
concems and reactions that were anticipated. 
Since thcv s h e  a common, difficult and clis- 
putcd IiokIer, the two temporary allies, RUS- 

ski and China, are reassessing their reluti1.e 
strengths. President Johnson, in hlalavsia, issued 
;i statement ivainiiig tliiit ~ I i i n a ’ s  testing of nu- 
c1e;ir weapons way dnngerous-to China. i2nd he 
; U I I I O I I I I C C ~  tlint China’s leaders “ni1ist realize 
t l in t  ; in\-  nuclcnr cnpabiliti~ t l i e j r  call de\.elop can 
mid  ivill lie deterred.” Unkss the \\.ord “deterred” 
Iius lost its meaning, that statement represents 
otilv a policir of hope, lio\vever rational. Having 
cntcicd the ’nuclear club, though as a still junior 
iiieiiilicr, Cliiiin is no more likely than France to 
iittcittl to tlie desircs of the senior menibcrs of 
that club. 

The position O E  India represents in 1.arj.ing de- 
grceb that of a iiunilier of other countries. These 
cou~~tr-ics ilre nble to begin producing nuclear 

weapons of their own. There are a number of 
reasons not to, not the least of which is the di- 
version of scarce and  valuable resources from 
necessary domestic programs. Nor is it certain 
that the possession of such weapons would en- 
sure greater secunhi. But, and it is as large a 
problem as Germany’s, where is ’India to look for 
protection against nuclear blackmail? Can i t  
maintain its neutrality and )*et choose betLveen 
the U.S. and  the USSR? Can its security be p a r -  
anteed bv joint US.-USSR agreement? And for 
how long in a world where national interest still 
seems more enduring than alliances? 

The “non-proliferation” treaty, if it is agreed 
on, will be welcome. But the major problems 
that deiive from the nuclear weapons systems 
will still be there. The principal issue is their 
existence and possible use. 

J. F. 

in the magazines 

Tltc. A’crc! Sttrlcsitiaii, i n  :in eclitorial of October 28 
-rcpriiitcd licre in part-&r.\v a numlxr of lcssons 
for llie Cr.S. mid others from the New Delhi con- 
fcri-mcc of “nc-utralists,” recently concluded. 

‘.During tlic Fifties, the non-aligned or neutral 
iiatioiis coinmnnded a good deal of admiration and 
rcspcct, not :ill of it sincrre., in the \Vest. ‘The spirit 
of Biiiiclung’ or ‘tlw niornl infliicnce of tlie Third 
Ij’orld’ \vcre n popular ingredient of enlightened 
conimcntaries. It is cliEcult to see much residue of 
tliis spirit now. On Monday President Nnsser, hlrs. 
Gindlii and hlusl ia l  Tito wound up their little sum- 
mit’ of neutralists in New Delhi, and hardlv a mouse 
stirrcd. Some inverted snobbery in forme; imperial 
countries 113s had tune to cool off; perliaps UT now 
rrii1ir.c that cqualiv implies that the Third Il’orld is 
not only no worse, but no better than ourselves. 
There 1i;ive certainly been some dents in  the op- 
timism \~liicli grcetcd the new nations’ ‘political es- 
perimeiits.’ The neutralist ‘Big Three,’ we may re- 
member, were once the neutrnlist Big Five, but 
G1i;ina and Indonesia, like Nigeria and Brazil, have 
mainly bscournging lcssons to teucli European so- 
cialists now. 

“Tliese a re  good rcnsons for tempering, not aban- 
doning, n genuine enthusiasm for the ‘Bandung 
countrics.’ But tlic diploitlatic \!,eight of neutralism 
did not d l  spring from so pure a source. Like the 
neutralist posturc itself, i t  w n s  a by-product of the 
most rigid p l~ lse  of tlie Cold \\‘iir. Sometimes c ~ n -  

