
thing which could be even remotely construed as 
”leadership roles.” The logic of such a random nam- 
ing of persons is obscure, and my own suspicion is 
that the F.B.I. has massive data, which they have 
gathered largely through wiretapping, but which 
they have little ability to interpret correctly. But 
that fact only adds to the danger of the situation. 

There is no doubt in the mind of this writer that 
the indictment is a false charge, but also that it has 
been prepared with excessive care by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation over a considerable period 
of time, through an elaborate scheme of informers 
and entrapments which the persons involved were 
innocently unaware of. It will be the job of the at- 
torneys to expose this “conspiracy” on the part of the 
F.B.I. It is much more important for concerned 
Americans to focus on the implications of such San 
event for themselves. 

The F.B.I. has given us a new and chilling danger 
signal about the lengths to which our government 
will go to repress dissent. But it has also given us a 
new platform and opportunity to expose this repres- 
sive direction by the government and perhaps avert 
it before it is too late, Somewhere around the middle 
of the past decade, the working alliances between 
liberals and radicals broke apart, and all efforts to 
mount any struggle for social change with broad 
impact in this country has floundered ever since- 
with some exceptions, i.e., the Farm Workers. Radi- 
cals generally blame liberals for this, and the blame 
is largely justified. But assigning blame never evokes 
much sympathy or response. A rhetoric of exclusion 
can only become a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

It is a rhetoric of inclusion, an appeal to as broad 
an audience as possible, that is the prerequisite for 
any broadly based response both to present dangers 
and potential possibilities. The radical gives up noth- 
ing by such a rhetoric of inclusion, for his principles 
are, in fact, highly conservative ones in which a large 
sector of the American population has a stake and 
for which it has an affinity. A rhetoric of exclusion 
serves little purpose except sectarian self-validation, 
and runs directly counter to the existing political 
possibilities in the United States. 

This author has been a critic of the Catholic Left 
for its tendency to practice a rhetoric of exclusion 
and for making a dualism of action versus mediating 
communication and political organizing. The gift 
which Mr. Hoover has given us is an issue which 
can supercede and unify this split. Far from dis- 
crediting these radicals, Mr. Hoover has contrived 
an indictment which can bring home the possibilities 
of political repression to even the most moderate of 
liberals. He has turned idealistic and ineffective ac- 

tivists into % Ztims and has created a situation with 
which many people far removed from such action 
can identify. In short, he has posed a question to 
which even the reform-minded president of a sub- 
urban P.T.A. must respond: Do you want to live in 
a society of informers? After having, for many years, 
conjured up the image of our “enemy” as that society 
h e r e  citizens live in constant fear of the midnight 
knock on the door, and having used this “enemy” as1 
the basis of our counter-revolutionary foreign policy 
around the world, we are fast turning ourselves into 
the image of that same “enemy.” We are destroying 
the very basis for our crusade far more effectively 
than any “enemy” could have done. 

The most important thing that those concerned 
about this indictment can do is to get this message 
across to their constituencies. If enough Americans 
can learn from this indictment that “it can happen 
here,” we still have the political machinery to avert 
it. Only mass political organizing has a prayer of 
doing that job. This is why it is disastrous to separate 
radical action from mass communication and or- 
ganizing, for both must be parts of a unifiedstrategy. 
These two sides can come together around a unified 
strategy on the occasion of this new evidence of 
government repression, but only if there is a con- 
certed effort by radichls to bring them together. 

NIXON’S 
GRAND DESIGN 
Donald Brnndon 

For a generation now, America has played a signifi- 
cant role in world affairs. Until Pearl Harbor a re- 
luctant belligerent in World War 11, this country 
was also slow to respond to the challenge of the 
Soviet Union in the immediate aftermath of that 
gigantic conflict. But for almost twenty-five years 
American Presidents have been more or less guided 
by the policy of “containment.” Eisenhower, Ken- 
nedy, and Johnson all introduced variations on the 
multiple themes of the policy adopted by Harry 
Truman. Yet each concluded that the world situation 
allowed no reasonable alternative to an activist 
American foreign policy in most areas of the globe. 

More and more Americans have come to believe, 

Dr. Brandon, B toorldviero regular, writes from San 
Francisco. 
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however, that this nation has to revise its priorities 
in the direction of less attention to foreign and more 
to domestic problems. President Nixon came to the 
White House pledged to end this country’s tragic 
involvement in Vietnam. And in spite of persisting 
patterns of conflict on the global stage, the Nixon 
Administration has opted for a partial winding down 
of tlie U.S. presence in the world generally, not just 
in Southeast Asia. 

