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THE POWER REALITIES 

Thomas iliolnur 

Our foreign policy \viU not undergo major chanzes 
from the Eisenhower to the Kennedy Administration. 
I contend that it is handicapped by what might be 
called the “American dilemma.” This dilemma is 
deeply stamped on tlie American mind and does not 
substantially vary \vhether an Eisediower or a 
Kennedy is in command. It is tlus dilemma wllich, 
manifesting itself on several levels, makes our policy 
hesitant, at once brutal an? sentimental, pragmatic 
and utopian. 

Tllis country cannot make up its mincl whether 
it is still the young Republic of 1776, idealistic, revo- 
lutionary, and hardly a middling in size and power 
among the world’s nations, .or the strongest imperial 
power of 1961, with vast involvements and precise 
interests everywhere in the world, and thus con- 
senxtive, a guardian of a free \vay of life. The tn.0 

imngeg are incompatible, especially as seen by 0th- 
ers; but inside America, we still cherish tIie ideal 
that we have established the best of possible worlds 
in terms of goodness and power, the home of a per- 
manent revolution that others do not have to fear but 
rather trust and imitate. 

I once heard Justice IViIliam 0. Douglas, for es- 
ample, espess the fervent but dangerously naive 
hope that the youth of Asia and Africa might learn 
their “revolutionary catechism” from the Declaration 
of Independence, and not from klarx and Lenin. 
Translated into terms of concrete political strategy, 
the American “line” is, accordingly, to encourage the 
ex-colonial and underdeveloped populations to em- 

brace a revolutionary course, and, at the same time, 
to tie then;-througli alliances, military bases, and 
economic aid-to the cause of the Pax Americana. 
This double approach shows no understanding of 
the fact that since 1917 Soviet Communism has the 
monopoly on revolution, its ideals and techniques, 
and that wliere\rer we sow the revolutionary grain, 
Russia and China are likely tcfgather the hawest. 
Thus in encouraging revolutionary movements we 
create not allies but potential enemies. 

But things arc even more comples; the schizo- 
plireriin of American foreign policy is obvious wlicn 
we rcnlizc tllilt its principal nsencies perform contra- 
dictor). tasks: wliile the State Department generally 
adopts the “soft” approach, die Pentagon represents 
the “hard” one, and the two are fighting it out every- 
where from Spain to Japiln. And, of course, within 
the State Depnrlmcnt itself various desks pursue 
often conflicting policies. Cubn is a sad example of 
this. Another esaniple was recently given by a high- 
ranking Gennan diplomat: the Shah of Iran had 
complained to him that A4nierican policy-makers con- 
sider his monarchic regime a factor of stability in 
that highly eAFlosivc area, yet they occasionally con- 
spire to ovcrtluow it  even tliough the outcome would 
clearly be satellization by the Soviets. 

These and other inconsistencies represent an im- 
mense drawback in the conduct of foreign affairs by 
any administration, even though the Republicans 
may consider themselves “tough businessmen” and 
thus closer to a “Realpolitik,” and the Democrats 
think of themselves as more “in tune with the age,” 
and therefore linked to its “progressive” trends. In 
fact, both manage to confuse and antagonize friend 
and foe, Right and Left, in a great many countries, 
whether Generalissinio Franco, the Japanese social- 
ists, South American military juntas,’ African labor 
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leaders or L&n rebds. In the resulting perplexity 
and political vacuum, a centrally directed Commu- 
nist plan of conquest pushes its outposts and task 
forccs against an ever-receding line on ivluch Ameri- 
ca claims to make a determined stand but does so 
only sporadically. 

The Eisenliower administration talked big and 
carried a s m t d  stick. Promises of liberation, contain- 
mc’nt, massive retaliation were loudly made, but no- 
body took them seriously. Tbe administration’s only 
notable successes were d u e v e d  by the .Sixth and 
Seventh Fleets, in the Formosa strait and in Leban- 
on; both instances showed clearly, as tlie Iranian 
policy in 1946, the Berlin airlift in 1943, and the‘ 
Korean IVar of 1950, that each time we made a defi- 
nite stand, tlie enemy backed down, got out, stopped 
thrcatening, came to terms. 