2 worlcluiciil 

icully, sometimes dirougli genuine c l i s g u s t  at ideo- 
logical crusades, the uncommitted nations found 
themselves in a position to extract aid from Peter 
b y  threatening to open friendlier relations with 
Paul. Neutralism might be branded as immoral, hut 
that n~ nierelv bullying rather than n wheedling 
\\,ay of acho\<ledging its importance. Those days 
are over. Ii‘estem countries have realized that they 
o\rer-estirnated the scale and effectiveness of the aid 
Russia could give, and the cstent to which such aid 
could be used to dictate foreign policy. Far more 
significantly, the whole international arena has 
opened up to a point where the Third IVorld \vould 
have to be the Fourth or even Fifth Ii’orld. Neu- 
tralism has suffered tlie same fate as NATO: ob- 
solescence through success. In Paris or in hloscow, 
governments might claim that ‘we are all neutralists 
non.’-with the hJpocrisy \vhich that formula usual- 
ly entails, but paying the tribute which hypocrisy 
usually pays. The \{’est can at least now manufnc- 
ture its own neutralist platitudes. 

“Under the circumstances the qualit). of American 
policy and  leadership becomes more vital than ever. 
I t  is useless to take refuge in Yank-go-home coun- 
ter-isolationism. President Johnson has been at some 
pains to spell out to the American people that their 
country is a Paci6c power as well as an Atlantic 
one, and that it will have to play as large a pnrt 
in the one hemisphere as it has previously done in 
thc other. That much is hardly in dispute. But it 



would be a tragedy if an anti-Chinese cold war cen- 
tered on Asia were to replace an anti-Russian cold 
war centered on Europe, with past mistakcis as faith- 
fully repeated as past successes. The financial liopcs 
of the hlanila Conference may bc, as advertised, 
Southeast Asia’s Xlaishall Plan; h i t  thc prescnt Sec- 
rctary of State threatens to go c1on.n in histo? as 
Southeast Asia’s Jolin Foster Dulles. 

“The truth is that a rclati\vely open international 
arena offers great clfficulties as ~ v c l l  as opportuiii- 
tics, for Aincricnn foreign policy. , , , 

“The Keuncdv Administriition b c p n  bv falling 
flat on its face . . . o v a  the Bay of Pigs. Inside ac- 
counts show that tliis w s  perhnps tlie most s;iIut;liT 
lesson that could have inti;itrcl tlie Prcsidcnt into 
the need for fresli tlunking \vliicli W,IS also cltxr 
tliinliing. The Johnson Administr:ition is in\ali.cd i l l  

tlie mdjor disaster of American foreign polic!~ sincc 
the \vnr (for Lvhich, us for the Bay of Pigs, prc\ioos 
adniinistrations must share the responsibiiit!? 1. C;ui 
i t  learn from this mistake that even the tripartite 
division of good guys, bad guys and neutrals is an 
inadequate intcllectunl foundiition for ;I \vorld role? 
I t  is perliaps the most iniportant question one can 
ask of the Tuture.” 

0 

The publisher of a newspaper in the state of 
\\‘asflington, one n.hich has taken “a forthriglit nnti- 
I,-ictiiamese II’Lir staid,” Iias asscrted tlic rciiction 
OF tlie citizens in his to\vn to tlic w i r  follon.in3 in- 
tcr\.ic\vs with members of the community. 

“:luburn, IVnsliington,” Robert S. Johnson \\,rites 
i n  Thc h’afioti for November 1-1, “is only tliirtl. min- 
utes from the Sclattlc-Tucoma Internatibnul .<irport, 
\vhcre the A1arinc.s enplmz for tlir ten-ancl-;i-lialf- 
hour trip to Vietnam. =\lid nearby also is hfndigan 
Gencral Hospital, wliere c a ~ l ~ i ~ l t i ~ s  from l’ietiiam iirc 
brought home. This geosrapliy produces i n  .L\ubum 
an urgency about the tvar tlint fcw toivns in .Amer- 
ica lind tlirust upon thcm. 

”However, the reaction pattern of tlic conin~unih,  
tested in sis weeks of inten.ien.s, is still one of ad- 
herence to official propagardl  ;is handlcd by tlir 
Seattle and Tacoma ncwsp:ipers that circulate i n  the 
area. 

