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I have been out of the mainstream of American life 
for four years serving in an active, yet very remote, 
corner of Africa. I have decided however to make 
virtue of incompetence and - like Rip van Winkle - 
present a kaleidoscope of impressions on my redis- 
covery of a deeply changed America. 

When I left this country there had been no Watts, 
no Newark or Detroit, no fires ten blocks from the 
White House or machine guns on the Capitol steps. 
Berkeley was just Berkeley, not a harbinger of tur- 
moil to come. We were about to pass our most im- 
portant Civil Rights bill and Martin Luther King’s 
impossible dream was perhaps possible after all. Viet- 
nam was becoming more serious, though hardly a 
national trauma. Less than 30,000 American “ad- 
visers” were serving there. The world had poured out 
its grief and tendered its sympathy at John Kennedy’s 
death, assuaging the horror of that event. Lyndon 
Johnson, having acconiplished a remarkable transi- 
tion, was still a popular President and the Great So- 
ciety an aImost credible aspiration. 

That was only a little more than four years ago. The 
psychic changes that have occurred in those four 
years are I would think almost without parallel in any 
corresponding four year period in our history as a 
republic save perhaps only the Civil War and the 
Great Depression. 

So I propose an intensely personal, almost private, 
look by an itinerant American at this restless America 
- an intuitive account largely unresearched, almost 
wholly subjective. It is the searing experience of re- 
entry (for which available heat shields are really 
quite inadequate) and the inner necessity to t ry  to 
derive sense from a multitude of sensations and policy 
implications from still unstructured data. 

A few weeks ago I accompanied a friend from Zam- 
bia to President Kennedy’s grave. We stood there on 
a sparkling spring morning and read those granite- 
hewn words from the Inaugural that seem to have 
been spoken from a past so remote as to have been 
almost, forgotten - pregnant with missionary fervor, 
what some would call “Wilsonian globalism,” pre- 
figurhg a line of policy that was sober and tough, yet 

hopeful even idealistic, and soon to be translated into 
the Agency for International Development and coun- 
terinsurgency, eyeball-to-eyeball confrontation and 
the Peace Corps. To get a fix on our psychic position 
today, how far removed we are from 1965 and even 
more from 1961, rccnll those lines: 

In the long history of the world, only a few gen- 
erations have been granted the role of defending 
freedom in its hour of maximum, danger. I do 
not shrink from this responsibility; I welcome it. 
I do not believe that any of us would exchange 
places with any people or any other generation. 
The encrgy, the faith, the devotion which we 
bring to this endeavor will light our country and 
all who serve it, and the glow from that fire can 
truly light the world. 
Now the trumpet summons us again - not as a 
call to bear arms, though arms we need; not as 
a call to battle, though embattled we are; but a 
call to hear the burden of a long twilight struggle, 
year in and year out, “rejoicing in hope, patient 
in tribulation,” a struggle against the common 
enemies of man: tyranny, poverty, disease and 
war itself. 
Let every nation know, whether it wishes us well 
or ill, that we shall pay any price, bear any bur- 
den, meet any hardship, support any friend, 
oppose any foe to assure the survival and the 
success of liberty. 

On reflection, even more extraordinary than this 
open-ended commitment to assume burdens without 
stint or measure was the fact that Kennedy devoted 
not one word to domestic problems or policies - not 
one word. Now, eight years later, “domestic problems” 
is the name of the game. 

It hits you at first in innumerable trivial encounters, 
each inconsequential but the cumulative impact is 
undeniable. It takes perceptibly longer to drive from 
point to point on congested streets. Spring comes and 
you notice more sick trees than there used to be. 
An armed guard admits you to the local Savings and 
Loan, locking the door after you enter. The manager 
explains they were robbed five times last .year. Next 
to the bank there is n row of loan offices, each with an 
identical sign in the window: “There is no cash kept 
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in this office; we pay all loans by check.” Buses accept 
only tokens or exact change - “To speed your ride,” 
the sign reads unconvincingly, for the new procedure 
dates from R hold-up murder of a driver some two 
years ago. A real estate developer is advertising luxur- 
ious homes in a “maximum security” urea. A friend, 
before you depart his home ut night in downtown 
Washington, quotes the city’s crime statistics (as 
everyone can ) : 1500 persons shot last year, 132 fatally. 
The last serious shoot-out was headlined, “The Guns 
of D.C.: Dodge City on the Potomac.” 

You iittend meetings bringing together white nnd 
Negro. The latter now call themselves blacks ancl 
there is healthy candor in that word ns there is as- 
sertive candor in their comment. It is all very new. 
White complaisance and Negro reticence have dis- 
appeared. It is easier, you discover, to define the new 
Negro mood than that of the white. “Telling it  like it 
is” often means “telling it  not quite likc it is” as in- 
ternalized anger at long last can be expressed freely, 
and sometimes acted out. 

You listen to a Negro sociologist assert that thcw 
has becn no progress but ;i dangerous retrogression 
in recent years. You :ire told by a Negro minister 
speaking from one of Washington’s most eminent 
pulpits that in America “the fabric of justice is wovcw 
on the loom of hypocrisy.” A brilliant young Negro 
Congressman thinks aloud some unthinkable thoughts 
about the option of political sepxition for American 
Iilacks. And you wonder if you Iiaven’t been bam- 
lioozled for four long years by A1 those U.S. Informa- 
tion Agency statistics about Ncgro a i  , c 1 vancement. 