Thus I do not think that either the Republicans 
or the Der“& have any right to blame each other 
for defeats, withdrawals aad inconsistencies, or to 
claim a clearer view, a better understanding of 
( h n r ” m t  stratogy, a more intelligently conceived 
offensive plan. ‘Ihe ultirnab in ahrurdity came re- 
cently with the investigation into &fie causes of de- 
cline of our prestige abroad. As usual, the problem 
was put in f a h ,  publicityseeking tcnns, the blame 
badly distributed, thc red issue blurred. For al- 
thougli the Rcpublic:~ns had been in power for cight 
years, thcy were 0.0 more gullty than the Democrats 
-and behind than d ~ o  entire nation-of near-fatal 
crrors in p o l i c y d u g ,  self-righteousness, and tlie 
exasperating liesitation behveen the ret’s be tough’ 
pose and the rcfusal to see tlie storm clouds behind 
the silver lining. 
0 

1 ani, tbcrcforc, of tho opinion that despite tlie 
prcsent great expectations and the m e  with which 
hJr. Kennedy pondered over his cabinet appoint- 
ments, tliere will bc no significant cllange of policy, 
and tliat, cursed by the American dilemma, we will 
continue to h p  overybody guesing-ourselves in- 
cluded. 

I have mantioncd the rcceding line of defense of 
the Unitcd Statcs. TIic focal points of this line are 
shifting according to Soviet tactics; today it is Laos, 
Congo, Cuba, tomorrow the Chinese coastal islands, 
Berlin, Algeria or Brazil. There is nothing uxiusual, 
estra-liistorical, 8po~alyptic in this game of chess, 
playcd ever since die &st Neanderthal tribe tried 
to.trnp the other, and Likely to continue till Judg- 
ment Day. But what is entirely and scandalously 
new is that thc ~ o r l d ’ s  greatest power breath- 
lcsslv to each break-thcn~gli, real or simulated, 
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then hesitates to act or ads so hesitantly that it 
is diBcult to tell whether &e intervention did more 
harm than good. 

If anybody doubts this, all he need do is look at 
die mobile map of the last fifteen years. In spite of 
the policy of containment, etc., the forces of Com- 
munism, having started from the heartland of Asia, 
have penetrated into Korea, Indochina, Afghanis- 
tan, deep into Africa, and hopped over to Cuba 
and Venezuela. In their advance, they are now 
assaulting the security of the whole of Southeast 
Asia, have made mincemeat of the hlonroe Doc- 
trine, carried the Cold War into Africa. In the 
United Nations they surround themselves with an 
espanding belt of rather obedient “neutralists” (In- 
dia, Ghana, Egypt, Cuba, Yugoslavia, Guinea, 
hlali) n~hich may be counted upon to label any 
Soviet proposal witti the sign “compromise solu- 
tion” and thus carry the day. 

For this situation Republicans and Democrats 
share equal blame, for they and their advisers, 
whether businessmen or braintrusters, equally mis- 
judge the nature of the enemy and the responsi- 
bdities of power. 

Since, under the present circumstances, every- 
thing else follows from this basic misinterpretatibn, 
we must state it explicitly. The men who are likely 
to Iuve a considerable influence on the thinking of 
the Kennedy administration, Adlai Stevenson and 
Chester Bowles, or 1’4. W. Rostow, are convinced 
that Communism as an ideology is on the way out, 
just as the United States, as a capitalist system, Is 
becoming a near-socialist welfare state As Mr. 
Kennedy remarked a few days before his election, 
wc hope to enter upon an era of at least partial 
cooperation with the new Soviet generation which 
is more realistic than its revolutionary forebears 
and will agree to a modus vivendi in certain areas 
o€ conaict. 

