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PREFACE

APERIOD of tumultuous flux like the one in which we are
living poses grave problems for the government officials
who must make policy decisions. For if the American people
are led to feel that these officials have failed, as on the question
of policy toward China, the verdict will be: “Off with their
heads” — figuratively, at least.

This period also poses soul-searching problems for the con-
temporary historian whose diagnosis of the situation, however
indirectly, may influence public opinion and thus be reflected
in policy. For obviously the wrong diagnosis could in this age
of atomic warfare bring about incalculable catastrophe.

The historian finds himself in a practically untenable posi-
tion. At best, he sees only the tip of the iceberg of events, the
bulk of which is concealed below the surface of documents
classified as secret. The best the expert can do is to work like an
Impressionist painter, puttmg down on paper the impressions
he has of world affairs in his own times. But no matter how
much he strives, with utmost integrity, to describe events as
they appear to him, the same events appear quite different to
others, onlookers or participants, who do not hesitate to accuse
him of bias or myopia. The role of the expert is curiously ill-
defined in the United States. He is apparently expected not
merely to report what he sees, to the best of his ability, but also
to act as prophet — and then if changing events over which he

[vin]



vt Preface

has no control do not conform to the views he expressed ten
or twenty years before, he becomes an object of public abuse
such as was once reserved for hardened criminals.

An interpreter of the past may face predicaments comparable
in kind — obviously there is more than one interpretation of
the fall of Rome, the Napoleonic conquests, or the effects of
the French Revolution — but not in the immediacy of impact
on his own existence. For contemporaries who passionately dif-
fer with him concerning events which they, too, have an op-
portunity to observe may, as we have seen in our own time,
traduce him publicly and deprive him of livelihood on charges
of subversion or treason. Yet the historian who, out of anxiety
about his personal interests, capitulates to public clamor and be-
comes a mere recorder of the most popular interpretation placed
on current events is the one really guilty of betrayal. He be-
trays the trust placed in him as the appraiser — not wholly dis-
passionate, since man can never be a mere calculating machine,
but striving for dispassionateness — of events analyzed in the
perspective of history.

But in the life-and-death struggle of empires and ideas the
historian is summoned by his fellow men to take sides, to pro-
nounce himself, not merely to record. Yet the moment he does
so he properly loses his claim to Olympian detachment; he be-
comes, and is praised or denounced, as a partisan. He is urged
to depict “reality.” He is warned against cherishing “illusions”
— illusions about democracy, or communism, or international
cooperation, or isolationism, as the case may be. He becomes
engulfed in somewhat the same controversy as has been rending
the world of art and the world of science — the controversy
between the “realists” and the “abstractionists.” What is the
truth in contemporary events? Are all those who differ from us
in our views of the world mistaken individuals whom we must
endeavor to enlighten — or are they scoundrels beyond our
power to reform whom we should verbally destroy? Do all
heretics genuinely see things differently from us — or are they
willfully spreading lies about their concepts of the universe?



Preface X

The exchange of views in August 1951 between Viscount
Samuel of Britain and Dr. Albert Einstein about contemporary
physics has a poignant relevance for the historian. To Viscount
Samuel’s charge that “contemporary physics are based on con-
cepts somewhat analogous to the ‘smile’ of the absent cat,’”
Dr. Einstein replied: “The real is in no way immediately given
to us. Given to us are merely the data of our consciousness. . . .
There is only one way from the data of consciousness to ‘real-
ity,” to wit, the way of conscious or unconscious intellectual
construction, which proceeds completely free and arbitrarily.
. . . One is in danger of being misled by the illusion that the
real of our daily experience ‘exists really” and that certain con-
cepts of physics are ‘mere ideas’ seFarated from the ‘real’ by an
unbridgeable gulf.” Dr. Einstein places more trust in the “real”
which is arrived at as a result of intellectual construction than
in that which appears “real” because it stands in a correspond-
ence with our sensations. “These facts could be expressed in a
paradox,” he holds, “namely that ‘reality’ as we know it is ex-
clusively composed of ‘fancies.” ” Speaking of scientists, he says:
“We are free to choose which elements we wish to apply in
our construction of physical reality. The justification of our
choice lies exclusively in our success.”

Like the scientist, the historian, too, must make a choice of
those elements of reality in contemporary events which to him
seem particularly significant, and must place them in the rela-
tion to each other which, in his judgment, appears most ac-
curate.

The making of these choices is a grave, an onerous, responsi-
bility. Unlike the scientist, the historian is not in a position to
subject his conclusions to the concrete test of laboratory ex-
periments. His success or failure cannot be measured with ex-
actitude in charts or statistical tables. Only the actual trend of

ublic affairs can demonstrate whether or not his choices were
justified; and by the very nature of things such justification may
not be forthcoming in his lifetime. To an even greater extent
than the scientist, therefore, the historian must be willing to
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take full responsibility for his interpretation of the contempo-
rary world — for such distinctions as he draws between reali-
ties and myths.

This task is particularly harrowing in a period of profound
upheavals, when the contenders for material power and ideo-
logical influence understandably seek to bolster their claims
with impassioned assertions on behalf of their own beliefs and
achievements and equally impassioned denigration of the beliefs
and achievements of their opponents. As has been discovered
by all those who are engaged in forming public opinion, there
is hardly any situation or idea, no matter how unrelated to real-
ity, which cannot be made to appear real in people’s minds by
sufficient reiteration. This is true not only in countries like nazi
Germany or communist Russia, where a totalitarian state con-
trols all channels of communication; but, as we have learned
from our own experience here in the past few years, myths can
be created even in a society which offers opportunities for free
discussion. Even the historian, either through deference to pub-
lic opinion or out of the sheer fatigue of resisting popularly ac-
cepted slogans, is apt to succumb to the reiterative process and
stop trying to ascertain whether there may be another side to
the official picture or possible alternatives to current policies.

But the historian who abdicates his capacity to diagnose
events really surrenders his function both as a student and as a
citizen in a free society. If he wants to live at peace with his
conscience, he must continue to speak his mind as long as the
opportunity to do so exists. For his role is not merely to list
events, but to try and interpret them — let the chips fall where
they may.

VERA MICHELES DEAN
New York City
February 21, 1953
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I

THE REALITIES OF
WORLD AFFAIRS

HE new Administration which took office in January 1953

had, as one of its first tasks, to reexamine the foreign policy
of the United States and to review the far-flung commitments
made by this country abroad since 1945.

It is quite true, as some opponents of the Truman Administra-
tion said during the presidential campaign, that the United
States often resorted to improvisation during the postwar years.
This happened, in part, because Americans — Republicans as
well as Democrats — were new to the tasks of international
statesmanship and, finding themselves suddenly and reluctantly
thrust into the center of the world stage, literally had to impro-
vise their lines from one crisis to another. In part, also, this was
due to the prevailing assumption, held by Republicans and
Democrats alike, that the United States faced a short-term
emergency in world affairs and that, once the emergency had
been met by an all-out military and economic effort, we would
be able to relax and go about our normal business.