So you double-check and discover the ndvancc- 
mcnt \viis real all right, But, like they say, it’s bccomc 
a part of tlic problem, not of the solution - or more 
accurately, it becomes it part of the problem before 
it becomes it part of the solution. In 1961 about 43 
per cent of black families were below the poverty 
datum line. By 1967 the percentage was down to about 
27 per cent. The proportion of black Ainerican fam- 
ilies with incomes over the U.S. median stiindiird of 
living has doubled since 1960, standing ilt 28 per cent 
in 1966. The bl:ick median income a t  wcll above 
$5,000 compares to the British median income of about 
$4,400, and the proportion of Micks going to uniwr- 
sity is higher than is usual among young people in 
Europe. The retiring Council of Economic Advisers 
concluded that “if the 1961-68 reductions in the num- 
ber of poor persons could be continued, po\.crty 
would bc climinated entirely in about 10 ycars. If 
the record of 1968 coiild I x  eontinucd, po\’crty would 
be eliminated in about 5% years.” 

This is one of the hardest things to c*xplain either 
to yourself or to the foreign ollserver. Statistics movc 

in one dircction. Social reality in the other, It is partly 
that the gross growth statistics alone do not yield 
what has to be understood. For one thing, the quality 
of life in  the ghetto - such things, for example, as bad 
education, the fact that 40 to 60 per cent of the 6th 
grade children in urban slum areas are performing at 
2nd grade levels or below. Or the incidence of crime 
which climbs right off the graph - 35 times the num- 
ber of serious crimes against the pcrson in one city 
analyzed by the Kerner Commission as  in the nearby 
white suburbs. 

Nor do the growth statistics reveal the striking 
differential in opportunity - not between American 
blacks ancl Europeans (where thc comparison is fa- 
vorable and monumentally irrelevant ), but between 
Negroes and whites in America. The unemployment 
rate for black mille adults is more than twice that of 
whites and corrcspondingly higher in the ghettoes. 
Should our uneniploymcmt ratc climb from the current 
level of 3.4 per cent to 5 per cent, it is estimated that 
10 per cent of black adult males would be unemployed 
nationwide, with the figure soaring’to 15 pcr cent in 
the ghettocs nnd over 30 per cent among Negro 
teenagers. 

I am not sure that the U.S. Information Agency 
e \ w  recommended that American official personnel 
abroad read Grier and Cobbs’ Black Rage: 

On it cold morning, one of the authors sat 
watching a group of black men. They were stand- 
ing outsidc an office for casual laborers in clusters 
of four or five. Some were talking and gesturing, 
but from i\ distance one could detect apathy in 
most. 

These were the “hard core” unemployed. Their 
difficulties could be blamed on lack of education, 
personal maladjustments or just plain laziness, 
rind such a judgment would be partially correct. 
The greater truth was that they were black. Br- 
cnuse of this fact, they had little chance of ob- 
taining favorable or permanent work. They were 
doomed to spend endless gray mornings hoping 
to secure n day’s work. 

A truck drove up, and they stiffened. There 
wits a ripple of excitement as a white man Icnned 
out of thc citb and squinted. AS he ran his cyes 
past the different iiirn, one could almost hear his 
thoughts. 

“This oncl is too thin . . . That dark one looks 
smart-alecky and is probably slow . . . The boy 
way in the back there might do.” 

KO imagination is required to sec this scene ils 

ii direct remnant of slavery. 
‘‘Denial of equal employment opportunity to Ne- 

groes is the mnjor underlying cause of black unrest,” 
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concludes former Assistnnt Attorney Gencul for Civil 
Rights, Stephen Polliik. “Current black rhetoric is 
no exaggeration. We have hiid, and in iiiiijor part still 
have, ii caste systcwi whcw blacks hii\le provided tlie 
hottest, dirtiest, toughest manual labor and the most 
inenid services.” 

So you conclude that thew has been striking ad- 
w ” c  and that there remain striking incquitics. And 
the inequities sec’ni thc inore’ unjust bccausc. the ad- 
vance proves thut the situation is not immutable. 
Change excites clxpectiitions fiistcr thnn they c;in be 
fulfilled. Paradoxically we iiw at that point whcrc the 
amelioration of the problcw~ mukcs it yorsc-. Prestigi- 
ous uniwrsities rc>cruit ghetto students; Federal funds 
promote local community action; mcl the numbers 
of smnrt, highly \local activists exp;ind. With it conies 
new self-confidcnce, pride, a “rcnaissiince of the 
psyche” someone has called it. And long suppressed 
feelings ciin now be cxprcssed - in words and in 
action. 

YOU spend i in evening with ii black doctor and his 
wife. She talks frankly of her vicnrious enjoyment - 
and the almost irresistible urge to join in - whcn it 
was “burn, baby, burn” time i n  \Viishington a year 
ago. 

\Vhy, you wonder -why so terribly bitter? In Dcn- 
\’er there is a school board election, and it pro\++ 
part of the frighteningly obvious answer. The issuc is 
school integration. A l i b c d  board has devised tech- 
niques for iichieving gcnuine mixing despite largely 
segregated neighborhoods. It involves busing seine 

students. Negro leiidcrs fight hnrd to maintain it, 
giving the lie to the notion Negroes now want only 
scparntion. But liberid candidatcs ilre defeiitcd by two 
and a hnlf to one. A black l e d e r  sums it up: “\Vc now 
see. The dream is over. The white community is not 
willing to hike on the commitment and make our 
country one and bring us together.” 