President Nixon’s 1969 “State of the World” Mes- 
sage contained Henry Kissinger’s contention that the 
llessage is “a statement of a new approach to foreign 
policy, to match a new era of international relations.” 
Three major changes in the international environ- 
ment were said to mark the end of the “postwar 
period’ in world affairs. First, the countries of West- 
ern Europe and Japan have recovered their “eco- 
nomic strength, their political vitality and their 
national self-confidence.” Second, the nations of the 
Third \Vorld “have a new spirit and a growing 
strength of independence” which nullify the fear that 
they would be a “battleground of cold-war rivalry 
and fertile ground for Communist penetration.” 
Third, while “the power of individual Communist 
nations has grown . . . international Communist unity 
has been shattered.” In this “new era,” Kissinger 
said, “the United States will participate in the de- 
fense and development of allies and friends, but  . . . 
America cannot-and will not-conceive all the plans, 
design all the programs, execute all the decisions and 
undertake all the defense of the free nations of the 
world. We will help where it makes a real difference 
and is considered in our interest.” 

e 

While one can be sympathetic to the desire to ad- 
just America’s priorities in the direction of more 
attention to domestic and less to world probiems, 
analysis suggests that Kissinger’s description of an 
alleged “new era” is oversimplified. It is true that the 
countries of \Vestern Europe, including West Ger- 
many, and Japan have recovered their self-confidence. 
They are no longer so willing to follow Washington’s 
lead, and have been striking out in new directions 
in foreign policy on their own. But this suggests only 
that these industrialized nations are not willing to 
make their policies wholly coordinate with Washing- 
ton’s in relation to either Communist nations or to 
the Third World. The NATO Foreign Ministers 
meeting in Brussels in December, 1970, revealed a 
general consensus regarding the continuing necessity 
of adequate \Vestern military power. However, there 
are a variety of ideas and policies among NATO 
members regarding such questions as trade with the 

Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, a European Se- 
curity Conference, posture toward Communist China, 
and trade and aid with the Third World. Until and 
unless some sort of United States of Europe is estab- 
lished, Western Europe will not be able significantly 
to alleviate America’s defense and development 
burden. And a united Europe might not cooperate 
with the U.S. any more than the sovereign European 
countries do  today. 

Japan, like the Western European nations, will 
harmonize only part of her foreign policies with those 
of the United States in the foreseeable future. While 
she has been re-establishing a “military-industria1 
complex,” Japanese leaders and public opinion are 
uninterested in defense commitments outside the 
home islands. Japan will not help to fill the partial 
vacuum of power being created by the reduction of 
America’s military presence on the Asian mainland. 
hioreover, it is increasingly likely that a t  some point 
in the 1970’s Japan, and perhaps India and even 
Australia as well, will “go nuclear.” The Communist 
Chinese nuclear buildup together with the doubts 
raised by the “Nixon Doctrine” underlie the drift to- 
ward nuclear proliferation in Asia. Japan’s posture 
in the area of trade is clearly not in line with the 
wishes of Washington. On the other hand, Japan’s 
foreign aid effort in the Third IVorld can perhaps be 
coordinated to some extent at least with American, 
regional, and U.N. programs. In sum, Japan’s role 
in defense and development, like Western Europe’s, 
is not likely to dovetail neatly with Kissinger’s notion 
of “multipolar order” replacing U.S. “globalism.” 

As for the Third World, Kissinger is partly right 
in saying that the nations of that vast area are not 
just a “battleground of cold-war rivalry and fertile 
ground for Communist penetration.” Perhaps what I 
said in my American Foreign Policy: Beyond Uto- 
pianism and Realism (1966) is still generally correct: 

Most of the developing countries clearly are not 
interested in taking sides in the cold war. Neutralism 
is dominant. This is understandable, and it can be 
argued is preferable, in some cases at least, to formal 
alignment with the West. Those liberal-Utopians who 
somehow view neutralism as more “moral” than 
alliance with the West surely go too far. On the 
other hand, so do those conservatives who demand 
that everyone “stand up and be counted” in the cold 
war. The merits of alliance or non-alignment should 
be judged in the light of each country’s particular 
circumstances rather than on the basis of general 
principles. It is difficult to agree with the suggestion 
of George Kennan that the United States should 
relax and stop worrying about these developing na- 
tions, even if one does not think that the cold war 
will be won or lost in the southern part of the globe. 