Now we know that we must face a long-term situation from
which there is no easy exit. Henceforth we must calculate and
plan, not merely improvise in piecemeal fashion. And we must
plan on the basis of things as they are, not as we would like
them to be. Nor will it help us, or the rest of the world, to keep

s [:]



2 Foreign Policy without Fear

on chewing and rechewing the cud of old grievances and stale
regrets over what we or someone else did or left undone. It is
essential for the morale of the American people that we shake
off the fears which have assailed us in the postwar years and
have often beclouded our judgment and, instead of brooding
on the past, begin to draw up blueprints for the future.

For two bitter years, since the United States decided to re-
sist aggression in South Korea on behalf of the United Nations,
we have been in the grip of a violent debate about the objec-
tives and methods of this country’s foreign policy. This debate
reached a dramatic climax during the presidential campaign
when Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower, who had played a major
and much admired part in implementing the Democratic Ad-
ministration’s policy in Europe, asserted that the “containment”
of Russia and communism, initiated by President Truman in
1947, had proved a failure, and called for a new positive ap-
proach through the “liberation” of all peoples in Europe and
Asia held captive by the U.S.S.R. When chided by President
Truman, who contended that “liberation” would involve the
risk of atomic war, General Eisenhower and other Republican
spokesmen answered that their goal could be achieved by
peaceful means, through the encouragement of passive resist-
ance and sabotage in the satellite countries and more effective
propaganda from the United States.

Critics of the Truman Administration have argued that the
U.S.S.R. would never have gained the territories and influence
it now commands in Europe and Asia if it had not been for
the weaknesses, mistakes, and, in some instances, outright be-
trayal of American interests by the Roosevelt and Truman gov-
ernments during the war and after, from Teheran and Yalta to
Korea and Formosa. They have declared that by “appeasing”
the Kremlin at a time when the United States and Russia were
fighting the same enemy, and then by acquiescing in Russia’s
postwar moves until the Czechoslovak coup of 1947, the Ad-
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ministration made it possible for the Soviet government to cap-
ture control of eighteen countries, including China, and thus
helped to enhance the power of the U.S.S.R. and gravely im-
periled the security of the United States and the rest of the free
world. According to the critics, the decision of President Tru-
man in 1947 to “contain” Russia by a series of measures ranging
from aid to Greece and Turkey and the Marshall Plan to the
Point Four program of 1949 and United Nations intervention
in Korea in 1950, came too late after the event to undo the
harm wrought during the war and the early postwar period. By
that time, as they see it, the U.S.S.R. had become so entrenched
that the United States and its allies could do no more than hold
the line against the farther expansion of Russia and communism
along a far-flung periphery, at a high cost in lives, money, and
materials, but with no hope of ousting Russia from the positions
it had gained or of restoring the freedom of the peoples con-
quered by the Kremlin and bringing them back into the orbit
of the non-communist world.

Under these circumstances, the critics went on, the United
States would be indefinitely committed to a program which
might not only exhaust its resources, and thus bring about the
economic collapse predicted by Soviet leaders, but also prom-
ised nothing to the American people and our allies except frus-
tration and disappointment. “Containment,” in their opinion,
was both inconclusive abroad and demoralizing for Americans
who were made to feel that they should supinely tolerate the
enslavement of other nations rather than fight, as became their
tradition, for moral principles. Instead of merely containing
Russia, and thereby, by implication, acquiescing in its con-
quests, the United States, they urged, should turn to a dynamic
policy of liberation which would give fresh hope and en-
couragement not only to Americans but to all peoples, including
those of the U.S.S.R.

To this growing demand for the abandonment of ‘“con-
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tainment” in favor of “liberation,” spokesmen for the Truman
Administration, notably Secretary of State Dean Acheson, re-
plied by pointing out that the United States could not em-
bark on a positive policy until it had achieved “situations of
strength” on which it could base a new positive approach to
conflicts between the non-communist world and Russia. The
policy of containment, according to these spokesmen, had
succeeded in its main purpose — that of preventing further
significant expansion of Russian and communist influence. Ex-
cept in Korea, this purpose had been achieved without resort
to force, through military, economic, and diplomatic aid to
nations threatened by Russian encroachments. The Truman
Administration did not differ with its critics about the desir-
ability of liberating the peoples held captive by the U.S.S.R.,
and had in fact used both encouragement to underground
movements and propaganda to keep the flame of resistance
alive in the satellite countries. It took the view, however, that
liberation at the present stage of world affairs would precipi-
tate 2 world conflict, and since both sides in the cold war now
have atomic bombs, this would mean the threat of an atomic
collision which might obliterate captors, captives, and liber-
ators alike.

Instead, the Truman Administration continued to hope
that the patient building-up of military strength by the non-
communist world sufficient to avert aggression by Russia, and
a parallel program for the improvement of political, economic,
and social conditions in nations outside Russia’s orbit sufficient
to avert the further spread of communism, would ultimately
place the United States in a position where it might effectively
negotiate with Russia. Even if the American people should
choose liberation by force in preference to the continuance
of “containment,” the United States, which relies on the sup-
port of allies in Europe and Asia and on the collective security
system of the United Nations, would not find it possible “to
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go it alone” against the U.S.S.R. This country, therefore, in
the opinion of the Truman Administration’s policy makers,
must arm itself with patience for a long-drawn-out cold war,
and avoid rash gestures and promises that might cause the
Soviet leaders to regard the defensive preparations of the non-
communist world as preparations for a “preventive” war.

It is perfectly understandable that the American people,
disheartened and frustrated by two years of seemingly fruit-
less war and truce negotiations in Korea, should want to “fish
or cut bait.” At the present time, however, the majority of
our people are not prepared to accept the logical conclusions
either of the “containment” policy developed by the Demo-
cratic Administration and hitherto supported by many Re-
publicans, or of the “liberation” policy urged by its Republi-
can critics. As spokesmen for the Truman Administration have
frequently stated, “containment” is not regarded as an end in
itself, but as a shield behind which the non-communist world
can build sufficient military and economic power to negotiate
with Russia from “strength.” Yet there is little disposition in
the United States to welcome the prospect of global negotia-
tions such as Moscow has suggested. There has been practically
no discussion here about the conditions Washington would
expect the U.S.S.R. to accept in Europe and Asia if a confer-
ence were held, and the prevailing distrust of the Kremlin,
strengthened by Moscow’s “hate” campaign in 1952, raise
serious doubts about the reliability of any promise Russia
might make. Until the international atmosphere improves —
and, in the absence of unforeseen events, this may take years
— “containment,” at best, offers a relatively bearable method
of maintaining the existing balance of power and, at worst,
an opportunity to build up the military strength of the non-
communist world in case Russia upsets this balance by resort-
ing to aggression.

By contrast, a policy of “liberation” might create the risk
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of hot war with Russia and of an expanded war with the Chi-
nese Communists, assuming that China is to be included among
the countries to be liberated. Yet there is no indication at the
present time that a majority of the American people favor war
outside of Korea, where, it is still earnestly hoped, a truce
may eventually be reached. If, however, the new Adminis-
tration should devise means of achieving liberation without
resort to war, the United States would still have to decide what
conditions it could offer the satellite countries to assure them
that once they have regained their freedom they can hope to
enjoy a modicum of economic well-being and of security from
attack by great-power neighbors.