Anger wcuniulates. It can now break surface. That 
is the difference four years have made. You attend 
n conference at Cornell. The President - it was what 
you might call i i  command pcrformance - explains 
the University’s investment policy from a stage pre- 
sided over by two black studcwts wearing black glovcs 
and cnrrying clubs sawcd from ii new two-by-four. 
One of them inipatiently seizes “Perkins,” as he is 
nddressed by the radicnls - courtesy, you discover, 
having quite disappcwed from revolutionary rhetoric 
- and in the ensuing uproar you cxprcss shock to an 
S.D.S. leilder with lots of hair sitting iieiir you. He 
says, referring to the feelings of the blacks, “Now you 
know what real rage is.” And you hear yourself rcyly, 
“Yes, my. fricnd. I hiive just cxperienced it myself.” 

You arc struck I)y the hyperliole which infuses our 

speech - ful l  of nihilism, reeking of destruction, and 
threatening ,~l\vays cscalntion into the real thing. The 
Vice Chilirmiin of the\ Ni~ t io~ i id  Conference 011 Black 
Power, in a letter to the editor of the “lncist” Wnshing- 
ton Post, rhiipdizes about the burning ghettoes and 
visualizes “the flnmes licking the side of thc Wash- 
ington Post building” when the fircs burn next. time. 
There is Ginsberg’s “huinane nn,irchy” and the cele- 
bration of “creative destruction” ;is war protesters 
burn draft records on the south side ’ of Chic;igo. 
Ghetto spokcwiicm condcmn social rcpression iis “edu- 
cational, institutioniil and psychological gcnocide.” 
And ;I Pmthcr tclls Xlethodist Sunday worshippers 
in A’cw York that “you clin wait-in or sing-in all you 
want but . . . . you put a .38 on your hip and you get 
respect.” 

Verbal extravagance seems self-fulfilling. Univer- 
sity buildings iiw seized and academic men are 
mauled in what is eupheinisticully ciilled “confronta- 
tion politics” - probably the only understatement 
in our contenipornry lexicon. Students emerge froin 
Willard Striiight Hal1 cnrrying ii smdl arsenal. On 
canipuses in North Cxolina and hlissouri there is 
actual sniping. In a Cidifornia policc action against 
student radicals ii by-stander is killed. And a law offi- 
cer explains with pectiliar irrelevance that “we used 
buck shot bccause we riin out of  bird shot.” 

So your thoughts riin to tlie coming backlash. It is 
comforting, by the way, to realize that fixed in thc 
center of these kaleidoscopic changes are a few en- 
during feiitures. Billy Grahtim and Nornliin Vincent 
Peak after a rather long dry spell are back in W a s h -  
ington. J. Edgar Hoover of coursc has never left. (“I 
have my plans mid aspirations for the future,” he 
said thc other day. T o n e  of them includes retirc- 
nient.”) In fact the most eternal verity in Washington 
is hfr. Hoo\w’s unchanging interpretation of our time 
of troubles; it contributes to the backlash. “Commu- 
nists,” he tells the Violence Commission, “are in the 
forefront of civil rights, antiwar and student dernon- 
strations , . . . ” 

The most poignant warning came the other day 
from a black judge in Brooklyn who remonstrated with 
35 white students after they liar1 been sentenccid to 
five diiys in jail for trespass of a college registrar’s 
office: “I don’t know who nnnointed you to defend the 
cause of the Negro,” he told them. “What you are 
doing is helping racism. You know this country is in 
a \vorsc* spot today than it Wi\s ii ycar ago - because 
you h w c ~  polarized thc whole situation.” 

But one ought not lond too much bliime on the stu- 
dents as the law nnd order theme becomes the k i t  
inotif in  one city after ii~iothcr, and thc police ready 
themselves - here and thcrc cngaging in new com- 
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munity relations programs, but virtually everywhere 
still the continuing object of fear and hate in the 
ghettoes. The tinder, you read, is dry; the summer 
heat carries foreboding. You remember how it all 
looked as every evening during the summer of 1967 
and the spring of 1968 you watched the film clips from 
America on television in a black-run country in Cen- 
tral Africa, seeking itself to build a non-racial society. 
And you wonder how America will respond as black 
majorities in our inner cities get on with the task of 
organizing themselves politically, as slum dwelling 
minorities always have in the past, and begin pushing 
their demands with added political muscle - and 
whether this will not be the moment of truth when 
the success or failure of the American experiment in 
non-racia1 democracy will be decided. 

e 

To the returning citizen, the ironies of a restless 
America are as startling as they are baffling and de- 
pressing. “After a period of confrontation, we are 
[putatively] entering an era of negotiation” abroad, 
only to find ourselves moving from an era of social 
peace to acute confrontation at home. The extravagant 
application of violence in Vietnam has mobilized anti- 
government radicals whose extravagant application of 
violence at home jeopardizes not only liberal goals 
but threatens to tear our society apart. After years of 
struggle in Congress and the courts, the civil rights 
movement has removed the last legal impediment to 
integration at precisely the same moment that black 
power arising from the ruins of black hope impels 
toward black separation, providing in the nick of 
time rcspectable cover for white segregationists to 
pursue their objective of two separate societies. 