Perhaps it should be added that simmering guemlla 
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wars in Southeast Asia; leftist trends in India and 
Ceylon; the Soviet and Chinese roles in the Middle 
East and the southern part of Africa; and the Cuban 
and Chilean situations suggest that the Third World 
is in part a %battleground of cold-war rivalry and 
fertile ground for Communist penetration.” More- 
over, the prospects are mostly dim for regional se- 
curity efforts which would be linked to America as . 
part of the Kissinger notion of “multipolar order.” 

The “State of the Wor ld  Message stresses, as have 
many scholars and politicians in recent years, that 
polycentrism has destroyed the “old m y t h  of a mono- 
lithic international Communist movement. In fact, 
Kissinger, like many others, makes too much of the 
undeniable fact that Moscow is not the center of a 
coordinated Communist bloc. Although the Soviet 
Union and Communist China have many differences, 
including a struggle for primacy in the Communist 
world, both remain enemies of the West. Both are 
fostering policies designed to isolate America, divide 
the West, and penetrate the Third World. There is, 
in short, not too much comfort to be derived from 
the fact that there is no monolithic Communist Grand 
Design. I t  has been pointed out, moreover, that the 
Berlin-Rome-Tokyo Axis of the late 1930’s and early 
wartime 1940’s was not monolithic either. But the 
threat to the free world was rather critical, as evi- 
denced by the colossal disaster of the second world 
war. And it is all too true that “the power of indi- 
vidual Communist nations has grown,” as Kissinger 
correctly observes. Both the Soviet Union and Com- 
munist China have been busily expanding their 
“military-industrial complexes” despite their rivalry, 
their weak consumer economies, and other domestic 
and foreign problems confronting the men in the 
Kremlin and in the Heavenly Palace. 

e 

If this appraisal of the Nixon Administration’s 
analysis of the state of the world is generally correct, 
it must be said that America’s reduced presence on 
the global stage-with the single, important exception 
of Western Europe-is taking place at a time when 
the challenge of communism is still strong, the needs 
of the Third World are still great, and the prospects 
of “multipolar order” replacing US. “globalism” are 
very poor indeed. Nevertheless, the fact must also be 
faced that, as a recent Newsweek cover story, “In 
Search of a Foreign Policy,” put it, “After three 
decades of bearing all the hardships and burdens, 
Americans seem to have grown weary of the world. 
They are tired of waging wars, hot and cold-perhaps 
even tired of waging peace. Many of them seem al- 
most beyond caring that the world is as cruel and 

dangerous as ever . . . .” President Nixon appears 
to be attempting to devise a foreign policy which 
matches this national mood. It is an old story in 
twentieth-century American diplomatic history. Kis- 
singer’s “State of the World’ Message expressed ;I 

thoughtful approach to a new posture for the United 
States. But it also reflected what Hanson Baldwin 
once called the old American penchant to “make the 
facts fit the policy.” 

A key question is, what are America’s vital inter- 
ests and how should it support them? Students and 
practitioners in this country disagree sharply today 
in their answers to that question. hlost would agree 
that at least Western Europe, the Middle East, Japgn 
and other island nations off the Asian mainland, 
Central America and the Caribbean are areas of 
vital interest to America, given the present state of 
the world. But disagreement abounds when one turns 
to specific policies to promote American interests in 
those areas. These issues are difficult enough to 
handle without reference to the national mood in 
this country. Taking the latter into account, as must 
be done, it seems that American Presidents in the 
1970’s are going to have an enormously difficult task 
in sustaining even the bare minimum required to 
foster American, \Vestern and free world interests. 
Perhaps only the shock of a clarifying traumatic 
event will put the Vietnam tragedy into proper 
perspective and reawaken public opinion regarding 
continuing American responsibilities in the world. 

William Bundy writes in the current issue of For- 
eign Affairs: “Foreign policy in the American de- 
mocracy tends to swing between extremes-to prefer 
the simplification of slogans, tug-of-war not cat’s 
cradle. It prefers to reject, rather than amend, direc- 
tions that have led to trouble; it finds it hard to 
qualify, or be selective, or to take account of timing 
and transition.” Kissinger’s vision of “multipolar 
order” enabling a significant reduction in America’s 
global presence is not going to be easily established, 
if  at all, during the present decade. It is therefore 
necessary to reject the current radical, liberal, and 
conservative conventional wisdom regarding the non- 
utility of any and all covert or overt uses of the 
instruments of force in the Third World. This nation 
must continue to engage in prudent, selective con- 
tainment, though not necessarily with American 
combat forces, And this country must continue to 
engage in prudent, selective bilateral as well as multi- 
lateral foreign aid and trade policies. A too rapid and 
too rigid retrenchment by the United States would 
jeopardize both the efforts of the last thirty years, 
and the prospects for relative peace in the next 
gener a t’ ion. 
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