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Carl N. Degler of the Vassar College history de- 
partment fias considered “An Unsuspected Obstacle 
in Foreign Affairs,” wliicli appears in the Spring edi- 
tion of The American Sclrolur. It is becoming “in- 
creasingly . . . fnsliionable,” he says, “to discern a 
connection betneeen our own successful revolt against 
colonial rule and the revolt against Europe that is 
the essence of the nationalist ferment in Asia and 
.%frica.“ B u t  the Iiistor). of tlie United States is 
“unique” and “irrele\”~t for most other peoples,” and 
obstacles arise ivlien Americans are “told that tlie 
new nations are going thror~gh much die sanie es- 
perience as that through \vhich Americans passed 
in tlie cighteentli centuq”; “they cannot help but 
expect similar results to follo\v.” 

Iflien “the same desirable results do not follow, 
cither smoothly or otherwise, it is not because of 
deficiencies in the Asians, Africans or South h e r -  
icans, but simply bccause the American Revolution 
\vas so different an event from those in other co- 
lonial regions.” If this is kept in mind, “then we will 
not e?;pect other nations to follow our path and \\ i l l  
save ourselires from disappointment arising out of 
misjudgment.” For “our history has neither prepared 
t i s  for nor wimed 11s of tlie international role that 
no\v \\‘e play. In tliis restricted, if important sense, 
ou r  liistory is a burden to us and irrelevant to the 
future of others.” 
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Hnrold Taylor raises the question, “Hoiv Credible 
.4rc our Professions of Pence?” in tlie Xlarcli issue 
of The Progrcssicc. iVliilc “we have succeeded, in 
fu l l  degree, in persuading the Lvorld and the Soviet 
LJnion tliat \ve are the strongest economic and mili- 
tary p v c r  in tlie \vorld . . . what is not clear is the 
crehibilit). of our stated intention to seek a disamied 
[vorld and :I democratic international order,” TilyIor 
states. The picture painted in the ’50’s of n bi-polar 
\vorld, uith each bloc equally concerned with pro- 
tecting national interests by technical and tactical 
me:ins, has not been demonstrably altered in the 
‘60’s. Contributing to the status quo, lie maintains, 
is the continuing orientation of the Disarmament 
Agency upon “Arms Control first, Disarmament sec- 
ond, and Peace nowhere.” 

“If we are to convince ourselves, aside from con- 
Lviiicing anyone else, of the credibility of our inten- 
tion to disarm, we \ri l l  have to spend our time, 
cncrgy, and money on disarming, not on arming. 
This means that we have to start with some hard 
new thinking about total policy, and break out of 
the narrower orbit of military strategy. . . . One way 
to start is to spend at least as much money for 

probing the peaceful alternatives to military policy 
as we do to fire a single missile.” 
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“The Children’s IVar Revisited” in the Februan. 
issue of the Bullctin of the Atomic Scientists is an 
examination by Elton B. hicNeil of the psycholog- 
ical aspects of the mutual clistrust engendered in 
tlie children of the USSR and the U.S. during fif- 
teen years of cold war. Of utmost concern in this 
regard, the author states, “is . . . the point at which 
saturation of a culture occurs such that sanction for 
some aggressive adventure is so pervasive as to tip 
the scales of mankind’s fate.” hieans of adjusting 
what. appears to be a “collision course”-the “con- 
stant production of a uniform perspective that poses 
a part of the problem of international relations”- 
are discussed by hlcNei1. He finds some cause for 
optimism in the fact that ”a rearrangement of the 
perceptual pattern of war and peace lias recently 
begun, and its effect is apparent in increasingly vis- 
ible endeavors such as the Peace Corps, peace 
marchers, and the growing interest in international 
affairs on the American campus.” 
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\Miat will future historians in Russia say about the 
“phenomenon of Stalinism”? To what extent have 
the dc-Stalinizers in Russia confronted the %sic 
issues” of his totalitarian regime and moved to era- 
clicate both their cause and effect? These questions 
are posed and considered by IValter Laqueur in the 
March issue of Ericortnfcr. He states, “it would be 
most in line with Marxism iE they [the Russians] 
argued that Stalin was R regrettable necessity but 
that the phenomenon cannot possibly recur since 
Soviet society has now reached a ‘higher state’ of 
social development and therefore there is no longer 
a conceivable ‘objective need’ for a Stalin.” But, “a 
high degree of economic development is not a guar- 
anteee against tvranny, and dictators often have an 
unfortunate tendency to appear without reference to 
‘objective need.’ ” And, “despite notable changes in 
the Soviet Union during the last decade,” the ail- 

thor would consider Soviet society basically un-  
changed and without “new checks and balances . . , 
to bar the way of a new dictator.” 

In other periodicals: 
“The Crisis in the Western Alliance, Two Views,’ 

by Hans J. Morgenthau and Graham Hutton, Corn- 
ri ioitanj, hjarch. 

“IVorld Government vs. Thermonuclear War,” in- 
terview of Herman Kahn by Richard Hudson, War/ 
Peace Report, hlarch. PAhIPHlLCS 