Thus in either case, whether “containment” is continued or
“liberation” is attempted, the American people will have to un-
dertake a searching reassessment of the problems it faces in
the second half of the twentieth century, and of the alterna-
tive courses it might follow. Coming with little advance prepa-
ration to its new role of leadership in world affairs, the United
States has understandably found itself immersed in many diffi-
culties. The most fundamental of these difficulties, and one
which we are only beginning to overcome, is that many of us,
as John Cogley of the Catholic journal, The Conzmonweal, has
put it, are “either not ready, or not willing, to deal with the
realities of the times.” Some of us still look back with nostalgia
to isolation, and bitterly resent every move toward interna-
tional action, while at the same time criticizing anyone who
does not continuously denounce Russia and communism.
Others, who regard international cooperation as the onl
course open to the United States, are not satisfied with the
limited results achieved thus far, and demand Utopia, but
often without any desire to make the adjustments in personal
and national interests which a utopian program would re-
quire. Dreams of one kind or another, about the past or the
future, are substituted for the realities of the present, and an
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attempt, doomed to failure, is then made to translate these
dreams into terms of policy.

A nation like the United States which, as the report of the
Paley Committee pointed out in 1952, depends increasingly
on imports of raw materials from all quarters of the globe for
the continuance of its economic activities and, because of its
high degree of industrial concentration, is now peculiarly vul-
nerable to atomic warfare, which it has helped to develop, can-
not hope to return to isolation. We need the rest of the world
just as they need us. Cooperation with other countries that
can provide us with markets for our goods, raw materials for
our industries, strategic bases, military aid, and moral support,
is not a matter of altruism on our part. It is a matter of neces-
sity for national survival.

Nor is the United States, even though it is today potentially
the most powerful nation in the world —a fact which the
Russians would be the first to admit — in a position to dictate
the conduct of other countries, even if it wanted to do so. In
the United Nations we are working with many nations that,
no matter how friendly to the United States, would turn
away from us if they thought that we were trying to impose
our will on them. It is impossible for us to make the United
Nations an instrument for carrying out our policies, no matter
how wise and necessary those policies may seem to us. We
have to use persuasion, not coercion, if we are to win and keep
friends in this international forum. Thus neither the alterna-
tive of isolation nor that of an American-dictated Utopia is
open to the United States. The road open to us is a middle
road of working with other nations to the fullest extent of our
ability but without expecting that every objective dear to
our hearts will be promptly and unqualifiedly achieved.

What are the realities of world affairs? Because of our pre-
vious invulnerability to attack, the United States had never
had to experience, until now, the anxieties and dangers which
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other nations have known for centuries. Not unnaturally, the
international and civil wars of our times have seemed to us to
be sui gemeris, and our enemies — first German nazism and
Japanese totalitarian militarism, then Russian communism —
assumed for us the aspect of demonic forces never before wit-
nessed by mankind.

The belief that we were engaged in mortal combat not with
nations and ideological movements led by men but with some
kind of evil spirits made us willing to undertake a moral cru-
sade which an old-fashioned struggle for power could not
have inspired. The trouble with the crusading approach to
world affairs, however, is that once the demons have been
exorcised — as after the unconditional surrender of the Ger-
mans and the Japanese — and it becomes apparent that the
world continues to be plagued by many troubles, then the
danger arises that we may simply throw up our hands in
despair at human wickedness. At that point, since return to
old-style isolationism is precluded by air warfare reinforced
by atomic bombs and even more deadly new weapons, the
United States, our friends fear, may revert instead to the
course followed by other great powers in history and use
vastly increased armaments to impose on the world the way
of life it regards as just. This fear was strengthened in 1951
by the statements of General of the Army Douglas MacArthur
who, far from being an isolationist of The Chicago Tribune
type, was regarded as the chief proponent of isolated interven-
tionism, of “going it alone” with no regard for the interests or
objections of our allies — in short, of nineteenth-century impe-
rialism in the atomic age.

Actually the divergence between the United States and other
non-communist nations in their interpretation of the character,
dangers, and promises of our times is one of degree rather than
of essence. During the interwar years many countries now re-
garded by us as being “on our side” were far more clearly
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aware than the United States of the dangers of German nazism,
Italian fascism, and Japanese militant totalitarianism, but at
that time their Cassandra warnings left most of us unmoved,
and brought no action on our part until the witches’ caldron
had boiled over in Europe and Asia. Today these countries
do not quarrel with our forebodings, reminiscent of their own
in the 1930s — this time about the dangers of Russia and com-
munism. They agree that an aggressive Russia, armed with all
the dread attributes of the police state and Communist parties
in other nations subservient to Moscow’s aims, threatens the
security and freedoms of the Western world as well as the
independence of new nations that, though lacking the political
traditions of the West, are nevertheless determined to resist
Russian encroachments and communist subversion. But none
of our actual or would-be allies — not even Franco Spain —
see Russia and communism in exactly the same focus as we
do. To us, first Hitler and the Japanese, now Russia and the
Communists, are not merely new aspirants to world power,
but possess an evil quality so much outside the range of our
practical experience that we tend to explain it in superhuman,
or subhuman, terms, not in relation to other events in history.

Confronted unexpectedly with the need to assume a posi-
tion of leadership after the war in the midst of one of the
most revolutionary periods of modern times, we have allowed
ourselves to become beset with fear born out of uncertainty,
and have come to view events as wholly black or white, with
no intermediate shades in between. Our national tendency to
moralize — a tendency we share with the British — has caused
us to see the world not in terms of geography, economics,
military strategy, social clashes, and so on, but as a sort of
Zoroastrian struggle between good and evil, between the vir-
tuous West and the nefarious Russians (and only yesterday the
Germans and Japanese). This division of the universe into
watertight moral compartments has made it more and more
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difficult for us to look straightforwardly and calmly at the
facts of international life. Animated by fear of communism,
we have increasingly countered Russia’s rigid dogmas with
rigid dogmas of our own. And at times we have arrived at a
dissociation between reality and our interpretation of reality
— a dissociation which has not only widened the already wide
gulf between us and the Russians but, more important, has
caused some of our staunchest supporters in other countries to
doubt the accuracy of our vision.

Let us look at some of our assumptions about world affairs
and how these assumptions appear to other peoples who are
friendly to the United States.

Americans have been brought up to believe that the con-
cept of balance of power between nations is inherently evil.
This concept, it was once thought among Americans, was de-
vised by the British to maintain their position of preeminence
first on the European continent and then on the world scene.
Because of this belief, we have been profoundly opposed to
such corollaries of the balance of power as spheres of influence,
special trade arrangements, strategic bases in other countries,
and so on. We have expected all nations, great and small, to
act from altruistic motives rather than to advance their own
interests, and to leave each other alone except in matters of
trade.