The reasons for OUT domestic disorientation need 
not detain us. I find that even the most cursory reading 
is filled with answers. Poet Archibald MacLeish writes 
about “The Great American Frustration.” Biologist 
George Wald sees a futureless future. Educator Milton 
Eisenhower‘s Violence Commission blames the gap 
between what we profess and what we practice. Econ- 
omist Norman Macrae diagnoses “the neurotic tril- 
lionaire” in an interesting supplement to the London 
Economist, while historian Walter Laqueur believes 
“the American dream has been lost on the way to 
affluence.” Everyone of course blames Vietnam. Such 
analyses have become the leading indoor sport of the 
late 1960’s. 

More central to our concern is to measure the im- 
pact of our domestic problems on our national will, 
on our capacity to act, and on our priorities. It is dif- 
ferent for different groups. But the main conclusion 
is clear. As a nation we are in danger of being gripped 

by a kind of spiritual crisis. No other word can de- 
scribe it adequately because it arises from doubts 
about vaIues and premises around which we have 
ordered our civic life and defined our national destiny. 
A small minority of radicalized students promotes an 
unprogrammed revolution. I t  is total protest and its 
net impact is destructive. Militant blacks, working 
out the insufferable depredations and frustrations of 
past generations, seek a renewal of their community 
and a larger share of American affluence, leaving 
neither time to examine nor inclination to serve the 
larger national purpose. Young people in general seem 
to perceive America very differently from their elders. 
As a discerning young foreign service officer told the 
Christian Science Monitor recently, ‘I . , , the salient 
political events [for young people] have not been 
victory over Nazism and the achievement of postwar 
reconstruction, but rather, Selma, the Bay of Pigs, a 
string of assassinations, and Vietnam . , . . ” The mood 
is not one of pride and patriotism, but criticism, even 
condemnation. For the moment anti-patriotism is one 
of the symbols of this alienation - students marching 
to the chant: “ Ho, Ho, Ho Chi Minh; Only the N.L.F. 
Can Win.” 

These particular disaffections are serious enough. 
But I wonder if the core of the problem will not 
emerge among the mass of middle-age, middle-class 
Americans for whom the times seem so badly dis- 
jointed. There is a palpable lack of certainty about 
self and society. The questions and doubts are slowly 
taking shape. What has happened to the American 
dream? We knew things weren’t perfect. But accord- 
ing to our doctrine they were getting better. The 
democratic process might falter or throw up the oc- 
casional rascal. But the process was self-correcting 
and; like the idea of God in a theistic age, a premise 
beyond question. America might make a mistake now 
and then, but its essential disposition was right and 
progress in the longer run assured. We might momen- 
tarily be overwheImed b y  forces beyond our controI, 
but the individual by his own effort could master his 
fate if he tried hard enough. Well, the trauma and the 
accompanying spiritual crisis arise because all of these 
assumptions are at least open to question if not sub- 
ject to serious doubt. What Paul Valbry has said of 
the French we have tended to think was true of us 
too: “Our special quality is to believe and feel that 
we are universal.” Now we are not so sure. We are 
mystified, unclear what is happening to us, apprehen- 
sive as to where we are headed. We sense we may be 
more or less out of control. Will, purpose, the capacity 
to act are in some degree crippled by doubt, appre- 
hension, guilt and even fear. 

Nothing perhaps epitomizes this condition so vividly 



as the new Administration with its cautious probings, 
its endless studies, trying to determine how far it can 
go in this direction or in that, balancing conflicting 
priorities, building backfires against possible over-re- 
actions here and there - doing everything in short 
but taking the lead. The sense of unease deepens when 
one wonders whether at the moment, given the na- 
tional mood, it can be otherwise. 

Our confusion and disorientation arise from what 
is going on abroad as well as at home. hlore than any- 
thing else I think it is our awareness in recent years of 
our relative powerlessness that vexes us. This is a 
paradox for we have been told (rightly) that no nit- 
tion in history has mobilized power equal to ours, and 
it was after all not many years ago that on every 
occasion such as this one we were telling ourselves 
how important it was to exercise our great power with 
restrained responsibility and warning of “the illusion 
of American omnipotence.” We are now no less power- 
ful but our power seems less relevant. If power linked 
to righteousness is meant to succeed, as most Ameri- 
cans have assumed, its persistent failure confronts us 
again with something approaching a spiritual crisis. 

It is not just Vietnam where the adversary’s willing- 
ness to die exceeds our capacity to kill despitc the 
most awesome deployment of power. Almost nowhere 
do we seem to be able to translate power, whether 
physical or moral, into influence; or to link our power 
to the engines of change in predictable and compat- 
ible ways. I t  must come to the American people as 
something of a psychological kick in the teeth that 
eight years after the inception of the Alliance for 
Progress the President’s special emissary is virtually 
barred from entering three Latin countries and 21 
Latin governments tell us there is a “deep crisis” in 
hemispheric relations and a “growing and harmful 
resentment” against U.S. policies throughout the re- 
gion. In the Middle East the combined efforts of the 
Great Powers seem unavailing and peace remains as 
fragile as ever. (It has been observed that in the last 
decade there have been in fact only two great powers, 
Israel and North Vietnam, both of which have been 
more influential in directing the course of international 
affairs than either the U.S. or the Soviet Union.) 

