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Proceeding in a Disgraceful Way 

‘Walter C. Clemens, Jr. 

ranz Schurmann’s. The Logic of World F Power (Pantheon; 593 pp.; $15.00) and 
Joyce Kolko’s America and the Crisls of World Capi- 
tdism (Beacon Press; 202 pp.; $7.95) represent con- 
temporary American scholarship at its worst. Both 
authors deal with social questions of immense com- 
plexity and great practical significance. Each pre- 
sents a broad, rather abstract interpretation of U.S. 
policy since 1945, tottering on the skimpicst of em- 
pirical research. Professor Schurmann acknowledges 
that his book is not based on “what academics call 
original research.” He offers in explanation an epi- 
logue on his motives for writing the book and a 
listing of those who have influenced his mode of 
thinking. Ms. Kolko has deliberately ‘ Iept  footnotes 
to a minimum.” While Schurmann relies most heavily 
on New Left historians, such as D.F. Fleming, 
Gabriel Kolko, and Michael Hare, Kolko favors 
selections from the Wal2 Street J o u d  and the Znter- 
national Herald Tribune. Each writer,fits the facts to 
support his or her preferred thesis. 

. Schurmann’s thesis is that American foreign policy 
has reflected hvo competing realms: that of ideology, 
centered in the imperial Presidency, and, that of 
interests, centered in the State’s bureaucracies. The 
ideological realm changes constantly, while that of 
interests remains fairly stable, resisting the pressures 
of the Executive to change. As the Executive creates 
agencies of change, these are transformed over time 
into interests. Bureaucracies are solidly linked with 
corporate and other interests, whereas the ideology 
of the Presidenby arises directly from the turbulence 
within and behveen societies. 

The American5overnment’s commitment to uni- 
versalism and expansion, symbolized by the Mar- 
shall Plan and China policy respectively, came as 
a result of accommodation behveen the realm of 
ideolo& and the realm of interests, which feared 
that the immense increase in the government’s 
military and political power and the vast outlays 
destined for economic recovery and foreign aid 
might harm the interests of both international and 
national capital. 

While Schurmann’s thesis is original and stimulat- 
ing, the weaknesses of his sources (and/or of his re- 
collections) undermine confidence in it. Like Anatol 
Rapoport’s study The Big Two,  Schurmann’s covers 
a vast expanse with very little evident recourse to 
major primary or secondary sources. The results are 
unfortunate. Thus, contrary to the most solid scholar- 
ship, Schurmann traces the ideological conaict with 
Russia to the “day that Truman assumed office.” 
Comparing Truman with Johnson, he incorrectly as- 
sumes that LBJ wanted to end JFK’s dCtente with 
Russia because he escalated the war in Indochina. 
(LBJ tried to have dCtente with hloscon. and victory 
in Vietnam.) 

Schurmann’s sections on containment repeatedly 
refer to “ambassador” Kennan’s “cable from hloscow” 
in March, 1947, when in fact it was written by chargk 
Kennan on February 22, 1946. Though Schurmann 
lists Kennan’s hlemoirs (containing the February, 
1946, cable) in his bibliography, the footnote cita- 
tion (one of the rare ones) is to an edited work on 
the Truman Administration. Too often loose logic 
and style are reflected in phrases such as “to digress” 
or, later, “to return to the point. . . .” 

ProfessOr Schurmann’s specialty is China (his 
Ideology and Organization in  Communist China is 
one of the best books written on the People’s Re- 
public), but his expertise even on this subject bears 
little fruit in the present work. He offers a few trivial 
quotes from hlao Tse-tung’s collected works or from 
the People’s Daily (translated. to be sure, by him- 
self), but his analysis is strictly impressionistic, jump- 
ing back and forth, for example, between 1971 and 
1957. Though the bibliography cites one article by 
hiorton H. Halperin on the topics Schurmann dis- 
cusses, the bibliography omits Halperin’s major 
works, such as China atid the Fjomb. The best part 
on. China is Schurmann’s speculation on the signifi- 
cance of American deployment of h,iatador guided 
missiles to Taiwan in May, 1957, but even this dis- 
cussion is too discursive to carry much weight. 
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Schurmann makes a number of interesting points on 
the U.S. Navy and Taiwan, most of them, alas, nn- 
documented. 

These criticisms about sources should not be writ- 
ten off as mere pedantry. The fact is that Professor 
Schurmann repeatedly endeavors to read the minds 
of major figures (Harry Truman, Dean Acheson, hlao 
Tse-tung ) without reference to the major relevalit 
documents. (One thinks, for instance, of Forcign Rc- 
lations of the US or’ the more recent two-volume 
publication from China, Afi.rccllaty of Mao Z’sc-firn,g 
Thought. Such volumes contain ninny hitherto secrct 
documents relating to questions 011 which Schurm;ii 111 

offers only guesses. ) Schurmann’s thesis about ideol- 
ogy and interests is? for this rcvien’er, neither persua- 
sive nor even plausible. Xlost important, it is not 
demonstrated but merely asserted. 

hatever the drawbacks of The Logic of W \Vorld Porccr, one feels the author is a 
decent person, groping honestly to put the coniplesi- 
ties of the rcal world in some order. The author of 
Amcricu arid tlic Crisis of ‘\\for/d Capitalism is tiiuc~i 
more certain about how the pieces fit together. 