Our non-communist friends, by contrast, start with the
premise that every great power aspires to enlarge its sphere of
influence and to gain all the economic and strategic advan-
tages it can, by peaceful means if possible, by war only if all
other methods fail. They were deeply shocked, but not alto-
gether surprised, when nazi Germany gambled on domination
of Europe and Japan gambled on domination of Asia. They
deplored the conduct of the Nazis and Japanese but did not
detect a demonic aspect in the misdeeds of these twentieth-
century conquerors that, aside from the technological changes
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in the arts of war, would set them wholly apart from Genghis
Khan, Alexander the Great, Napoleon, or Kaiser Wilhelm II.
Nor did the fact that fanatical Nazis and suicide-bent Japa-
nese kamikazes acted with semireligious ideological fury make
them seem so strange as to place them outside the pale of
human experience. For non-communist nations recalled from
their own histories the ideological ruthlessness of the Moslems
and of the Spanish Inquisition, not to speak of lesser butcheries
committed throughout the ages, frequently in the name of the
Deity. This does not mean that they excused the Germans and
Japanese — actually they have been far more slow than we in
forgetting the cruelties of our wartime enemies and less san-
guine about their reformation — but they looked on their
actions with a greater sense of historical perspective.

In this perspective, too, the non-communist nations have
viewed Russia, whose history under the Czars has in many
instances been linked with their own. Russia’s interest in the
Baltic and the Dardanelles, in the North-West frontier of In-
dia and in Afghanistan, in Iran and Manchuria, was not so
novel to the British and the Scandinavians, the Turks and the
Indians, the Chinese and the Koreans, as it was to Americans,
who in two centuries of national existence had had few direct
contacts with the Russian Empire. Having frequently collided
with Russia’s territorial aspirations in the nineteenth century
and the first decade of the twentieth, Britain was prepared to
make a new series of arrangements resulting from the alter-
ations in the balance of power produced by World War IL
To give the most striking known example, Winston Churchill,
who by no stretch of the imagination could be classified as
either pro-Russian or pro-Communist and who has amply
proved his friendship for the United States, saw nothing un-
reasonable or immoral in June 1944, six months before Yalta,
in offering to divide with Russia, for military purposes, spheres
of influence in Rumania, Hungary, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and
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Greece. This offer, when made known in Washington at the
suggestion of the Russians, provoked a profound moral revul-
sion on the part of Secretary of State Cordell Hull, who
declared that the United States did not believe in such arrange-
ments. The scheme, however, was finally approved on a tem-
porary basis by President Franklin D. Roosevelt, after Church-
ill, when queried about the propriety of spheres of influence,
retorted that the United States had a sphere of its own in Latin
Amecrica.

Those Americans who have criticized the territorial and
political arrangements made by the United States and Britain
with Russia at the Yalta conference in February 1945 are cer-
tainly right, on moral grounds, in contending that the Western
powers should not have left the fate of the nations of Eastern
Europe in the hands of Russia and should not have acquiesced
in proposed arrangements between the Kremlin and Chiang
Kai-shek that ultimately proved detrimental to China. But
quite aside from the consideration that the Yalta agreement
was made at a time when the outcome of the war was still
highly uncertain both in Europe, after the Battle of the Bulge,
and in Asia, and the Western nations feared to lose Russia’s
support, the reality of 1945, which hindsight commentators
are apt to forget, is that the United States and Britain were not
in control of the situation in Eastern Europe, which had never
been within their orbit, and had done practically nothing to
assist the countries of that area when they became victims of
German aggression in 1939. Nor did the United States, which
had given extensive military and financial aid to Chiang during
the war, find it possible to influence the domestic policies of
the Generalissimo, who at that time was himself eager to arrive
at a settlement with Moscow.

We have every right, on moral grounds, to denounce Rus-
sia’s encroachments on the territories of neighboring countries
and to resist these encroachments to the best of our ability. But



The Realities of World Affairs 13

if we are to convince other peoples of our reliability, it is essen-
tial that we should implement our moral principles with con-
crete actions — not only when aggression threatens, but in the
daily give and take of world affairs. We must recognize that
the rights of small nations, which today are menaced by com-
munist Russia, have been under threat again and again through-
out history. This has been true of Poland, divided by Russia,
Germany, and, before 1919, Austria-Hungary; of Iran, buf-
feted between Britain and Russia; of Albania, caught in a tug
of war between Italy and Yugoslavia; and so on. We, and the
British before us (let us recall Lord Byron’s poetic death at
Missolonghi in a war to liberate the Greeks), have thrown our-
selves with passion into struggles to help small nations cast off
the yoke of great powers, without taking much time to con-
sider whether these nations, once liberated, would find it pos-
sible to maintain their political and economic independence in
an intensely competitive and danger-ridden world. The older
great powers had long ago recognized this problem, and had
taken care of it by methods which are unpalatable to us: by
dividing the territories of small nations among themselves, as
in the case of the four Polish partitions; or by staking out
spheres of influence, as Britain and Russia did in Iran in 1907;
or by bartering one small country or region for a free hand in
another country or region, as Russia did in 1910 when she
recognized Japan’s control in Korea in exchange for Tokyo’s
recognition of Russia’s special rights in Mongolia and Man-
churia; or by incorporating them boldly into their territories,
as Russia did with the Baltic countries in 1940, thereby pre-
venting their impending seizure by Hitler.

None of these methods, and from the moral point of view
quite rightly, has been sanctioned by the United States. Yet
if the rough-and-ready ways of old-fashioned diplomacy are
to be discarded, then new ways of protecting the rights and
interests of small nations must be discovered. For many small
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countries, wedged in between powerful neighbors — such as
Finland between Germany and Russia — the choice has often
narrowed down to being conquered by one or another of the
great powers or playing off one against another or, preferably,
against a third in a precarious and usually perilous attempt to
preserve at least a semblance of independence. The most prom-
ising way at present appears to be the p0551b111ty of placing dis-
puted defenseless territories, for a time at least, under the
guardianship of the United Nations to protect them as much
as feasible against encroachments by all great powers. This is
the procedure which has been suggested for Korea, if and when
a truce is concluded and the country is unified. It is also the
procedure favored by a number of UN members for the island
of Formosa, a bone of contention in the United States not only
because of its strategic position but even more because it is
the refuge of Chiang Kai-shek. When we speak about the “lib-
eration” of nations now under the control of the US.SR., it
is important that we should be ready to give these nations firm
safeguards for the future against renewed encroachments not
only by Moscow, but also by a reunited and rearmed Ger-
many, which in the past has proved no more sensitive than
Russia to the rights of small nations. Moral adjurations about
freedom will not save the Poles and Czechs from another
Munich.

Fortunately for us, the United States is not under the com-
pulsions which have led other great powers in the past to seek
new territories — the compulsions of lack of raw materials or
food, the need for population outlets, the fear of attack by
hostile neighbors. But with the development of air communica-
tions and the discovery of the atomic and perhaps now the
hydrogen bomb, the United States is no longer in the favorable
security position once guaranteed by its frontage on two oceans,
with relatively weak and nonmilitant neighbors on its northern
and southern borders. While this is not always acknowledged



The Realities of World Affairs 15

by Americans, who are convinced we have not extended our
frontiers since World War II, the United States has in fact
expanded all over the globe. Not only did it acquire by occu-
pation, and subsequently by peace treaties and other agree-
ments, the right to maintain armed forces in such advanced out-
posts as West Germany and Japan, traditional enemies of
Russia, but it has built bases encircling Russia, from Morocco
to Tripoli, from Britain to Saudi Arabia, from Greenland to the
Azores. All these operations can be, and have been, justified
by American spokesmen as merely a response to Russia’s ag-
gressive tactics, and are regarded here as solely defensive in
character. Every great power, however, has always declared
that its military preparations had defense alone as an aim, and
has consistently denied all aggressive purposes, always attribut-
ing such purposes to its opponent. The United States, there-
fore, must be prepared to answer doubts on this score voiced
not only by Russian and communist propagandists, but also by
non-Communists in countries friendly to us who fear that
defense might all too easily turn to offense, and that Washing-
ton, in 2 moment of nervousness, might carry its allies into a
major war without consulting them.