Eight years ago President Kennedy pledged that 
America would “pay any price, bear any burden, meet 
any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe to 
assure the survival and the success of liberty. . . . To 
those new states whom we welcome to the ranks of 
the free,” he said, “we pledge our word that one form 
of colonial control shall not have passed away merely 
to be replaced by a far more iron tyranny.” Weak but 

hopeful fledgling states were burgeoning, and world 
communism was threatening. It was a clarion call 
worthy, we thought, of our idealism. Peace Corps- 
men were deployed. Special forces within the military 
were trained in counterinsurgency techniques, All 
senior foreign service officers were given a special 
concentrated course in the tactics of enemy subversion 
and guerrilla warfare. Our “Country Teams” in em- 
bassies abroad as well as planners in the Department 
of State were told to devise integrated programs to 
encourage in the new states economic and political 
development to reduce their susceptibility to division, 
discord and Communist machinations - and ulti- 
mately to encourage free institutions Appropriate in 
our experience to the dignity of free men. 

Yet everywhere levels of violence have been in the 
ascendancy. It is the ern not of tranquillity and dc- 
velopment but of the small war and protracted insta- 
bility. Fifty-five engagements since 1945 have been 
counted by George Thayer in his recent book, The 
W a r  Business. Robert McNamara in a celebrated 
speech in Montreal three years ago noted the steady 
increase in conflict. In 1958 there were 23 prolonged 
insurgencies taking place and 34 outbreaks of violence. 
Eight years later the number of prolonged insurgen- 
cies had jumped from 23 to 40, and outbreaks of vio- 
lence from 34 to 58. 

In response to our incapacity, we now have a new 
dictum coined by Russell Baker: “Powerlessness frus- 
trates; absolute powerlessness frustrates absolutely.” 
In a more serious vein Hannah Arendt speaks of the 
pervasive impotence of power. “I feel like we’re living 
in a fairy tale,” she says. “The country seems to have 
fallen under a spell and nothing seems to work any- 
more. . . . I believe all the large West European gov- 
ernments suffer the same power loss, It is very charac- 
teristic of our time that only small governments still 
can rely on the support of their citizens and still can 
solve problems because their problems are still man- 
ageable.” The apparent unmanageability of problems 
at home and abroad may, it seems, become a part of 
the national neurosis. 

Related I think is the vague feeling - it is certainly 
not more precise than that - that somehow the old 
ideas, relationships and approaches in international 
affairs seem to by-pass many of the real problems. As 
an example, translate our garden-variety patriotism 
into the nuclear age and it almost inevitably comes 
out like Senator Richard Russell’s recent absurdity: 
“If we have to start over again with another Adam and 
Eve, I want them to be Americans, and I want them 
on this continent.” Whatever a great power can do 
unilaterally to secure its defense, even its existence, 
just isn’t secure enough in the age of Minute Men, 
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S.S.-Ss, MIRVs, F.0.U.s and A.B.M.s. 
\Ve once thought of nations as so many billiard 

Ixills, each hard-encased, moving through interna- 
tionnl society a\.oiding one another or making contact 
with measurable impact. The concept was always too 
simple, of course. But it is now downright misleading. 
A ccntral phenomenon of the past fifty years had been 
the increasing number of ways in which national so- 
cieties pernieate one another - and in so doing, by 
accident or design, affect one another outside thc 
limits of institutionalized contact. The erosion of old 
ideas and modalities is hastened as the problems ancl 
aspirations of peoples transcend national boundaria 
or the capxities of individual go\wnments to cope. 

I n  muttcrs relating to international security the U.N. 
Charter introduces novel mechanisms that annul the 
national prerogatives of lesser powers and upset doc- 
t7-ines of non-intervcmtion and domestic jurisdiction. 
(But of course they have never been used - except, 
with less than decisive effect, in the case of the Rho- 
desian rebellion, which unfortunately almost everyone 
now has forgotten about anyway. ) 

WMS as formalized modes of interaction between 
sovereign states have clearly passed out of date. The 
l ~ t  formal declaration of war was that of Argentina 
against the Axis in 1945 in order to qualify as a signa- 
tory of the U.N. Charter. War Departments have 
given way to Defense Departments as formal wars 
have been replaced by the undeclared variety, includ- 
ing guerrilla wars and wars of national liberation. Our 
most serious conflicts (excepting the Middle East) are 
in fact civil wars (like Korea and Vietnam), not inter- 
national ones; international involvement, in the pat- 
tern of the Spanish Civil IVar, takes the form of 
intervention on one side or the other by interested 
powers. At any rate the whole trend is illustrative 
again, not of the hardness of national entities but their 
permeability. 

Similarly the appalling problems thrown up by our 
technological age express themselves in ways that 
tend increasingly to ignore national demarcations and 
probably can be managed effectively only along 

supra-national lines: an impacted world community 
suffering from huge food deficits and problems of 
environmental pollution. Human rights too are in- 
creasingly the subject of trans-national concern. In 
ways more practical and measurable than U.N. resolu- 
tions, national mores are affected by external influ- 
ences at least in those societies where free institutions 
and an open media can be used as conduits of influ- 
ence. One thinks of the impact of Africa’s emergence 
in the ‘50s on the American civil rights movement in 
the ’60’s; and one speculates about the reciprocal im- 
pact of our racial revolution in the ’60’s and ’70’s on 
events in southern Africa in the ’70s and ’80s. 

