
literates in the Third World is growing; 
health facilities in the Third World d o  
not meet even the most basic needs; 
famine and malnutrition are still prev- 
alent.” Obviously something has gone 
wrong, not only with the spread of the 
development gospel but with every- 
thing else. 

Hedebro, an economist who teaches 
journalism in Sweden, blames t h e  
failure on the “whole development 
philosophy of which the communica- 
tion model is a part.” That sweeping 
conclusion is the spine around which 
IIedcbro has wrapped his I&dd-page 
thesis. He has made a little book that is 
more dangerous in its innocence than 
in its cunning and insinuations. 

What really was wrong with the idea 
of development through the media, 
Hedebro suggests, was the insistence on 
retaining the freedoms of speech, press, 
and information flow. What really is 
needed is some form of government 
manipulation of the media to advance 
economic and social development. 

“The dominant philosophy of de- 
velopment explicitly presumed that the 
press would be privately owned with lit- 
tle or  no interference from the govcrn- 
ment,” Hedebro writes. “This Western 
tradition of long standing is implicit in 
the hallowed principle of ‘freedom of 
the press.’ In the development perspec- 
tive, however, the drawbacks are ob- 
vious. Since the chief purpose of a pri- 
vately owned press is to produce a 
profit for the owners, development sub- 
jects are taken up only if they are con- 
sidered profitable .... Coverage of  de- 
velopment problems has been only 
slight and sporadic ....” 

And that is not all, Hedebro insists. 
Because news organizations are preoc- 
cupied with the profit motive, their 
news reporting is called into question 
by a significant issue: The  Western in- 
dustrialized countries, with their enor- 
mous appetites for the raw materials of .. 
their former colonies, actually promote 
world poverty by preventing newly in- 
dependent lands from using their re- 
sources for their own benefit. Hedebro 
then proceeds to devote an approving 
chapter to the use of the media for de- 
velopment in China, Tanzania, and 
Cuba, countries where the media are 
tightly controlled-and where develop- 
ment results have been less than spar- 
kling. It is enough to stimulate specula- 
tion about what might happen in a de- 
veloping country if, in fact, a free media 
were operating. 

Hedebro’s villain is everybody’s: the 
United States. To begin with, he  ex- 
plains, the development philosophy 
was designed according lo an American 
image: Middle-class consumer societies 
throughout the Third World. And so 
too it was the United States, in its role 
of “liberator” after World War II, that 
“proclaimed the principle of a ‘free 
flow’ of information between countries 
as  a cornerstone of its policy.” This 
“free flow,” Hedebro suggests, was ac- 
tually a device to promote the sale of 
U.S. news and entertainment media 
abroad, not the reflection of a genuine 
concern. There is no mention of the 
fact that such a conccrn is embodied in 
the First Amendment, which has been 
around since 1791-well before the end 
of World War 11. 

Hedebro lurches from misunder- 
standing to contradiction to confusion 
over the media’s role. lie accepts early 
in the tcxt the proposition “the mass 
media can teach new skills”- with no 
sign of recognition that for a teacher the 
media are but tools. Much later in his 
thesis he decides that “the medii1 can- 
not teach people everything”-without 
seeming to be aware that without good 
teachers the media arc useless. He docs 
finally concede that “there is no direct 
link between the learning of new ways 
and a heightened living standard.” but 
he never pursues the lesson. 

Nowhere does Hedebro explore the 
content of the media or the credibility 
of those who are trying to use them. In- 
stead h e  accepts such dubious or 
unproven propositions as that media 
reporting of the Third World is mis- 
shapen if not outright false. He pcr- 
petuates the myth of Third World 
helplessness before Western media. 
Consequently he does not grasp that 
the media are there to be used and that 
the Third World is filled with inventivc 
publicists. There are many presidents 
and prime ministers of inestimable 
ability capable of commanding media 
attention, but leaders of the stature of 
Leopold Senghor, Lee Kwan Yew, In- 
dira Gandhi, and Julius K. Nyercre 
have failed to use the media effectively. 
Many have hired inexperienced, fearful 
aides to deal with the press; and these 
souls explain away their failure by cry- 
ing that the media are biased against 
them. The  hirelings naturally claim that 
freedom of information works against 
them because only when they control 
the press and other media can they 
make their messages heard. 