Our non-communist friends, like ourselves, recognize that
the U.S.S.R. is not only bent on expansion through political
and economic controls over neighboring countries but also
seeks ideological world domination through the activities of
Communist parties in other countries. Where they have dif-
fered from us on many occasions in the past is in rejecting
our concept of the struggle between unmitigated good and
unmitigated evil. They do not believe that all the troubles and
anxieties of the twentieth century are due to the machinations
of the Kremlin and of native Communists. We often say that
we are living in a revolutionary period, but do not always in-
quire into the reasons why the world is in revolution. Our
friends are just as aware as we are that the Russians and the
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Communists take advantage of all existing maladjustments, but
they believe that these maladjustments were in the making
long before 1917, and that even if Karl Marx had never writ-
ten Das Kapital and Lenin had never established the Third
International in Moscow, Europe and Asia, the Middle East,
Africa, and Latin America would still be gripped today by
far-reaching political, economic, and social problems. Just
as our non-communist friends did not share our glowing hope
that the victory of World War II could transform Germans
and Japanese overnight into genuine practitioners of democ-
racy, so they do not believe today that the disappearance of
the Soviet government or the suppression of communist
thought and the liquidation of Communist parties outside Rus-
sia would solve the problems besetting our age.

It is not a denial of the threat represented by Russia and
communism to recognize the grave difficulties, created neither
by Russia nor communism, with which the world would in
any case have been confronted in the twentieth century.
Among these difficulties, which have been aggravated by two
world wars and unquestionably compounded by Russia and by
native Communists, are the determination of peoples in colo-
nial areas to achieve independence from the Western powers;
the vast disparity in productivity between the nonindustrial-
ized nations of Asia, the Middle East, and Africa, on the one
hand, and the Western sector, on the other, and to a lesser
extent also between Western Europe and the United States;
the desire of the underdeveloped nations to retain for their
own uses the raw materials they once furnished the Western
industrialized nations in return for manufactured goods; the
disintegrating effect of Western education, of industrializa-
tion, of technical achievements, on the social fabric of nonin-
dustrialized nations; the reluctance of ruling groups in many
countries to launch reforms; the disillusionment and frustra-
tion created even in the advanced nations by the wars, eco-
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nomic crises, and moral conflicts of our times; and the pre-
vailing feeling that somehow or other, with the technological
means placed at our disposal by modern science, human be-
ings should be able to create something better than a world
where too large a sector is still impoverished, fear-haunted,
disease-ridden, and dominated by anxiety about another de-
structive war.

Even if Russia did not exist, we would still face two great
enemies — poverty and nationalism. Poverty, if bereft of hope,
leaves the masses of the population, even in the advanced
Western industrial nations, exposed to the propaganda not
only of the Communists, who appeal mostly to workers, peas-
ants, and some intellectuals, but also of the Fascists and Nazis,
who appeal to war veterans, small-business men, white-collar
workers, and university students. In the opinion of our non-
communist friends, any program against Russia and commu-
nism which puts so much stress on the creation of armies and
the manufacture of weapons as to reduce the still modest
amount of consumer goods available at prices which the av-
erage man and woman in Europe —let alone in other con-
tinents — can pay is doomed to failure and could, in fact, de-
liver Europe to the Communists without the appearance of
a single Russian soldier west of Berlin and the firing of a
single shot. While our friends agree with us on the necessity
of producing military strength sufficient to hold Russia at bay
in case it should contemplate armed aggression, they are less
hopeful than we about the efficacy of arms. They fear that
once the military machine gets under way, it will be difficult
to resist the temptation of allocating more and more of the
world’s skilled manpower and scarce raw materials to arms
production, leaving civilian consumers to face an increasingly
bleak standard of living with little hope of improvement for
the future.

The United States, too, recognizes that the root of postwar
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unrest is poverty, with communism the symptom rather than
the sole cause of the disease. We made this clear by launching
in 1947 the Marshall Plan, which was explicitly designed to
combat in Europe the misery left in the wake of two world
wars. Most Americans who supported the Marshall Plan, how-
ever, believed at first that the expenditure of American funds
for the economic reconstruction of Europe would of itself
create conditions favorable to democracy and thus reduce, if
it did not altogether eliminate, the danger of communism.
What they did not then foresee, and what many still do not
understand, is that our financial and technical aid, without
which Europe would have found it hard to make a rapid re-
covery, often did not directly benefit the workers and peas-
ants who still see little improvement in their precarious living
conditions.

Americans, who had hoped that economic aid would pro-
vide a genuine remedy against communism, were disappointed
to discover in 1951 that the French national elections showed
only a 2 per cent decline in the popular vote cast for the Com-
munists, while the municipal and regional elections in Italy
actually revealed a 6 per cent increase in the communist vote.
It has been hard for us to understand that in Europe there is
a marked distinction between what a contributor to The
Commonweal calls “political communism” — that is, con-
vinced adherence to the Communist party — and “social com-
munism.” “Social communism” represents a deep-seated dis-
tress on the part of millions of people who feel neglected by their
governments and unable to achieve their modest objectives,
and who turn to communism more as an expression of dissatis-
faction with existing conditions than as an indication of ideo-
logical preferences.

In the underdeveloped countries of Asia and the Middle
East, of Latin America and, more recently, North Africa,
nationalism, reinforcing the demand for the eradication of
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poverty, has proved potentially as explosive a force as com-
munism, and has often been equally hostile to the Western
nations. It has been easy for landowners and feudal rulers of
nations in these areas to turn away the wrath that impov-
erished peasants might otherwise have wreaked upon them
by pointing to the misdeeds, real or fancied, of Britain, France,
and more recently the United States. When nationalism has
been fused with fanatical religious movements, as in Iran and
Egypt, it has escaped the control even of those who first tried
to utilize it for their own ends, and the Communists have cap-
italized on national sentiment to spur internal revolts as well
as opposition to foreign “capitalists.” Economic improvement
might ultimately alleviate the tensions created by nationalism,
and this we have recognized by launching a modest Point Four
program of technical assistance to underdeveloped nations. But
before the West can give effective economic assistance it has
to overcome the suspicions and resistances evoked by memories
of former colonial rule and of special economic and strategic
advantages which it has hitherto enjoyed, from Iran and In-
donesia to the Suez Canal and Bolivia. It is unrealistic for us
to assume that unrest and dictatorship in the underdeveloped
areas are inspired solely by communism. How then can we
explain Mossadegh and Perén, President Ibifiez in Chile, and
General Naguib in Egypt?