Joyce Kolko writes in the most dogmatic tradition, 
chiding “even Leftist” economists \vho have been 
taken in by tlre sunivability of capitalism or the 
tentacles of “behavioral science.” For her only ‘ t w o  
explanations of economic and political phenomena 
are possible: materialist and idealist. Capitalism, she 
assures us, is “impersonal,” being dedicated solely 
to profits. She therefore feels confident in ruling out 
personality, culture, or even luck as explanatory 
variabl-es. “If the materialist explanations for all his- 
torical events are not readily apparent, I assume that 
all the evidence is not yet available and do not seek 
ideological causes, any more than a scientist will 
substitute mystical explanations for unknown phe- 
nomena.” Since there is always a material interest 
present in economic affairs, of course, she will always 
find ,sonic justification for her monocausal reading of 
his t ory . 

If this approach to the complexities of our world 
does not compel the intelligent reader to put down 
the book at once, he or she may quickly reconsider 
when confronted with Kolko’s “overview” of the past 
hvo decades. She asserts: 

In late 1958, under pressure from an alarmed busi- 
ness community, the government then, articulatcd 
a new policy around a feigned “sputnik crisis,” and 
introduced stimulative spending measures-pri- 
marily increased military spending-and raised the 
budget deficit from $2.8 billion to $12.4 billion. 

In reality, the sputnik crisis hit one year earlier 
than she puts it. More important, President Eisen- 
hower held the line against those who called for a 
panic reaction to signs of a missile gap. U.S. defense 
spending rose very little in the late 195O’s, though 

there was a substantial rise in the hvo years before 
her “sputnik crisis.” According to the Stockholm In- 
ternational Pcace Hesearch Institute, the U.S. defense 
budget declined from a Korean War high of $49.6 
billion in 1950 to $40.1 billion in 1955. Here are the 
figures for the rest of the decade: 1956-41.7; 1957- 

Or consider Kolko’s assertion that “The immensely 
profitable and stimulating nature of tlre [Vietnam] 
war for the whole ecoiiomy between 1964 and 1968 
often prompted ne\vspapers to hcadline sharp drops 
in Wall Street as tlie result of I’cace scares during 
;iborti\-e diplomatic moves.” Taking a hlnrxist stand 
above passion or moral judgineiit, Kolko assures the 
render that the market drops did not occur liecause 
“U.S. capitalists \yere committed to fighting in Viet- 
nam per se,” but merely wmted. to assure their 
profits. 

Her impressionistic accoruit is completely demol- 
ished by a careful study of the same phenomenon 
by Beth C. Hanson and Bruce A l .  Russett, “Testing 
Some Economic Interpretations of American Inter- 
vention: Korea, Indochina, and the Stock Market” 
( in Testing the Theory of tlic ,~li l i tnty-l t idust~ial 
Complc.r, Steven Rosen. ed., 197:3). 

Hanson and Rrissett found that, starting in 1967, 
conciliatory acts, \vhetlicr initiated by the United 
States or the Conrniunists. “regularly are associated 
with rising stock prices on that day.” This was t rue  
not only for the Do\\.. Jones Industrial Average as a 
whole but for wliat the authors, call “LDC” stocks- 
those with particular interests in  less developed 
countries. 

Second, tliere \viis no clear pattrrn of stock inarket 
response to escalation i n  Yietnam. 

Third. there \vere no statistically significant rela- 
tions of any kind in the early years of the war be- 
tween the stock market and the fighting in Vietnam. 

Fourth, the simple hlarxist theory was usually 
wrong as a predictor of stock market responses, even 
in thc direction of its sigrrs. 

An inverse hlursist theory IVRS more satisfactory, 
at least for the latter years of the war. Perhaps that 
is why Kolko does not even discuss the stock market’s 
behavior after 1968, although her book is quite up- 
to-date in other respects. 

The book proceeds in this disgraceful, way through 
the “multinationals,” to the “dollar crisis,” to the 
alleged “economic miracles” of the ‘ndustrial nations, 

China, and the Capitalist Crisis.” 
Her final chapter-the one most up-to-date-has 

already been proved false by the thrust of history, 
which has put more than one theory on its garbage 
heap. Thus, the author asserts that the U.S. has vir- 
tually unlimited money available for investment 
abroad; that American capitalists believe they can 
find profits under communism if not at home; that 
their prelimbar). or general agreements with Soviet 

44.5; i958-45.5; 19594.6; 1960-45.3. 

to the Third World, and finally to a The Soviet Bloc, 
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representatives amount to solid “accords,” with no 
hint by  the author that these usually rcqiure pro- 
longed subsequent negotiation to  convert into actual 
contracts. Russia, she assumes, probably has the 
world’s largest petroleum deposits and some 60 per 
cent of the world’s coal. Already International Har- 
vester has bceii “pulled out of the red by a Soviet 
order.” Russia, she blithely adds, “was eager to par- 
ticipate in any American-spoi7soicd reconstruction 
program” after \Yorld IVar I1  “short of one that re- 
quired dismantling its social system.” 