So we sense that more and more our international 
problems and aspirations are planetary, orbiting out 
of reach of our traditional methods for conducting the 
nation’s business. And this adds to our sense that 

,things are becoming unmanageable - moving out of 
control. The spiritual crisis - this calling to account 
heretofore unquestioned assumptions about the effi- 
cacy of American institutions at home and America’s 
power and purpose abroad - can be deeply painful. 
It may become before it is done the American moral 
equivalent of the bombing of Coventry, occupation 
for the French, or defeat for the Germans. At any 
rate the comparison, though presently exaggerated, 
is worth mentioning if only to remind us that there 
has been thus far so little in the American experience 
since the Civil IVar to suggest the limitations of power 
and the tragedy of misplaced expectations. 

All of these revelations ought to do us some good 
since unrealistic expectations about the world we are 
dealing with and, even more, about ourselves are un- 
steady foundations for policy. Also, our domestic 
problems should make us somewhat more tolerant of 
the stresses and strains in other societies. For it is 
now evident that here at home we are dealing with 
our own “revolution of rising expectations,” with the 
instabilities created by the “development process” and 
the dislocations consequent on a massive migration 
from rural areas to our cities, not to mention our 
hand-overs from an essentially colonial psychology. 
In short it should be apparent to us that the line be- 
tween developed and developing, between stable and 
unstable societies is not all that distinct. Incidentally, 
these realizations should work the other way too. 
Heady expectations about the U.S. on the part of 
many emerging societies are probably being adulte- 
rated. That too is basically healthy. 

I t  is by no means sure, however, that we will absorb 
these lessons, proceeding thereafter from new levels 
of wisdom. For disillusionment creates a receptivity 
for new illusions, and as a people we are not beyond 
the danger of replacing one over-simplification for 

10 worldvieto 



another. In fact, in our present mood of self-doubt 
and perplexity, stereotyped answers to complex issues 
are again elbowing their way to the forefront of na- 
tional debate. They present themselves in now familiar 
evocative phrases: “military-industrial complex,” “po- 
liceman to the world,” “containment is passh,” “over- 
commitment,” and “get out of Vietnam.” It is not that 
these words are meaningless. It is rather that they 
become symbols, fixing blame or exciting expectations 
rather than demanding analysis. 

Take Vietnam for example. The war has become a 
source of unrest so deep in our national life that we 
are probably expecting too much from ultimate dis- 
engagement. We have told ourselves over and over 
again that it has distorted our priorities, played havoc 
with our image abroad, radicalized our students, en- 
flamed black militants and given rise to feelings of 
national guilt in sensitive sectors of our popul. ‘1 t’ ion. 
All these things are in a measure true. The domestic 
consequences have overwhelmed the foreign - and 
we must withdraw. But the method and the terms of 
our disengagement from Vietnam will also deeply 
affect both our policy problems and our national life. 
This is why we should be patient while this Adminis- 
tration attempts an honorable compromise. 

The danger remains very real however that options 
now being sought by our government will not be made 
available by Hanoi. In which case we shall finally have 
to choose between continued engagement at levels 
that impose a great and probably intolerable strain 
at home or virtual abandonment of South Vietnam 
under conditions that will tax the credibility of our 
steadfastness in many parts of the world and create 
a backwash of uneasiness here at home. We are famil- 
iar with the national trauma of prosecu’ting this am- 
biguous war. We should not underestimate the 
national trauma which will follow hard on the reali- 
zation that we have “lost” that war, particularly if our 
withdrawal is shortly followed by Viet Cong ascend- 
ancy in the South and a blood bath as the new regime 
is consolidated. These developments might only serve 
to deepen the spiritual crisis I have alluded to, further 
distorting our national life and crippling our national 
will, with quite unpredictable effects on policy. 

Even under the best of circumstances the resolution 
of the Vietnam conflict will not be a cure-all. We will 
still face tough decisions in allocating essentially 
scarce resources. Perhaps the toughest of these deci- 
sions will be what weight to give to domestic as 
against foreign programs. One begins of course by  
saying that we must do both, as Mr. Nixon did recently 
at the Air Force Academy. “A successful policy of 
peace,” he said, cannot be carried out abroad “if our 
society is at war with itself at home.” At the same 

time “therc is no advanccment for Americans at home 
in a retreat from the problems of the world.” 

But this docs not take us far enough. Tc1stimony in 
Washington has now made clcnr tliat even following 
the end of thc Vietnam war, our savings will not be 
very substantial if we are to maintain force levels 
consistent with the full range of our prescnt military 
commitments. Our economy has the capacity to fulfill 
maximum obligations at  home and abroad but it is 
obvious that wcx do not have the politicid will. \Vc 
shall have to choose. 

My own view is that nlilitnry commitments (which 
is to say military spending) must be selectively re- 
duced in favor of iritnlly ncvded domestic programs. 
This is not an isolationist option. It does not represent 
withdrawal, which I suspect, given the character of 
our involvement i n  the world, is virtually impossiblc 
anyway. Rather it signifies that domestic and foreign 
policies have becomt, perhaps more than ever before, 
an integral part of one another. Our leaders cannot 
pursue coherent policies and take significant initia- 
tives abroad without a larger measure of social 
stilbility, consensus and above all collective self-con- 
fidence than would seem likely to obtain in America if 
present trends continue. Also our credibility abroad 
depends in part on our giving evidence at home of a 
people resolutely meeting the challenges of change in 
developing a viable and humane community. 