Thc assumption that Madison Avenue has now 
a replica within the Kremlin‘s walls permeates the 
secret and not-so-secret hopes of our frontier politi- 
cians and their professorial advisers. But this indi- 
cates that, itself emptied of conviction and moral 
ideals, our society assumes that other nations also 
have adopted pragmatic values. But tllis is not the 
case: as Father John Courtney Murray observes in 
his recent book, We Hold These Truths, hlarxism 
continues to be the creed of a firm, ideological 
commitment, indistinguisliable from the imperial 
interests of Soviet Russia and of the entire Soviet 
bloc. 

This brings us to the second gratuitous assump- 
tion our leaders make, an assumption which, like 



the first, aims at persuading us that the devil is n.ot 
so black as the “reactionaries” in our midst think. 
This is the issue of the so-called Russian-Chinese 
nft, which has become a major point of doctrine 
in the West, one to which the New York Tinim, Lc 
nfonde and the hlanchester Guardion daily pay 
their homage. 

To even an elementary student of Communism, 
however, it should be clear that if there were res1 
conflicts behveen the two niain Conununist powers, 
the outside world would never learn about them. 
It is in the nature o€ totalitarianism to consider the 
press and other news media full-time participants 
and instruments in ideological strategy, in tlus in- 
stance aimed at the target of \Vestelm creduli 9. 
Naturally, behveen any two powers there are at 
all times misunderstandings and frictions, even be- 
tween h ~ o  such war-and-pence allies as the United 
States and Great Britain. But is it not obvious 
that (1) China depends for its industrial build-up 
on Soviei Russia, and thus recognizes tlie masters 
of the Kremlin as both ideological seniors and 
holders of the purse; that (2)  Communism as an 
ideological commitment and master plan is far too 
important in the eyes of both h s h c h e v  and Mao 
to be submerged under ephemeral differences of 
view; and that (3) it is the vital interest of both to 
present a unified front l h t  to confuse outsiders as 
to the degree of its cohesion. 

But suppose there were to develop-not soon, as 
those might h n k  wlio constantly confuse the long- 
range developments ol history with here-and-no\v 
policj~-a serious clash behveen the two Communist 
poivcrs. Is it not evident that in view of such a 
possibility both Russia and China would even now 
be g i n g  to secure as  much initial a c l v a ~ i t i ~ ~ e  as 
possible ag;iinst tile day of conflict? IVould they 
not accelerate rather than slow down their rhythm 
of conquest, each determined to spread influence, 
power and fear far beyond tlieir own borders? 

m 

Tlii~s, nihether together or separately, Russia and 
China, and h e  whole Communist world-movement, 
present our diplomats and strategists with a c!d- 
lenge of tremendous magnitude. What are we do- 
ing to meet it? .be  \\re assuming the responsibilities 
of power? 

Briefly stated, the responsibilities of pori-er niean 
contributing to the protection of the free world, 
distinpsliing behveen ally and adversary, eserting 
our influence so that change nnd improvement Cre 
gradual, not revolutionary. 

As far as I can see, the Tr”- and Eisenhower- 

sponsored dollar diplomacy will be maintained and 
expanded in the Kennedy period, but the ideo- 
logical approach will be stepped up, too. Of course, 
the \Vest, and we Americms, huvc no ideology to 
esport, cxcept a threadhue “libern~sm-cui,i-democ- 
rac),”; so we prefer to speak of “psychological war- 
fi1l.e.’’ This ‘mounts to a vague ‘let’s sell the h e r i -  
can way of life” campaign, a slogan which may 
have meaning €or used-car dealers in Detroit or 
Denver, but for few others in the world. 

