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Assessing the record to date of President Kennedy, 
The Economist (November 11) finds that “so far he 
has been if anything too diffident . , . So far hir. 
Kennedy seems to have looked upon his popularity 
as an object of value to be hoarded, instcad of as 
capital to be invested. The result is a distinct danger 
that American public opinion, not having been 
pushed in the right direction by him, may now push 
him in the wrong direction.” 

\\’hat The Econoiiiist most fears is that “voices of 
the militant Right” having had an effect on public 
opinion, “may have an effect on hlr. Kennedy . . . 
the main danger presented by the gro\ving vigor of 
the radical Right is that it may prevent a peaceable 
settlement of the clisprte about Berlin and central 
Europe.” Labelling the Presidrnt “Kennedv the Cau- 
tious,” The Lcotioniist concludes that the ;ea1 reiison 
for his “diffidence” is that, as i1 politician, he cannot 
decide \vliich of hvo \vnys to use “the skills 6f the 
politician . . . to sen’e the purposes of the President!,. 
One way, the Rooseveltian one, is predominantly 
concerned to use the art of political persuasion to 
rally the country behind policies \vliich the President 
deems necessary. The other is predominiintly con- 
cerned to use the art of political anid!rsis to find 
out what policies the President can safely advocilte. 
hir. Kennedy has not yet made it clear where he puts 
the emphasis.” 

The famous c v  of the French appeaser hlnrcel 
DCiit in 1939, “ll%y die for Danzig?” is recalled by 
Theodore Draper in a significant parallel to the Ber- 
lin crisis of 1961. “It is not necessary to equate Nazi 
Germany and Soviet Russia to recognize that . . . 
they present us \\ith siniilar problems,” writes hIr. 
Draper in the November issue of Conimcntary. 
“Aiourir pour Bcrliti? has the same ominous implicn- 
tions today that hfourir pour Dantzig? had t\vcnt>r- 
hvo years ago. Now, as then, we must ask ourselves: 
Does the Soviet Union also pursue liniited and un- 
liniited aims? Is the Soviet Union ilppeasiible? ll’hat 
are the limits of appeasement? And when does one 
cross o\‘er into collaboration?” 

hfr. Draper analyzes the present phase of Soviet 
policy emphasizing a shift from the abstiact insist- 
ence on the “historic inei~itability of world Conimii- 
nism” to the ne\v decree of Khrushchev that “the bnl- 
ance of forces in the world arena [has] undergone 
radical changes in favor of socialism.” “In the final 
analysis,” hlr. Draper comments, “the crucial test 
of Khruslichev’s thesis is military in nature . . . In 
the present phase . . . the Soviet leadership feels 
strong enough to defy and intimidate the entire non- 

~ 

Soviet world.” It  is a characteristic of Soviet foreign 
policy’s present stage, notes hIr. Draper, to be seem- 
ingly “aggressive” and “non-aggessive,” “pro-uxr” 
and “anti-war.” Thus “peaceful coexistence“ means 
that “the Soviets intend to put an end to rivill social 
orders by peaceful means if possible and to coesist 
with them only as long as necessary . . . it permits 
the Soviets to have their cake and eat it, too.” 

hlr. Draper sees the crisis of West Berlin as p,irt 
of a greater Soviet design to “impose their ultimate 
\vi11 on Germany as a whole, or as small change to 
obtain a vastly more strengthened position in Ger- 
many as a whole.” Total victory by means of the 
\\’Es~’s “ ‘peaceful’ piecemeal submission” to tlicir 
deninnds is now emisioned by the Soviets. The 
“pseudo-pacifism” of “Better Red than dead” is in 
reality the appeasement of a Soviet Russia which will 
not hesitate, as tlie Il‘est does, to use its “nuclcar 
deterrent.” Thus emboldened, the Russiitns look for- 
ward to continued W’estern capitulation and “thc 
‘balance of forces.’ whatever it may be objectively, 
tilts in favor of the So\iets subjectively. A s  long as 
the ]Vest does not find a way to demonstrate that 
the Soviets are \\Tong about their balance of forces,’ 
the equilibrium \vi11 not be restored.” 
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Lifc concludes its three-part series on Communism 
(issues of Oct. 70, Oct. 87 iiild  NO\^. 10) with t i  set 
of proposals for a “fonvxd strategy” for the \Vestern 
1)o\i’ers. In the use of this term and in the substance 
of its recommendations Lifc nckno\vledges its in- 
debtedness to the Universih. of Pennsvl\rilnia’s For- 
eign Policy Rcsearch Instithe. \\‘ith FPRI writers 
Strausz-Hupri., Kintner ,ind Possony, Lifc calls for “;I 

strategy based on overwhelming military means"-- 
plus a nen. doctrine of political \varf;ire embracing 
Atlnntic unity, propiigandn, triidc, and forcign aid. 

On the trnditional proposition that the enemy must 
strike tlie first blow Lifc parts company with the 
FPRI. Such a proposition, Lifc maintains, “is neither 
prudent nor unequivocally moral. Even on the score 
of using H-bombs, a decision which \vi11 always be 
inhibited by both prudence and nioralih, it is ob- 
\piously better strategy to leave some doubt in the 
enemy’s nlind as to whether we will strike first or 
not. , . , But at other force levels self-defense is by 
no means the only moral reason for fighting. Other 
rensons include the moral necessity of invading a 
torture chamber, of suppressing ~ i r a c y ,  and of en- 
forcing public law. We used to ta e &us kind of ac- 
tion on f‘ar less provocation than the U. S. hns re- 
cently been absorbing.” 

PAM PHILUS 

November 1961 3 


