
in f&e magazines 

“There is something particularly unpleasant about . 
tliose \vlio, living in a political democracy, comfort- 
ably condone terror elsewhere,” writes Robert Con- 
qu&t  in  tlie May 5 issue of the British weekly, Thc 
Spcctator. Air. Conquest’s article, called “Day of 
Dupes,” gives “ehpession to a distaste which is not 
only my o\vn” for the number of British left-wing 
intc1lectu:ils ivho rallied to the support of Castro in 
the recent invasion attempt. “ .  . . I t  is the duty of 
intellectuals with political pretensions to keep up  
with the facts,” Air. Conquest writes. “Some of the 
signatories [of a letter to the London Times] might 
e\“ fall for K1irushcliew~’s recent nonsense about ho\v 
iindeniocratic i t  is to stop nations’ choosing Com- 
munism. -4part from the fact that no nation has ever 
chosen Communism in a free election, this is sheer 
nonsense, for it could only be pleaded if the elec- 
tion of a Communist government did not remove all 
possibilih of further choice, involving change back 
ngnin i f  the people wished.” 

“It is true \ve do not live in an abstraction,” hlr. 
Conquest continues, “and political calculation may 
render some of the current U.S. actions inadvisable. 
But  i n  principle democracy is indivisible. And this 
is apart from the right of democracies to defend 
themselves. Basically, whether the Americans are 
tactically well advised or not, they are defending 
die interests of everyone who cares about real, rath- 
er than notional, progress and liberty. In a jungle 
full of totalitarian monsters liberal democracy needs 
teeth.” 

Also on the Cuban venture, but concentrating 
more specifically on the President’s address to the 
American Society of Newspaper Editors the day af- 
ter the rebels’ defeat, is an editorial in Christiinity 
and Crisis for hlav 15. Written bv Reinhold Nie- 
buhr, the editorial ‘concludes that ‘;these bald state- 
ments undo much that has been accomplished in 
persuading the reluctant Latin ,4mericans that we 
are as interested in their welfare as we are in our 
o \ m  security. Such affirmations of mutuality by na- 
tions are nei’er quite true because the national in- 
terest is the first consideration. They are never quite 
fdse because a \rise self-interest, the ultimate mor- 
d achievement of national life, proves its wisdom 
preckelv by discerning the .complicated web of mu- 
tual interests in which the interests of the nation are 
involved. . . 

“It is morally dubious, but also politically unwise, 
to aver a naked national interest, when in fact such 
a n  interest is netper quite naked but always both 
i-eiled and clothed by the mutual interest previously 
described. That is why the President’s statements to 
the editors were so un\vise, particularly since they 
affected the one \vcb of niutual interest in which a 

giant nation is bound to weaker nations. The weak- 
er nations are naturally more cynicd about profes. 
sions of mutuality than the giant nation. But when 
the professions are dropped and naked interest is 
affirmed, all the cynics will say ‘I told you so,’ \vhich 
is exactly what the Latin Americans are saying.” 
e 

In  “Khrushchev and the Balance of \l‘orld POW- 
er” (The  Reoicro of Politics, April) Joseph G. IIlie- 
Ian finds that Khrushchev’s thinking in foreign af- 
fairs is based on his present confidence that the bal- 
ance of ideological, political, economic and nulitary 
forces lias now shifted in favor of the Communist 
bloc. ‘W;hrushchev’s total image of the world as he 
sees i t  and his belief in the correctness and right- 
eousness of his shifting balance thesis are the most 
critically relevant facts in world affairs today,” hlr. 
Ii’helan \vrites. “Jt is a truism that images of the 
mind find their way into reality. The image in 
Khrushchev’s mind in- this particular instance is the 
favorable ‘correlation of forces.’ To him, this is re- 
ality and as such is the basis for all decision making 
in the Soviet state. I t  pro\ides the general concep- 
tual framework for determining broad foreign pol- 
icv lines. It is the most essential element in the en- 
&e Soviet foreign policy process. The concept is 
mechanistic in that it assumes a manipulative view 
of politics but philosophically assumes the ine\ita- 
ble triumph of Communism. The calculation of 
forces in the political realm as in the military deter- 
mines the permissible limits of advance and retreat. 
If the ‘correlation of forces’ is favorable, one must 
advance, not as a particular preference but as a 
doctrinal necessity. In this sense the balance con- 
cept is a convenient device for determining the 
equation of power in various eras until the enemy 
is destroyed.” 
e 

The hlay issue of Harper’s contains a special sup-  
plement devoted to “The Mood of the Russian Peo- 
ple.’’ In the lead article Richard Pipes, a member 
of Haward’s Russian Research Center, reports B 

mood of skepticism as typical of a large majority of 
Russian citizens. “. . . Today’s Soviet citizen is not 
on the brink of revolt against his government. But 
neither is he the brainwashed automaton so often 
pi’ctured by the outside world. His is a mood of SUS- 
pended judgment. He seeks to gather facts, to ob- 
serve, to listen, and to compare. He is watching the 
evolution of U’estem and Soviet societies, unpre- 
pared as yet to wager on either. Indeed, it may be 
said that the Russians are the only truly uncom- 
mitted people of the world.” PAXI PHILt’S 