The foreseeable Kennedy policy, then, will be 
to pour billions into the underdeveloped RieaS and 
save, if saving is to be clone, on the actu:d military 
build-up in Europe and elsewhere. In the pist ,  
insteiid of well-conceived and, above all, s teady 
economic aid coordinated with military support, 
we have given fitful help based on the docpin of 
industria1iz:ition at all C m .  Now, the various pro- 
jects put foward by hfr. Kennedy and his circle 
are no less haphazard-spectacular stunts, not con- 
sidered counter-tllrusts doggedly pursued accord- 
ing to the imperatives of the Cold War. 

In line with this, a recent New York Tirnes e&- 
torinl urgcs us to dissociate ourselves from the 
traditional image of the white man, represented by 
the ex-colonial powers and their past privileges. 
\\‘e are supposed, in the spirit of Justice Douglas’s 
hopes, to bring progress and fraternal feelins to 
the poor of three cuntinents and even, as hlr. 
Stevenson suggested recently in Harper’s, to coop- 
erate with what he bashfully called the “oligar- 
chies” in new nations which me likelv to do n 
better job than “democratic regimes’ could now do. 

Thus w e  continue to walk in the wonderland of 
illusions. But, whether we like it  ar not, the United 
States is n white couiitry, and the colored nations 
which refuse to distinguish us from English, French, 
BelS”s, and Dutch, transfer ta ns their hostile 
feelings aginst  the latter. And we are by far tlic 
richest nation in the . world, whose busincssmen, 
booms and recessions determine the world prices 
of raw materials, and therefore practically the in- 
come of ench inclividud pocket in Asia, Africa and 
South America. When we parack as the appointed 
brother of the world’s colored proletariat, we there- 
fore create as incongruous an imnse ;is that  of 
the fat, camerdnden touxist hand-in-hand with n 
naked, underfed native. 

Being alternately brutal and srmtimental, our 
policy thus refuses to recognize that zone of reality 
where political maneuvers take plhce. IVe are un- 
prepared to fight local wars, ro eiaborate plans 
which do not inchde the “nuclear holocaust” and 
do include alertness, mobility and initiative. 
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But since it is evident that the Soviets do not 
\vant \v;ir, dint they are content to conquer the 
Lvorld by cncircling the lj’est tluougli a coordi- 
nated niilit~ir~-di~~lomntic-ideologicul strategy, we 
ouglit not merely to prepare for a nuclear show- 
dolvn \r.liich may never take pl:ice, b u t  for an in- 
definitely prolonged Cold \\.ar \vhich becomes in- 
termittently warm. Tliis would,. fist of all, clrain 
tlic mcnger resources of Soviet economy and main- 
tain’ internal discontent. It \vould keep Communist 
tncticians guessins-provided we do not limit our- 
seI\.cs to stopgap rneawres, but harrass diem, too. 
I t  \\rould give us the onIy kind of prestige \vhich 
counts in  intcrnLitiona1 alfairs because it is the fruit 
of strcngtli and pui-posehlness. And we \vould not 
Iiave to bcg lor it as \ \ F e  do non’. 

Our policies today are too often conceived by 
utopians ivho abhor poiver and seem t6 be forever 
apologizing lor America’s Ivorld stature. IVith Pro- 
fessor Rostow they think that “power mill be pro- 
gressively dlffuscd in tlie n.orld . . . Tlie image of 
Eurainn hegemony, fe‘arful and enticing, nil1 lose 
its reality, and world domination n d l  become an 
increasingly unrealistic objective” and, Lvitli an- 
other Kennedy adviser, Professor IViesner, they 
suggest tliat we seek disarmament by all means 
in order to allay Russian fears. 

The fatal error in such views is a pllilosopllical, 
even a theological one. Men who hold these viavs 
misjudge human natux itself, and thus the charac- 
ter of political problems \vhich are, in Hans hlor- 
genthnu’s words, “projections of human nature into 
socie+.” As such, our poli tied problems, “cannot 
be solved, but only restated, manipulated, trans- 
formed in each epocli.” 