“The Auburn Ci!i:cti, a wccklv newspaper, has 
taken a forthright anti-\.’ietnames; 1l’:ir stnnd, and 
the reaction has been full of surprises. The tonm’s 
power structure in terms of adL’ertisiiig retailers is 
macle up  of about fifty per cent of busine:.,:s in- 
herited from fathers \vho fought in the First 11’orld 
1Var. The sons, when thev are not outriglit Gold- 
water supporters, fall in to  l ine behind President 
Johnson’s war policies, while cursing him for mcdi- 
care, minimum-wage legislation, ciLil riglits and 
housing reforms. The city council, comprised pre- 
ponderantly of businessmen Lvho inL-cigh ap ins t  
government spending, devotes, much of its time to 

devising applications for fcderd supports of city 
projects, ;Iniuiig \vliicli is tlie eltension ot city utilities 
to a $c‘U Iiiiliioii Boeing plant that is being built 
Ilci1r die to\vn. 

“lksponses froin even the most pro-\var rcaction- 
a rks  liavc bccii couclictl in variiitions of ‘I don’t 
h o \ v ,  but i t  seeiiis. . . .’ T h y  feel almost to ;I man 
that thc iiews is bciiig ~ i i u i i ~ q y J ,  aiid tliut this gov- 
eriimeiit and tlie Cliiiiesc arc artificially iiiIl;iiiiiiig 

the iiiiiids of tlicir peoplc LvitJi 1i;ilk-truths ant1 ;uiglctl 
wports. 

“Co~imeiits  iroiii Auburn’s citizcms indicntc that 
they think the navs  is bciiig iiim;igc(l to rctLiin p o p  
u h r  backing for our p r t i c i p t i o n  in \:ictnani’s strug- 
gles, despite the tact tliilt L.U.J.‘s critclrioii lor tliis 
11ii~ti~ipitt101i-il st,lble \.’ietn:imese govcriimcnt-is 
obiioiisl!. impossible.” 

Johnson obsenrs  later: “One coiiics from t.ilkins 
to this cross-section of Americans with the impres- 
sion that, without our prosperity to provide a point 
of common interest, thcrc \r.oultl be little or 110 

political agrecmient about our foreign int.olvements. 
\ i ’ I i i i t  seems to unite Aiiic‘ricans, i n  Lict or f;ii~cy, 
is their vision that they hold an impregnably strong 
economic position in ;I  \vorld p1;igud \ \ i t11  political 
dilciiiinns generntcd by the econonlic frililties of 
s ni:i 11 er n ;i t i o ns. 

“Possessing tliis assiirancc of our ccononiic and 
politicnl superiorih, :Iinericans do not profoundly 
cluestion tlic: dc6isions of Consrcss or L.U.J. uiitl his 
Ciihinet. Contradictions are ignurecl, logic \varped 
to fit a justification lor coiitinucd prosperity, ;incl 
personal inornlity is vic\ved with disdain as being 
f 3 i n t I Y t ;1 i n t cd \vi tli 111 e ii t a1 ins t ab  i 1 i t  y . 

**It ‘is appalling that so fc tv  .L\iiicric:ins \vi]] cliscuss 
the \var in Yictniiiii as a niord problcm. Talk inev- 
itably tiirns to s t r a tqy  ancl t x t i c s ,  of wFliicli Anier- 
icnns know notliing. That no min, :is Slicll~!y pointed 
out, lins the ‘right to kill his brother,’ is scarcely con- 
sidered. ‘It  is no excuse,’ Slielley nddecl, ‘that Iic does 
so i n  uniform; he only adds the infnnijr of sen~itutle 
to the crinic of niurder.’ Tlic rciility of soci;il d u e s  
seems to  h a \ x  been in Xuburii tlie chief cusualty of 
thc w r  in Vietnam.” 
e 

In n vnluable, book-length articlc wliicli apprnrs 
in the Srpteniber-October issue of Di.sscnt, Amold 
Ka1ifiii;in csaniines “the henrt of the liberal doctrine” 
ancl some current defective conceptions of i t ;  clab- 
orntes a theoretical basis for cffccti\,c piirticipntion 
O F  liberals in the democratic political process; and, 
finallj*, relates his results to tlie prol>lcms of Foreip 
policy. I t  is in this latter area, he  says, that there is 
“grotving disagreement anion2 libcrills” whicli “is a 
dramatic symptom of latent cIiEferences that Iinve too 
long been obscured by consensus-making ’ rhetoric.” 

PAhf PHILUS 

h’ovember 1966 3 