I say all this not unmindful of our continuing and 
unpredictable confrontation with the Soviet Union, 
and the uncertainties that surround Chinese intentions 
in Asia; nor am I suddenly obli\.ious of the importance 
of maintaining and increasing our commitment to 
economic aid for the devcloping countries. I do not 
question the continuance of strategic parity, even as 
we seek nc‘gotii1ted control mechanisms with the So- 
viet Union. It is the sine qua non of whatever stability 
remains in the international system. Rut at lesser 
levels the experience of the last decade would indi- 
cate that neither side is easily able to gain decisive 
advantage in exploiting the instability of the in-be- 
tween world. Once again, this does not argue for 
American withdrawal. But it does suggest that our 
commitments (and corresponding force levels ) can 
selectively be pared back with tolerable risks once 
they are analyzed rigorously in terms of interest, 
rather than premised on some universalist doctrine of 
maintaining maximum stability everywhere - which 
is hardly a tenable objective in any event in an in- 
herently unstable, even revolutionary, world. 

Moreover we should be mindful that our domestic 
problems are themselves no longer simply domestic in 
their import. When one surveys the range of business 
now crowding our national agenda, one wonders 
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whether it is not somehow our lot to wrestle with the 
world’s agenda - years, decades, in advance of most 
other countries. IVhich means that here in America the 
foreigner is able to pecr forward through time at 
problems that will one day overtake him; our per- 
formance will not only affect his image of us, but 
quite possibly his own capacity to cope. This is true 
of the management of our affluence and the equity 
with which our wealth is distributed; it is true of our 
unprecedented experiment in mass higher educ a t’ ion 
(seven niillion in colleges and universities now and 
an absolute majority of college-age young people at- 
tending such institutions within a few years time); 
it is true of the need to revitalize our urban iireas 
where close to three-quarters of our citizens now live; 
it is true of the challenge to manage properly our 
wasting material resources as well as our mounting 
Illaterid wastes; it is true of our effort to stabilize 
population growth, encourage creative use of expand- 
ing leisure time, enrich our cultural life, and humanize 
the debilitating proccss by which an automiited econ- 
omy fills mass needs. 

But of pre-eminent importance, both for our do- 
mestic hedth and for our role as a world leader, is the 
successful completion of our racial revolution and our 
search for an equitable measure of opportunity for 
ill1 our citizens. Other societies are facing one or an- 
other of these problems, many of which are the con- 
sequence of rapid modcirnization and the rightful 
gods of a free people. Only America is facing them 
all. Multiple revolutions cresting simultaneously. It is 
no wonder we are restless and disoriented. 

No one need question the significance of domestic 
coiicerns for our foreign relations who has had the 
opportunity to witness the depth of feeling well up 
against America in a black African state on the occa- 
sion of such national tragedies as the assassinations of 
hlartin Luther King and Robert Kennedy. So deep 
was the anger and frustration it was as if a personal 
wound had been inflicted. Curiously there was here 
a kind of inverse honor being paid to us - for no 
such attention would have been given to similar 
events in ‘any other coiintry. It was as if America’s 
role was acknowledged to he uniquely important - 
for good or bad. 

And this is fmi~lamcntnlly because there has been 
no society in history like that which we still profess 
to become. “It cilli of coiirse be argued,” Harold Isaacs 
has written, “that American power will impinge 
heavily on the world no matter what is done about 
the place of thc black inan in American society. This 
is no doubt so. Biit,” he goes on, “the proposition here 
is that the world power role and impact of American 
society on its way to becoming an open, humane 

society €or a11 its members is one thing. The role and 
impact of an Anierican society moving towards new 
forms of racial separation in a garrison state will be 
quite another.” 

I must not leave this unwieldy subject without one 
or two concluding van Winklian observations if only 
to set straight my own mood. I find niyself worried 
but not unto distraction. The shape of the crisis I 
have alluded to is there for all to see. But the evidence, 
while presently trending badly, is not all negative. The 
graph can still move either up or down. Nothing is 
determined, not yet. The operative adjective is “rest- 
less,” not “rigid.” 

Here and there into the turgid mainstream of our 
life you find a freshet forcing its way, revealing a 
capacity for experimentation and newness - whether 
individual variations in men’s sideburns (it must be 
accepted as a forward step that thc greying sideburn 
is replacing the grey flannel suit in business circles) 
or some remarkably uninhibited forms, for example 
in church worship. You visit an Episcopal church in 
Washington where the mass is a true celebration of 
life, complete with drums, instrumentalists and some- 
times impromptu dnncing; above are psychedelic ban- 
ners declaring, “Let the Risen Lord Turn You On,” or 
“Love Is a Damned Good Thing.” 

You learn that the counterpoint to your Iiang-ups 
is “doing your thing.” It is often done with worrisome 
abandon, ca1culatc.d to shock, and to dramatize and 
ridicule contemporary nonsense. But there is buried 
underneath the ridiculousness and the strident pro- 
test a thrust for self-expression which, harnessed, can 
be turned to cmormously creative account - or, un- 
bridled, can do a good deal of harm. 