Micliael Harrington 

During the campaign, John F. Kennedy directed 
n sharp attiick on the foreign policy of the Eisen- 
hower Administration. In listing the particulars of 
Ius indictment-that Cuba was leaning toward the 
Communist. camp, that Gliana and Guinea also 
wcre moving into the Soviet orbit, that hlr. Eisen- 
hower’s proposed visit to Japan \vas a debacle-the 
Democratic nominee was specific and forceful. 

And yet, in so far as he sketched his o \ m  foreign 
policy views in tlie campaign, John F. Kennedy did 
not propose any basic, sweeping changes. In eirery 
speech, his major “positive” proposal ’ involved 
strengthening our armaments position. Once this 

point \vas established as a basic priority, he went 
on to call for a vigorous approach to clisarmament 
as \veil. IYliat seemed to be involved here was the 
restatement of familiar doctrine. 

Xow the first major foreign policy appointments 
are in. Nr. Kennedy has chosen Dean Rusk, a dis- 
tinguished administrator, as his Secretary of State. 
Iie lias given substantial appointments to Chester 
Bowles, perhaps the best known supporter of a 
“liberal” foreign policy, to hlennen \.Villiams, a 
litbor-libeYi11, and to Adlai Stevenson. But as yet, 
there is no indication of the over-all policy behind 
these nominations, of the frame\vork within wvhich 
these men will operate. 

If hlr. Keniietly’s campaign remarks are a reli- 
nble sigii of his positive program, however, funda- 
mentally lic nill follow the policies of the last hvo 
administrations. One must hope that this will not 
be the case. For Kennedy was persuasive \vhen he 
spoke of a tragic decline in American prestige. His 
critique clid not imply that the fdures  of the Eisen- 
holver .4dminstration were simply matters of mal- 
administration. Ancl if his own programs are to bo 
as pointed as his criticisms, they must therefore 
point a new direction for American foreign policy. 

I would like here briefly to state my own critique 
of the underlying problem of American foreign 
policy under both President Truman and President 
Eisenhoiver. Then, on the basis of this critique I 
\vi11 niake some positive proposals for change in 
this time of a new administr a ti on. 

There is a famous cliche of these times, one 
\vliich 113s embellished endless perorations: the 
Cold WX is a struggle for men’s minds and hearts. 
This is hackneyed, trite, and true; it also points to 
the fundmientnl failins of American policy in the 
lastcdecade and a half. 

IVhen America began to formulate a policy for 
the Cold iVar in the forties, tliere were hvo themes 
ndlicli were spoken of as complementary. It was 
necessary to back military resistance to Communist 
aggression. Tliis was the philosophy of NATO, of 
the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization, of the 
Baghdad Pact. But, at the same time, there \vas to 
be an economic and political competition with the 
Russians. This was the rationale of the original 
statement of tlie Marshall Plan in June, 1947, and 
of the first conceptions of Point Four. 

In the y e a s  since then, American policy has al- 
most completely dropped the political and eco- 
nomic side of its anti-Communism. The Marshall 
Plan helped in putting Europe back on its feet- 
and in placing moderate and conservative govem- 
ments in power. Point Four was long ago swal- 
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lowed up by a system of graiiting aid on a stntcgic, 
military bnsis. In the Far East, to cite but  a single 
use,  Cliiang, Bao Dui and Ngo Diem, Rhee, Pakis- 
tail and the Pliilippines were the main benekinries 
of Xmcrican aid. None of these nations represented 
a red political alternative to the appeals of Coni- 
munism; some of tliese leders  were so unpopul:rr 
thilt tlicy were swept out of power, and others 
(Diem in pnrticular) will soon follow them. 

This fundamentally military opposition to Coni- 
niurtism led the United States to alienate the neu- 
tralist nations. This was not so niuch a matter of 
misunderstanding as it WIS of carrying out die logic 
of prioritics. If armed strengtji and Edelity to anti- 
Coinmunist militnry dlii1nces are to be the basic 
criteria of policy, then Cliiang is much more \~alu- 
able than Nehru. 