There is certainly room for keen ex- 
amination of the role of the media in 
the development process. The issues 
Hedebro raises cry out for serious 
study. But one should never confuse, as 
Hedebro endlessly does, the content 
and integrity of the message with the 
effectiveness of the media. WVI 

FROM THE CONQO TO SOWETO: 
U.S. FOREIQN POLICY TOWARD 

by Henry F. Jackwn 
(William Morrow & Co.; 324 pp.; 
s 13.95) 

AFRICA SINCE 1960 

Ross K.  Baker 

The African continent was one area 
Gcorge Kennan omitted when he set 
forth his containment  doctrine. It 
simply was not politically relevant in 
1947. The only states wholly free of co- 
lonial control were Liberia. Ethiopia. 
and South Africa; and all three were 
counted solidly in the Western camp. It 
would bc another ten years before 
Sudan iind Ghana gained independence 
and ushered in a decade of almost con- 
tinuous decolonization. Certainly the 
Eisenhower administration cannot be 
said to have been particularly attentive 
to Africa; Lebanon probably had more 
intrinsic policy fascination for Secrc- 
taries of State Dulles and Herter than 
all of Africa. Although the term “be- 
nign ncglcct” would not be coined by 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan for another 
ten years. and then in a different con- 
text. i t  applies quitc comfortably to 
America’s Africa policy of the 1950s. 

With the ;idvent of the Kennedy ad- 
ministration, Africa became. for better 
or worse, an object of intense interest to 
U.S. policy-makers. One of John Ken- 
nedy’s few memorable utterances while 
he was in the Senate was a chiding re- 
ference to French policy in Algeria- 
hardly a tip-off to the active rolc that 
his presidential administration would 
play in Africa. 

What led Amcrican policy-makers 
to considpr Africa seriously was the re- 
alization that it held some importance 
in our ideological struggle with the 
Soviet Union. Had the USSR and China 
showed no interest in Africa, it is a safe 
bet that American activity there would 
have been limited. Had the Communist 
states indeed sought influence in Africa 
and had the former colonial powers- 
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notably Britain and France-bcen in a 
position to pull Western chestnuts out 
of  the  fire, American involvement 
might have been minimal too. As it 
turned out, neither of these limiting 
conditions was present, and Africa be- 
came just one more cockpit of cold war 
conflict, another  area for the un- 
differentiated application of a con win- 
mcnt doctrine by now so distcndcd as 
to be almost unrecognizable. What eco- 
nomic and development assistance of a 
nonmilitary nature has bcen given to 
Africa has been justified by a cold war 
rationale. This is the paradox of two dc- 
cades of American policy toward 
Africa: Our concern with the continent 
rests on our appraisal of its importance 
in terms of the great ideological struggle 
between East and West. To put i t  
another way. the value of the baby is 
pegged lo the value of the bathwater; 
throw out the latter and you might as 
well discard the former. 

This is the mcssagc of Henry F. 
Jackson’s study of twenty years of 
American policy toward Africa in From 
the Congo to S o w o .  Having made this 
case persuasively, and repeatedly. he 
tries-though in vain-to come up with 
another basis for US. policy. His argu- 
ment for a policy independent of cold 
war pretexts is grounded on three argu- 
ments. 

The first is that Africa is terribly im- 
portant to black Americans. He likens 
the interest of American blacks in 
Africa to the solicitude with which 
American Jews treat Israel. He cor- 
rectly ascribes blacks’ inability to 
influence policy-particularly in regard 
to Southern Africa-to their lack of 
economic power within the United 
States. What he overlooks is the fact 
that Israel is a single country and Africa 
n continent with fifty separate sttites. 
He also postulates a consensus among 
American blacks on what correct policy 
should be-at once simplistic and 
totally unrealistic. While there probably 
is a consensus on apartheid in South 
Africa, I doubt very much whether 
Americans of African ancestry are any 
more aware of  what constitutcs a cor- 
rect policy toward the civil war in Chad 
than Americans of British ancestry arc 
aware of a proper stance toward the 
question of Welsh nationalism. 