Our non-communist friends, aware of the explosive force
of poverty and nationalism, find it difficult to understand the
assumption made by many Americans that the communist
seizure of power in China was due to the actions or failures
to act of a few Americans who “sold China down the river.”
In their opinion it is extraordinarily brash for Americans to
assume that intervention by this country would have altered
the course of events in an ancient nation with a population of
4oo millions, whose social, political, and economic fabric had
been disintegrating for many years under the impact of West-
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ern influence, Japanese conquest, internal discontent and dis-
sension, and reluctance on the part of the ruling group to
heed the people’s desire for change, which the Communists
channeled into a far-reaching revolution. Once this revolution
did take place, the United States, rigidly maintaining the as-
sumption that China had succumbed to the influence of Rus-
sia, although it had previously acknowledged the part played
by Chiang Kai-shek in the events that led to Communist vic-
tory, decided not to recognize the Peiping regime and then,
following the entrance of the Chinese Communists into the
Korean war, took the position, understandably, that it could
not grant recognition to an aggressor or permit its admission
into the United Nations.

Looking to the future, it will be necessary for the United
States, if it seeks the “liberation” of peoples subjugated or in-
fluenced by Russia, to decide what kind of political, economic,
and social order it will recognize in the liberated countries. It
is clearly impossible for the United States to sit on the lid
of revolutionary movements, like a twentieth-century Met-
ternich, in the hope of thereby preventing an explosion that
might redound to the benefit of Russia. We could hardly urge
the liberated nations to accept anew the rule of groups like the
Iron Guard of Rumania or the Arrowcross of Hungary who
in the interwar period opposed reforms, and, if liberation were
achieved, would like to count on the United States to help
them check any future stirring of what they call “radicalism.”
If we did this, the United States would become a sitting duck
for attacks by communist propaganda. For the Communists,
with some semblance of verisimilitude, could then assert that
America opposes not merely communism, but all attempts at
change, and even puts arms into the hands of those who in the
past have suppressed efforts at reform.

One of our problems is that the United States, except in the
case of Yugoslavia, has until now been reluctant to draw
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a distinction between Russia and communism — between im-
perialist aggression by the Russian nation, which all countries
menaced by the U.S.S.R. would want to resist, and com-
munism as a doctrine in which many non-Americans who re-
ject Russian’s dictatorship fervently believe. Because of our
profound repugnance for communism in general, and com-
munist Russia in particular, we have found it impossible to
separate the good from the evil, to draw a distinction between
the brutalities of the police state ruled by a party dictator-
ship and the possibly valid achievements of the Communists
in industrializing and modernizing underdeveloped areas, vast
as the cost of these achievements has been in terms of human
suffering and waste of materials.

Our tendency to condemn indiscriminately all that has
happened in Russia or has been advocated by non-Russian
Communist parties has placed us in a difficult position. Until re-
cently the Communists, by urging land reform, more educa-
tion for the masses, industrialization, independence from colo-
nial rule, and other measures which we ourselves support,
had seized the initiative in promoting change throughout the
world. Yet in the final count the outcome of the struggle
between democracy and communism will be determined by
the capacity of each system to understand the world-wide
desire for change and to satisfy this desire. The American
people, who have shown a peculiar talent for adapting rapidly
to new conditions, are in a far stronger position than the
Russians, who are still far behind us, to assume the leader-
ship in a revolution-minded world. In doing so, however, we
must not rigidly insist that communist ideas and practices,
which as we see in the case of Yugoslavia may appeal to other
peoples, be discarded, but instead urge that these be shorn of
political repression. An inescapable reality of our times is
that change of all kinds must take place if we are to avoid
further explosions. The question is whether the non-commu-
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nist sector of the world has the imagination and courage to
carry out change by democratic means, without resort to
force, as contrasted with the violent coercive methods of
communism.

Sooner or later the United States will have to rethink its
attitude toward communism as distinguished from Russia. Our
task in this respect is greatly complicated by the vast differ-
ence between the way in which we and our friends in Europe
view the Communists. In this country it has proved impossible
to believe that any genuine, normal, right-thinking American
could possibly support communist doctrines, and it is assumed
that all American Communists are either foreign-born, ab-
normal, or mentally unsound — an assumption which the rank
and file of the numerically small American Communist party
have done little to disprove. On the ground that all Communists
are committed to overthrow the government by force and
violence, the United States has taken stern measures to re-
move them from the political scene by prosecuting and im-
prisoning the party’s leaders, although it has not gone on to
the logical conclusion of outlawing the Communist party.
While with half their minds Americans think of Communists
as dangerous criminals and traitors, with the other half they
are apt to think of them as creatures out of this world, some-
thing in the category of “The Thing,” who have no relevance
to American life as we know it.

However heinous the objectives and reprehensible the meth-
ods of European Communists, it is difficult to see how France
or Italy could follow the example of the United States. For this
would mean that they would have to silence several million
people who at present vote Communist, expel and jail legally
elected deputies from each of the national parliaments, not to
speak of other leglslatlve bodies, and expunge from men’s minds
ideas that, under existing conditions of poverty and lack of re-
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forms, have acquired strong influence among noted and, in
many cases, useful citizens.

Continuing opposition to communism here has also con-
fronted the United States with difficult decisions as to the
policy it should follow toward Marshal Tito, who has defied
Stalin and his attempts at domination of Yugoslavia, yet pro-
claims himself a simon-pure follower of Marxism and Leninism
— more pure than Stalin, in fact, because his communist faith
is unadulterated by Russian deviations. In the case of Yugo-
slavia considerations of military and diplomatic strategy have
prevailed over ideological differences. The possibility of de-
taching Belgrade from Moscow, of adding its hardy army,
estimated at 32 divisions, to the as yet meager forces of the
non-communist nations of Europe, and of thereby strength-
ening the Western outposts in Greece, Turkey, and the east-
ern Mediterranean, was thought sufficient to justify first eco-
nomic, then military, aid to Yugoslavia in 1950-1952. Marshal
Tito, for his part, undertook various changes in the political
and economic institutions of Yugoslavia, with the announced
purpose of making communism less bureaucratic and more hu-
mane — although his opponents still charge that Yugoslavia, in
spite of such changes, remains a police state.

At the other end of the political spectrum a similar problem
arose with respect to Franco Spain, whose dictatorial regime,
unresponsive to demands for reforms on the part of business-
men and workers, of generals and clergy, of monarchists and
even of elements in the Falange party controlled by General
Franco, had aroused a great deal of opposition in the United
States, and even more in Britain and France. Here again con-
siderations of strategy, particularly the desire of some Ameri-
can military leaders to assure the defense of Western Europe
by including Spain in the Western coalition, or at least by
keeping it outside the Russian orbit, led the United States to
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soft-pedal its previously proclaimed opposition to fascism and,
in the summer of 1951, to explore the possibility of linking
Spain in some way to the North Atlantic defense system. En-
couraged by the prospect of this development, Franco’s asso-
ciates made it known that the dictator was contemplating
various reforms, among them the grant of more independent
action to the members of the Cortes, the parliament of Spain.
Thus in practice, although not yet in so many words, the
United States has departed from the demonic theory of his-
tory, which attributed peculiarly evil purposes to fascism and
communism, and has indicated its willingness to deal with
countries dominated by the two abhorred systems, provided
this seemed beneficial to American interests.