As n result, America must regard the receiit de- 
velopments in the United Nations \\pith ;I certain 
horrified fascination. The strength of the neutralists 
is increasing, the attack upon the conservatives 
and dictators who belong to the American military 
pacts is growing, and there is the specter of an 
anti-American coalition in an institution \vhuch 
once had ’a safe American majority. Indeed, the 
recent events in Laos would be an almost comic- 
opera illustration of tlus development were they 
not so tragic in import. There die United States 
subsidized both antagonistic consemative factions in 
the “my, disdained the neutralist lender who might 
have provided a solution to the problems of the 
nation, and prepared the way for Soviet planes. 

On the other side, the Communists have groivn 
in po\ver and confidence. They represent a totali- 
tarian force yet a dynamic totalitarianism speakins 
the rhetoric of democracy, humanism and social- 
ism. They have survi!-ed the grim truths of the 
East German general strike, tlie Hungariaii revolu- 
tion and the Khrushchev revelations. They have 
identified themselves itith the colonial revolution, 
thundering their solidarity ni th  the Cubans and 
the Africans. 

This Communist success is not a mystery, though 
it involves a parados: thnt tlie power bloc v.*hicli 
speilks the language of production indices and nn 
industrial forced march has been mucli more aware 
of the value of reaching out to men’s minds and 
spirits. We may be amused when T(hrus1ichev 
storms in the United NatioGs, or bangs on tlie 
table. But when the Xsiaiis and Africans hear him 
speak of colonialism and attack the certified anti- 
Communist allies of the United States \\dio still 
participate in that discredited system, the result is 
far from laughable. 

Civen this background, I find it disturbing thnt 
Toliii Kenncdy repeated a variant of the “negotiate 
iroin positions of strength” \<c\v during Ius cam- 
pii$c. 

In tlie first place, this view h:is been made ir- 
ri.le\rnnt by the events. \\711~n it  is first pro- 
pounded, tile United States had a nuclear monop- 
oly, ;iiid an appxent lead in general military 
tcclinolosy. Under these conditions, i t  made some 
sense (although I did not share the thcory, even 
tlieii) to n r p e  for a build-up which ivould be so 
ovcuvlielming tliiit i t  would force the Russians to 
;in :lmericnn version of reasonableness. Today such 
; in  assump tioii is a n  anaclironism. IVliatever the 
esiict relation of forces in military teclinology, to 
speak of America achieving a decisive margin of 
strength is to overlook the military developments 
of the past years. 

Gut there is an even more important problem in 
this position, one \vlucli directly involves hlr. Ken- 
nedy’s approach during the campnign. IJ’lien the 
Democrii tic candidate made armament liis first 
priority, and disarmament his second, there was no 
rcason to suspect him of rhetorical tricker)., of play- 
ing the politician. That, after all, is precisely tho 
sequence envisioned in the doctrine. 

The problem, lionrever, is that these two priori- 
ties are at wir  Lvith one another. If the primary 
and initial emphasis is to be an arms build-up, that 
entails a whole series of subordinate prioritics. 
Tlicrcforc, foreign aid should be channeled to the 
niilitarily reliable; tlicrcforc the main espenditure 
in nuclear research should be for lveapons develop- 
ment, thereby debunking disarmament control sys- 
tems; tlrcrcforc the strength of the military lobby, 
so terrifjingly described by Harrison Brown and 
James Rca1 in Comnzuriify of Fear, is increased. 

This, of course, is not a deduction in logic. It is 
a description of what has been happening for the 
past decade in Aniericnn foreign policy. The “posi- 
tions of strength” become ends in themselves, they 
:ire institutionalized and develop political, eco- 
nomic nnd socid power of their o\v11, The “nego-1 
tiations” part of the formula becomes inoperative, a 
rationale rather tlian a policy. 

