>.. the abilih, 
to reheat into an estreniely private world; clingink 
t o  tlie u s u d  daily attitudes even in a holocaust. 

“. . , Anne could have had a good cliance to sunive, 
;is did ninny Jcivish cluldren in Holland. But for 
tlint slic \voultl have had to be separated from her 
pnrcnts and gone to live [vith n Dutch family as 
their onii child . . , The Franks, ivitli tlieir escellent 
coiinections among gentile Dutch families, might 
wcll have been able to hide out singly, each \vith a 
tliffcrcwt familv. But instead, it would seem that the 
main prjnciple‘ of their planning was to continue as 
much as possible with the kind of family life they 
ivere accustomed to. Any other course would have 
meant not merely gibing up their beloved family 
life, but also accepting the reality of man’s in- 
Iiumanity to man . . . 

“Tliere is good reason why the enormously suc- 
cessful play ends with Anne stating her belief in 
the good in all men. What is evaded is the im- 
portance of accepting the gas chambers as real so 
that never again will they be allowed to exist. If 
all men are basically good-if going on with intimate 
family living, no matter what else, is what is to be 
most admired-then indeed we can all go on with 
life as usual and forget about Auschwitz. Except 

that Anne Frank died because her parents could not 
get themselves to believe in AuschwiLz.” 

In -Russia and China: Dilemmas of Power,” 
(Foreign Affairs, October) G. F, Hudson analyzes 
the position that Khrushchev’s promotion of “peace- 
ful coexistence” has placed him in as regards the 
Chinese Communists. He points to a basic contradic- 
tion in Khrushchev’s approach to world affairs. I n  
d i n g  out war, Khrushchev is unable to meet the 
minimal requirements of peaceful coexistence, be- 
cause “the fundamental idea of Communist diplo- 
macy is al\vays to get something for nothing, to 
gain without paying a price the kind of advantage 
which is nomially only to be obtained at the point 
of a gun.” ‘‘. . . m s h c h e v ]  is . . . the prisoner of 
the Party in the sense that he must act in the way 
that all right-thinking Communists expect him to 
act; if he fails to do so, he will ldse the prestige 
essential to Ius position as leader. The kind of dip- 
loinatic agreement which would be regarded as 
n success for a Westem foreign minister is of no 
use to n Soliet First Secretary in 1960; if he cannot 
get \vhat lie wants in his foreign policy on his own 
terms, he can save face only by smashing up the 
shop-uphich at the stage short of militay \.iolence 
means wrecking conferences.” 

The Chinese influence “has an important effect in 
reinforcing and strengthening the trends in Russia 
to\ixrds international intransigence . . . It may well 
be that hlao Tse-tung really is less daunted by the 
prospect of a nuclear war because of the vast num- 
bers of the Chinese population and the dispersal of 
the Chinese economy . . . He can be as warlike a$ 
he pleases inside China . . . but it does not cause a 
world crisis because the ultimate weapons are not 
Ius. But since Kluushchev dam possess them, hc can 
only make warlike gestures by threatening to use 
theni; and since a general belief that he was going 
to use them would rapidly raise international tension 
to the point at which they might be launched, he 
must continually counter his own threats by red- 
firming his resolve to avoid war.” 

In other periodicals: 
“Ordeal of the UN,” Special Section, Thc Nerl; 

Leader, November 7. A consideration of Khrushchev, 
Hammarskjold and the Congo crisis, by Theodore 
Draper. 

“Africa,” International A#airs, October. Articles 
by C. E. Carrington, S. Herbert Frankel, L. P. Mair, 
Gwendolen h.1. Carter, B. T. G .  Chidzero, and 
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others. 
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