Despite her pique at  the Russians and Chinese 
for extending the death throes of American capital- 
ism, Kolko has hope that the “unshakable constancy 

in the fundamental motivations of ca italist behav- 

ment of the working class in,  the industrial world 
whose actions . . . could t r a n s f o p  the social system.” 

.4uthors who Lvant to chang the world might well 
take another look a t  Lenin’s 1 $ 16 book Itnperialim- 
not just for its theses, but  for its‘scholarship. Granted 
that Lenin had axes to grind, at least he read care: 
fully what the opposition had to say. He cited the 
opposition and read primary and secondary sources 
in at least four languages. All’this while in exile and 
trying to organize a revolution-and while com- 
pelled to write in Aesopian language to get .by the 
Czarist censors. 

ior” may yet galvanize the “potentia P social moye- 

The Proplietic Clergy 
by Harold E. ’Quhiley 
(\,f!iky; 370 pp.; $14.00) 

Dean AI. Kelley 

This volume is one of the \Vile).- 
Interscience publications, and it re- 
ports (with numerous statistical 
tables) on a survey of 1,580 parish. 
clergymen of nine Protestant denoni- 
inations in California conducted in 
1968. Subtitled “Social Activism 
Among Protestant hlinisters,” its pri- 
mary focus is on three social issues 
that were salient at that time and 
place: the churches’ opposition to 
Propositioii 14 (which repealed 
California’s fair housing laws by a 
2-1 majorit).), support for Cesar 
Chavez’s effort tn organize farm 
workers, and opposition to the war 
in Vietnam. 111 them it sees the high- 
water mark of ethical activism 
among “the new breed clergy,” and 
records the resistance and frustration 
they experienced. 

Through several chapters, each of 
the variables in a rather estensive 
questionnaire is platted against 
others, and we discover the not-very- 
surprising phenomenon that “new 
breed activists” have “modernist re- 
ligious beliefs” and “liberal but not 
radical political views,” and that 
they belong to denominations that 
tend to encourage and reinfarce 
these qualities. Little fault can be 
found with the instrument or the 

inethodology, which are described at 
length i n  the appendis. If the book 
were coiifined to objective reporting 
of the data it would be a workninn- 
like, though rather parochial, mono- 
graph. But about half of the content 
ir devoted to generalized interpreta- 
tion, discursive philosophizing, and 
proactivist homilies that s e  not ne- 
cessarily derived from the data and 
may actually falsify it. 

One of the main arguments of the 
bnok is th:it the “new h e e d  clergy” 
are hying valiantly to make the 
Chiircli “relevant” to the ethical is- 
sues of tlle da,, tlirougll their social 
activism, but tl int  the!. are balked 
at every turn by  rigid, hostile, con- 
servative laity who tr!. to prevent 
them from engaging in social action 
and. punish them if they do (by 
nithholding ronthiticms, etc.). Re- 
peatedly nnd dolefiilly. Quinley an- 
noonces, “The conservatism of Prot- 
estant laymen constitutes a major 
ohsthcle to parish clergymen who 
wish to pursue an  active role in pub- 
lic affairs.” How does he h o w ?  The 
clergymen told him. IVhat did the 
laity in question have to say? HL‘ 
didn’t intcrvicw any laity. Instead, 
he relied on a study carried out a 
few years before in the same area 
by Charles Y. Glock aud Rodney 
Stark as well as on a nationwide po- 
litical survey of 1968 (which shows 
that Protestant laity do tend to be 
politically conservative). 

Quinley also reports that a num- 
ber of the “new breed clergy” lost 
their situations because of their so- 
cial activism. .4t least the clergy in 

question attributed their difficulties 
to the laity’s opposition to their “pro- 
phetic” leadership; some clergy even 
felt they were falliiig down on the 
job if they did not arouse’a certain 
amount of turbulence. (“Being in 
disagreement with one’s parishioners 
-‘being on the cutting edge,’ in the 
words of several of our respondents 
-may become a sign of one’s social 
relevance and prophetic actions.”) 

It may well be that the Protestant 
laity is politically conservative, and 
the inore active in church work, the 
more politically conservative. But it 
does not necessarily follow that they 
are opposed to the social activism of 
the clergy and determined to punish 
them for it, as Quinley gratuitously 
assumes throughout. On the con- 
trary, there is . another explanation 
that would vitiate the whole thrust 
of this book, and it is supported by 
extensive interviews (not just ques- 
tionnaires) with a random sample 
of 2,344 lay church members 
throughout the nation during 1969- 
71 (in the North American Inter- 
church Study reported in Punctured 
Preconceptions by Douglas W. John- 
son and George W. Comell, 1972). 

Contrary to the Glock-Stark-Quin- 
ley hypothesis, it reports that “88 
percent of the clergy and 71 percent 
of the lay people in the United 
States feel that their denominations 
should speak out on current social 
issues such as civil rights, the war 
and other pressing problems,” while 
only a tiny minority ( 6  per cent) 
said they had ever withheld contri- 
butions from the Church because of 