To put the mntter concretely: if President Ken- 
nedy follows out his statement of making an n n n s  
build-up a matter of first prioriq, Chester Bo\& 
will still be able to make speeches, to win some 
gains for liis ideas in the interstices, but he will 
have no chance of carrying out the kind of policies 
\vl~ich he has so cogently advocated. 
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But then, where does this line of analysis lead 
in terms of positive proposals? Even if p a G m  or 
unilateralism were theoretically desirable, they 
Iinrdly represcnt political options in the United 
States today, for Kcnnedy or for any major political 
lader .  What one can hope, however, is that the 
Kcnncdy Administration will make limited changes, 
but make them in the line of a new direction in 
forcign policy. 

The framework for a new direction can be sim- 
ply stilted in terms of American values: a world- 
wide commitmcnt to democracy in a practical and 
realistic sense. Negatively, this would involve a 
break with the support of the colonialist remnants 
af the military pact powers, above all of France in 
Algeria. Positively, it would be expressed in terms 
of a determination to malie the political indepen- 
dence of the es-colonial natjons substantive by 
providing diem with the economic assistance to 
in6ustrialize. (“hcrica,’ l  Julius Nyerere, one of the 
best of the new African leaders, has said, “missed 
the process of Africnu independence. \!U it now 
miss thc process of African nationhood?”) 

Notliing in the last paragraph is particularly start- 
ling. Indeed, i t  comprises a summary of the liberal 
rlietoric of die past dcwde. The point of departure 
is not the newness of the thought; it is die deter- 
mination to make it the effective principle of actual 
.American policy. And this, in turn, requires a chang- 
ing of priorities. It is not pacifism, it is not unilaterd- 
ism, it is simply the idea that the political, economic 
and social struggle against Communism (or better, 
for freedom) comes &st, armaments second. 
If President John F. Kennedy could, in his first 

tcrm of office, do nothing more than reverse the 
priorities and. restore political d!namism to Ameri- 
can policy, he would have made a major achueve- 
nicnt. In tcrnis of spccifics, this shift in priorities 
could bc summarized in ilirec main terms: controlled 
dmminment, disengagement, economic aid and self- 
dctennination. 

h c r i c n n  d i s m m e n t  policy lias long been tan- 
glcd in die impossible logic of the armaments-first 
priorih. The scientists \vbo ;ire most opposed to 
control systems =e those who have been working on 
tlic problem. The amount of money spent in disprov- 
ing thc potential of effective control has fx out- 
balanced the amount spent in developing control 
systems. (Amcrica, a perceptive obsmer has said, 
&mts  total controls and DO disarmament; Russia 
wants total d i s m m e o t  and no controls.) In the 
pnst decade, disarmament lus been a department 01 
the military Establishment; in the next, the military 
cliicftains and their scientists and corporate lobbies 

must be made subordinate to, a department of, dis- 
armament. 
In talking of disengagement, one m o t  be quite 

so positive. Three or four years ago, there was rea- 
son for hope in this regard. h h c h e v  was beset 
by internal difficulties, the Poles proposed a nuclear- 
free zone in central Europe, there was support for 
the idea among Social Democratic and even Con- 
servative parties throughout Europe. NOW, Khrush- 
chev bas less motive for such an approach (and must 
deal with the Chinese Communists), and there is 
more than a little disillusionment among those who 
were once partisans of this concept. 

Yet disengagement is emphatically still worth a 
try. For once, the United States might even take 
the political offensive in seeking just that. But here 
again, the old order of priorities must be reversed. 
For a decade at least, America’s policy in Europe 
has been dominated by the NATO concept and, 
above 4 by the detemknation to include a rearmed 
Germany in the Western alliance system. The re- 
sults have hardly been impressive. The German 
rearmament obsession has not won political friends 
among Europeans with a decent memory. NATO 
itself has been split by factionalism and rationalized 
by vague, lofty talk about European community. At 
times, it seems that the major operative consequence 
of the whole policy has been to make sure that the 
French were supplied with American weapons for 
the suppression of Algerian independence. 