Ultimate judgment about this country’s attitude toward the
realities of world affairs will be based on the estimates that
our friends, as well as nations still undecided about the side
they should choose, will make concerning our objectives.
Is the United States different from other great powers of the
past? Will it be animated solely by disinterested motives of
helping other nations, or will it pursue its own interests under
cover of concern for the interests of others? Can it, unlike
other great powers, succeed in building armaments without
yielding to the temptation of using them in a war that would
be described by us as defensive but that might be regarded
by others as preventive? Will it forbear from the even greater
temptation of using its unmatched capacity to make or break
the economies of other nations in order to force them into
accepting political, economic, and social institutions they may
not want and that may not be suited to their needs?

It is important to bear in mind that the core of Yugoslavia’s
rebellion against Moscow was not a quarrel over ideological
concepts, but profound disillusionment at the discovery that a
“socialist” great power, which had been expected to show dis-
interestedness about small neighbors of like faith that would
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distinguish it from the predatory “imperialist capitalist” coun-
tries, turned out not to be above political domination and eco-
nomic exploitation. Can the United States treat small nations
with more sympathy and respect than other great powers have
done in the past and thus acquire a position of leadership based
not on military force or economic pressure, but on the moral
principles we vigorously proclaim?

The answer to these questions cannot be given, in the first
instance, in terms of foreign policy. Foreign policy is but a
reflection of a nation’s philosophy of life. Domestic and for-
eign policies are but two faces of the same coin. It is impos-
sible to oppose change at home and press for it abroad; to
carry the torch for anti-colonialism in Asia, Africa, and the
Middle East, yet tolerate racial discrimination within one’s
own borders; to hedge the country with high tariff and immi-
gration barriers, yet urge other nations to create free eco-
nomic unions and to offer refuge generously to homeless peo-
ple to oppose feudalism in theory, yet help to perpetuate it
in practice by economic and military aid to feudal govern-
ments,

The feeling of frustration, the indecision, the anxiety which
we have experienced about our role in world affairs stem
in large part from our inability, so far, to translate our basic
national beliefs fully and unequivocally into terms of foreign
policy. If we are to do so in the future we must first look
inwardly upon ourselves, and rediscover the ingredients of our
success at home so that we can inject these ingredients more
vigorously into our foreign policy.
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“AMERICA IS A HELL
OF A SUCCESS”

UrING the century and a half when the United States
D was primarily absorbed in its own affairs and felt little
or no responsibility for developments in other continents,
Americans had no strong urge to explain their way of life or
interpret their ideas to other peoples. True, some American
tourists acting as “innocents” abroad, were known to boast
about this country’s achievements and to draw comparisons,
not always flattering to our European friends, between the
Old World and the New. Others, however, sought inspiration
in the literature, music, art, scientific achievements, and legal
institutions of Europe, and some found satisfaction in the life
of expatriates in London, Paris, or Rome.

But until Western democracy and free enterprise had been
challenged first by nazism and fascism in the 1930s and then,
after World War II, by communism, we felt no necessity to
convince other nations that the United States has achieved
a society superior to that engineered by Hitler, Mussolini, or
Stalin and has far more to offer to the nations of the world
than do totalitarian dictatorships. We took this for granted
and assumed others did likewise. Now, needled by various
forms of criticism, we have come to the conclusion that we
must tell our own story abroad, both to counteract misinfor-

[26]
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mation spread by our opponents and to provide an accurate
picture of the United States as we see it.

Propaganda — the propagation of ideas —is not new. It
has been used for centuries both by churches and by secular
states to sway men’s minds and bend opinion this way or that
in the direction desired. What is new today is the world-wide
attempt to use propaganda as a substitute for military force
by transforming it from a presentation of ideas into a battle
of words dramatically described as psychological warfare.

As a result, the propagation of ideas, which conceivably
could be carried on with a scrupulous regard for accuracy, is
now often confused with strategically designed efforts to hit
the opponent in a vulnerable spot. Straightforward description
thus becomes merged, sometimes imperceptibly, with gov-
ernmental debate. News is presented at selected moments
not so much to report the true situation or aims of the
country engaged in psychological warfare as to cause the
maximum of embarrassment or harm to the opposite side. The
oversimplification characteristic of modern mass media of com-
munication — newspapers, radio, television — makes it more
difficult, even with the best of intentions, to offer the qualifi-
cations which might temper the predisposition of psychological
warriors to have the “pot call the kettle black.” While much
is said about the need to appeal to the minds of men, modern
propaganda, as Professor H. A. R. Gibb, distinguished Britain
Orientalist, has pointed out, is addressed chiefly to the emo-
tions, and to the most primitive emotions at that, such as hys-
terical fear of communism, violent racialism, and the obscure
passions latent in all human beings which rise frighteningly to
the surface in periods of crisis. Nations long subjected to this
psychological bombardment lose the capacity to question or
criticize, and eventually even to reason. After being sum-
moned day after day to distrust the opposing side, they reach
the point where even the most reasonable action of the op-
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ponent becomes suspect, and his failure to act in a threatening
manner arouses more anxiety than his actual resort to force.
What is worse, the governments engaged in propaganda be-
come so fascinated by their own operations and so enmeshed
in them that they can no longer distinguish true facts and ideas
from their own plans for battles of words, and they fall prey
to what Professor Gibb calls “institutional delusion.”

Today the United States is trying, at one and the same
time, to tell a factual story and to fight a psychological war
with the U.S.S.R. by methods ranging from verbal attacks to
promotion of subversive activities which, in American opin-
ion, are fully justified by the subversive activities conducted
by the Kremlin in other countries. Can the two operations be
successfully combined? Or may our battle to meet the chal-
lenge of communist ideas with ideas of our own be jeopardized
and distorted by becoming mixed up with our battle of words
to defeat, weaken, and subvert the Soviet government? Will
our verbal attacks and counterattacks on communist propa-
gandists leave us in the negative position of answering their
strictures on our institutions, while we should be concentrating
on the positive task of giving the rest of the world a true
picture of our society? Does our propaganda enlighten those
to whom we are addressing ourselves? Or do our words, when
designed to achieve verbal victories over the Kremlin, merely
confuse our friends, actual and potential, and widen the gap
between us and the Russians? Is the voice of America making
itself not only heard, but also understood, around the globe?