You read the polls on student attitudes and wonder 
if these don’t reveal more than the bizarre happenings 
that dominated our evening television fare all last 
spring. Eighty-four per cent of college kids place 
themselves in the middle ground categories of Mod- 
erately Conservative ( 19 per cent), Middle-of-the- 
Road (24 per cent) and Moderately Liberal (41 per 
cent). Still morc important, the surveys find this col- 
lege generation self-motivated, deeply sensitive to 
injustice, service-oriented, and (needless to say) nnti- 
conformist. There is an enormous potential for con- 
structive change in all of this; it is, in truth, a littlr 
disconcerting that students should profess such splen- 
did motivations as they go around occupying build- 
ings, roughing up the deans and defiling the 
Established gener a t’ ion. 

Residential trends in and around northern cities 
remain ominous. Yet an expert in Washington tells 
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you that the outflow of whites to the suburbs has in 
the past year and for the first time almost been 
equalled by the outflow of blacks. Residential inte- 
gration is still essentially a fleeting transitional phase 
as city neighborhoods move from white to black occu- 
pancy. Then you receive a letter describing a confer- 
ence where leaders of twelve integrated neighbor- 
hoods across the country, serving nearly half a million 
people, established National Neighbors, a clearing 
house for integrated communities. You go to the 
graduation ceremonies of the local Junior High 
School. The integrated glee club (not as many whites 
as before, but still some) sings, “We Shall Overcome.” 
It sounds as if they mean it. It is premature to write 
off these experiments. They are tokens of a better 
future; they must be kept alive. 

Attitudes on both sides of the color line remain 
more malleable than perhaps we realize. You come 
across a C.B.S. public opinion poll from 1968 which 
found 49 per cent of its Negro respondents willing to 
give active support to the successor of Martin Luther 
King, as opposed to 1 per cent to Ron Karenga, 2 
per cent to Rap Brown and 4 per cent to Stokely 
Carmichael. Mohammed Ali tells a television inter- 
viewer: “For black people to start shooting in their 
fight against American society would be as silly as 
for you to get up and start hitting me.” 

Bradley loses in Los Angeles. That is bad. But 47 
per cent of the population votes for a black candidate 
in a city where only 18 per cent of the community is 
Negro. That is good. In fact it is almost unprece- 
dented. And in the New Yorker you read Charles 
Evers’ speech after .being elected mayor of Fayette, 
Mississippi. He says simply: “All of us have won a 
victory in hlississippi. All the poor blacks, and all the 
concerned, scared whites. I’m not going to belittle the 
whites, because they need help, just as we need help.” 

So the returns are not all in, not yet. This much at 
least can be said. We are talking about our problems. 
Before returning home, I had heard there was in this 
country a perilous communications gap. But. never 
before have I been exposed to such a flood-tide of com- 
munications as have swept over me since our return. 
It is true that much of what is said is not being heard. 
The decibel level is too high, or the message too stri- 
dent, or we are simply not turned on. But talking we 
are. With extraordinary frankness. I read that Deputy 
Attorney General Kleindienst has even urged police 
to invite militants to lecture at police academies! No 
society exposes itself to analysis, criticism and debate 
with the abandon practiced here. That is why we can- 
not yet take seriously the glib comparison between 
modern America and ancient Rome by those who talk 
of a “decline and fall” syndrome. 

in the magazines. . . 
(Continued from p .  2) 
bygone culture, they are reviving old utopias, but 
they act according to methods incompatible with 
democratic rules, methods which stir sad memories 
in men of my generation. Must we tolerate these 
methods because these young people are disturbing 
calm certainty and intellectual complacency, because 
in spite of everything they are expressing not only the 
dissatisfactions of spoiled children but a hope for 
spiritual liberation beyond submission to the necessi- 
ties of science as applied to production? 

“Here, in a single question, is the problem that con- 
cerns me, the problem which the events raise for us 
all: Can a revolt of the violent in the name of a liber- 
tarian ideal in a liberal society, open the way to the 
future? Can it help to humanize the authoritarian 
organizations of a liberal society? Or will it lead, 
directly or indirectly, either of itself or by the reaction 
it will bring about, to a repetition of the tragedies of 
yesterday, even before they have ceased to haunt our 
minds? Those who want to go beyond liberalism 
always run the risk of returning to a previous stage. 

“Men born at the beginning of the century have 
learned the lesson by bitter experience; will they 
succeed in transmitting it to a generation which is in 

danger of repeating history because they do not 
know it?” 
0 

. Of special note: The illay/June issue of Intercom 
(published now by the Center for War/Peace Studies, 
218 East 18 Strcet, N.Y.C.) contains a listing of vol- 
untary organizations active in the field of intcrna- 
tional affairs. Price of the single issue $1.50. 
0 

From “Imperialism, Economic Development and 
the Christian Mission,” by Alan R. Booth, Secretary 
of the Commission of the Churches on International 
Affairs of the W.C.C. ( TIie Ecumenical Revieto, 

“What we have to live with is, in some degree the 
incredible success of European ideas, and the gcneral 
rejection of the European person. He is seen ;is ;I 

suffocating threat to selfhood elsewhere in the world, 
while his ideas offer an incomparable tool for the 
discovery of the sclfsame selfhood. From the point 
of view of the Christian mission our job is to detcr- 
mine which of the European ideas is directly or even 
remotely connected with the gospel, and which mas- 
querades falsely in Christian dress.” -- PAXIPHILUS 
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