If disengagement were to become a basic point 
in American policy it would mean the abandonment 
of the assumption that the threat of Russian invasion 
is an imminent reality in Europe and that land forces 
are required to meet it. I t  would also mean that the 
Strategic Air Command approach, under which so 
much of political substance has been given up in 
return for bases, would he scrapped. If the United 
States does not adopt this last change s&n, mi l i tw 
technology will rapidly make the whole policy obso- 
lete anyway. 

Finally on this point, one last word about a fa- 
miliar objection. Dean Acheson and others have 
argued that the Russians cannot possibly accept dis- 
engagement, so why by? Even if the assumption is 
granted (and I would not grant it), the Acheson 
conclusion hardly follo~vs. It would be, for once, 
an interesting spectacle to see the United States take 
the initiative in a bold policy for peace, and to 
watch the Russians as they try to defend their r e a -  
ties. hlore seriousIy, if anything positive can be done 
for die Hungarians, the Poles and the other Eastern 
Europeans sdE&g under the presence of the Red 
Army, it  \ \dl  come from this kind of action. 



And then there is the question af economic aid 
Llnd self-determination Like M e ,  practically ev- 
erybody in tlie United States is in favor of both; 
lrke m e ,  everybody more or less ignores both 
when it comes to action. This, as I have pointed 
out, is not the result of stupidity, malevolence or 
bad administration. If NATO is the keystone of 
American policy in Europe, and if France is essen- 
tial to NATO, then obviously one must vote with 
France on die Algerian question in the UN, or else 
make a shamefaced abstention. 

Such a change in American policy w i l l  not be 
easily achieved. But if it does not come about, then 
disaster can only follow upon disaster. To give Ni- 
kita Khnrshchev the anti-colonial franchise in the 
contemporary world ( a  license he will use to build 
up his own colonialism) is a political tragedy of the 
first m a p t u d e .  Yet that is precisely the predictable 
consequence of continuing our present approach, of 
further indulging our pacto-mania. 

Similarly with foreign aid, the achievement of a 
practical program is much more difficult than the 
pious, rhetorical mmmitmmt to aid in industrializa- 
tion. Chiang has been given enormous sums; For- 
mosa has bcen an economic success. But who can 
count up the political cost of this approach, this 
identification with.one of the most discredited dicta- 
tors of our time? For that matter, who can guarantee 
the future of Formosa after Chiang’s death? 

Here again, the development of a positive and 
eeective policy depends upon a reversal of the basic 
priorities. Strategically, one must suppose, Chiang 

is a first-class risk. He  has an u~lsinkable aircraft 
carrier, and does not allow Communist, or neutralist, 
or other, opposition. Supporting Chiang is an inex- 
orable conclusion of our past policy. 

On the other hand, the value of a shift in policy is 
so obvious that it hardly needs argument. American 
support of Chiang is highly useful to Mao and the 
Chinese Communists. But American support to the 
building of industrialized democracies in nations 
like India, nhions which are given the freedom to 
be neutralists so long as they use the aid in the 
interest of their people, this would be a subversion 
of Mao. The news of a democratic India moving 
toward Nehru’s socialistic pattern of society hu- 
manely .and non-violently would penetrate all the 
political curtains in the world, the bamboo as well 
as the iron. 

In short, I see the Kennedy Administration as 
faced with a rather basic option. I t  c m  follow out 
the policy of Truman and Eisenhower (and the drift 
of Kennedy’s c a m p g n  statements) and seek its own 
variant on’ the negotiate-from-positions-of4trength 
doctrine. If it does, the disastrous politicnl decline 
in American leadership will continue even if the 
State Department were to be staffed by a commu- 
nity of Saints. On the other hand, there’are resources 
in America-political resources, the resources of dem- 
ocratic tradition, and even those of some of John 
Kennedy’s speeches-which would make it possible 
to begin a momentous change. Not pacihm, not uni- 
lateralism, for these are not real options; but a real 
subordination of the military to the political, a new 
depruture’for American foreign policy. 
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