Jackson’s second policy assumption 
concerns the matter of just which 
African regimes are worthy of U.S. sup- 
port. It is here that his hidden ideologi- 
cal agenda begins to emerge. Kepeat- 
26 

edly he  assails the American alliances 
with “regimes of personal leadership.” 
The examples he chooses to dwell upon 
are those of Mobutu Sese Seko in Zaire 
and Anwar el-Sadat in Egypt. 1 . 1 ~  finds 
more worthy of support the MPLA 
government in  Angola and the Marxist 
regime of Mengistu Maile Mariam in 
Ethiopia. He disapproves of the govern- 
ment of Morocco’s King Hassan but 
praises the Polisario Front  in the  
Wcstern Sahara, whose seating in the 
Organization of African Unity recently 
split that regional group into two hostile 
factions. 

This policy assumption belies the 
author’s conviction that somehow col- 
lcctivist regimes are more “natural” to 
Africa than capitalist forms of govern- 
ment. For someone so determined that 
African diversity be respected, this is a 
singularly rigid approach. It may be that 
socialism comporls more nearly with 
the traditional ways of organizing some 
African societies, but others-the 
Kikuyu of Kenya and the Ibo of 
Nigeria, for example-seem almost  
reflexively capitalist. Jackson is on 
firmer ground when he argues that the 
political and economic approach taken 
by an African state should not con- 
demn it out of hand. The author, how- 
ever, has the irksome habit of turning 
around and arguing that only collec- 
tivist regimes truly havc the people’s 
best interests at heart and that this 
alone should commend them to us. 

Jackson’s third guide to policy is 
more an admonition than a preccpt. It is 
based upon the dawning of the “new in- 
ternational economic o r d e r ” - a  term 
he uses with menacing regularity. He 
believes that the oil embargo of 1973 in- 
augurated a permanent shift of econ- 
omic power away lrom the major in- 
dustrial nations and toward the re- 
source-rich but undeveloped nations of 
the Third World. While it is certainly 
true that American policy has de- 
veloped a form of housemaid’s knee 
from genuflecting to the oil producers- 
and, current oil gluts notwithstanding, 
will do so again if supplies get t i g h t i t  
does not follow that it will kneel down 
before other single-commodity states. 
Major consuming nations may have 
their vulnerabilities, but they also hap- 
pen to have a great deal of say about the 
international traffic in capital and are 
not without their own forms of  
influence and persuasion. 

If Jackson does manage to argue 
forcefully that, excepting the brief shining 

moment when Andrew Young was the 
United States ambassador to the United 
Nations, the policy of this country 
toward Africa has been dictated by cold 
war impulses, it is a t  least arguable that 
without the ideological contest there 
would have been no policy at  all. And 
in his plea to divest that policy of its 
ideological valence, Mr. Jackson applies 
his own philosophical test, which is as 
rigid and biased as  the one he urges us 
to supplant. V?.J 

THE PAST HAS ANOTHER 
PATTERN: MEMOIRS 

by George Ball 
(W. W. Norton; xiv+527 pp.; $19.95) 

The British have a tradition of high- 
echelon public servants who frccly give 
private advice and devotedly serve 
elected adminislrations. American 
presidents, devoid of  such a traditional 
rcsource, surround themselves with 
handfuls of loyal adherents who come 
and go with the rise and fall of party 
fortunes. In the White House and 
Cabinet the discontinuity of service by 
a succession of individuals on tempor- 
ary leave from their professions pre- 
vents national administrations from 
obtaining the ongoing, dispassionate ex- 
pertise they need. This problem has be- 
come increasingly acute because of the 
growing complexity of national and in- 
ternational issues. 

Fortunately the patchwork of high- 
level s t a f f i n g  h a s  been  t h r e a d e d  
through with the recurrent service of a 
very few who bring the knowledge and 
experience accumulated over years to 
bear on current problems. Among the 
stalwarts are Clark Clifford, the late 
Abe Fortas, and George Ball. Ball has 
scrvcd as a public official in succeeding 
administrations of the past fifty years, 
developing and offering his expert 
counsel in economic, legal, political, 
and strategic affairs. He has been in- 
variably reliable and loyal to those who 
appointed him. His memoirs constitute 
a modest account of his career both in 
public life and as  a lawyer and banker. 
They provide many insights into the 
country’s leaders from the period be- 
fore World War I1 and into events that 
honed the perilous nuclear edge on 
which we live. 

George Ball recalls Lyndon Johnson 