Our chief difficulty, as is natural in a democracy, is that
America speaks not with one voice, but with many often con-
tradictory voices. The people to whom we address ourselves
are well aware that we are against Russia and communism.
But what, they ask, are the majority of Americans for? If we
answer in chorus that we are for democracy and free enter-
prise, they then bombard us with questions such as these:
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“Then what about your support of Franco, of German indus-
trialists who once backed Hitler, of Chiang Kai-shek, of
Marshal Tito, of Emperor Bao Dai in Indo-China? Why do
you speak of the Latin American countries as democracies
when you know that most of them are ruled by dictatorships?
Why do you object to socialism in Europe and Asia, yet in-
sist that backward economies should be modernized through
far-reaching changes? Are you sure that you have a completely
free enterprise system at home as some of your prominent
spokesmen assert, or have you accepted a number of measures
which in one way or another limit free enterprise? Are not
some of these measures comparable to those you criticize in
Britain, New Zealand, Australia, and the Scandinavian coun-
tries? Is it true, as your propaganda says, that all difficulties in
nations like Iran and Indo-China are due primarily to Russia
and communism?” In short, the emphasis placed by American
propaganda on anti-communism often causes us to lose sight of
the fact that nations opposed to Russia’s imperialism, whether
they are non-Communist, like Britain and Canada, or Com-
munist like Yugoslavia, want to hear not only denunciations of
Moscow but also positive statements of the ideas to which a
majority of the American people feel they are dedicated.
Propaganda cannot be conducted in a vacuum. The most
elaborate and effective machinery for the transmission of broad-
casts and the publication of pamphlets about the United States
cannot prove successful unless it has substance with which to
work. There is no use concealing the fact that we have been
divided among ourselves concerning the values of the Ameri-
can way of life which we believe to be worth preserving here
and fostering abroad. Some of us support, others excoriate, the
concept and practice of “the welfare state.” Some of us de-
nounce all social reforms as “creeping socialism,” others feel
we still lag far behind the needs of our times, and call for more
changes. Some urge the extension of civil rights, others want
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to hold them in abeyance or restrict them. Some want to ex-
pand our participation in world affairs, others would like to see
the United States “go it alone.”

This diversity of opinion, particularly in an era of violent
world controversy, must be both expected and welcomed in a
democracy. We cannot hope to achieve nor should we seek
to attain here one hundred per cent agreement on internal af-
fairs such as is enforced under totalitarian dictatorships. But
if we continue to differ profoundly about fundamental politi-
cal, economic, and social issues, we cannot expect other na-
tions, which must judge us by our acts, not merely by our
words, to see us steadily and see us whole. If the men and
women charged with the conduct of our propaganda abroad
are to do an effective job, we must give them at least a general
idea not only of what a majority of Americans are against, but
also of what they are for.

Americans, not unlike other peoples, find it difficult to be-
lieve that there is anything wrong with them, and they are at
a loss to understand why Indians or Britishers, Russians or Ar-
gentines, do not always entirely agree with this estimate. If
there is one single characteristic which distinguishes us from
other nations it is a buoyant optimism. This optimism has been
encouraged and justified by the entire history of the American
Republic, from the successful revolution against British colo-
nial rule, through the exhilarating development of a largely un-
inhabited continent blessed with a remarkable combination of
natural resources, to the command of a matchlessly secure
geographic position.

This seemingly unending series of fortunate circumstances,
so unlike the storm and stress suffered by other peoples, has
understandably caused Americans to feel that anything is pos-
sible — that no situation is so difficult or perilous as to defy the
American genius for overcoming all obstacles. No matter what
qualms we may feel about this or that error or injustice in our
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society, this or that discrepancy between proclaimed ideals
and actual practice, the vast majority of Americans remain
ready to endorse the dictum of Speaker of the House, Joe Can-
non, at the turn of the century that “America is a hell of a suc-
cess.” .

What are the ingredients of this success? What are the as-
pects of our way of life of which we are particularly proud
and which noticeably differentiate us from other people? What
is the quintessence of our national qualities which we would
most want to express in our foreign policy? To these questions
different individuals are bound to give different answers. There
are, however, six main features which immediately come to
mind whenever we or our friends abroad pause to appraise the
United States.

First, this nation, built from scratch by immigrants and de-
scendants of immigrants, started out with a priceless advan-
tage possessed by no other great power in history. It started
free of the heritage of ancient prejudices and sharp social dis-
tinctions grown rigid through long acceptance, and free also of
the territorial conflicts that have embittered life on the Euro-
pean continent and, to a lesser extent, in Latin America. In a
new society, except for the preconceptions brought here by
successive waves of immigrants, there was an initial inclination
to regard every man and woman as being as good as any other
— if not better. Every citizen began life with the assurance
that, if he worked hard enough and had enough skill and talent,
he could rise to the very top in whatever task he undertook —
whether president of the United States or head of a great in-
dustry, whether distinguished musician or brilliant scientist.
The sky was the limit; or, to use Napoleon’s phrase about his
army, “all careers were open to talent.”

This social mobility, until recently in marked contrast to the
social stratification of other countries, has encouraged and
justified the prevailing belief that “nothing is impossible.” In
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tackling any new task, an American, instead of first worrying
about the difficulties it presents, promptly answers the ques-
tion “Can this be done?” with a blithe “Why not?” or “Let’s
try anything once.” The conviction that nothing is outside the
range of the possible, that experimentation should never be de-
terred by precedents, is accurately reflected in the pragmatic
philosophy of William James and John Dewey, a philosophy
which is peculiarly American.

This faith in the experimental process, this willingness to de-
vise new and still newer ways of doing things, are a natural re-
sult of the second outstanding feature of the United States —
the heritage of its pioneering tradition. No other nation in
modern history, except for Russia in Asia, has had the oppor-
tunity to open up virgin territory, to wrest land and resources
from unexplored nature under physical circumstances that
were a severe test of fortitude and determination. Instead of
having to find an outlet for their energies in the exploration
and development of overseas lands, often in climates ill-suited
for white habitation, Americans were able to embark on over-
land colonization within boundaries they had staked out, with
little opposition, as their own. Instead of building a great em-
pire far from home on the precarious support of colonial peo-
ples who were bound sooner or later to resent foreign rule, as
the great powers of Western Europe did in Latin America,
Asia, the Middle East, and Africa, Americans had the satis-
faction of knowing that whatever land they acquired and de-
veloped would be either directly their own or at least part of
their nation’s undisputed domain. Thus they could build with
confidence not only in themselves but in the future of their
descendants. Pioneering was a vast national experiment, but an
experiment with assured ultimate objectives. The confidence
of the frontiersman, which is still an integral feature of the char-
acter of every American, was not that of an adventurer seek-
ing a quick fortune. It was the confidence of a homesteader who
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felt he was laying the basis for a permanent structure, both
personal and national.

The third outstanding feature of the United States, a direct
result of the opportunity for pioneering in a new country, is
the degree of liberty attainable here by the individual. The
natural freedom of an unexplored, undeveloped land, com-
bined with the rebellion against encroachments on personal
freedom which brought pilgrims to our shores throughout this
nation’s history — from the signers of the Mayflower Com-
pact to the displaced persons of our times fleeing totalitarianism
in Europe — fostered here a deep-rooted belief in the neces-
sity for recognizing and safeguarding free choice and activity
in all spheres of life.

As this country evolved from a primarily agrarian economy
into the greatest industrial power in history, the scope of the
concept of freedom also profoundly changed. From the long-
accepted freedoms of speech, religion, education, movement
from one part of the country to the other as well as among
different occupations, and organization of all kinds, we pro-
gressed to personal freedom for Negro slaves and, through
the continuing expansion of political liberties to the increas-
ing emphasis, in mid-twentieth century, on economic and so-
cial freedoms, to the four freedoms of Franklin D. Roose-
velt. '

Freedom of enterprise, initially unhampered by state inter-
vention, brought many abuses which in the nineteenth century
and early decades of the twentieth were denounced as acts
of exploitation by “robber barons” at the expense of the small-
business man and the consumer. But it also brought a vast ex-
pansion in productivity both in agriculture and in industry
that ultimately, by making possible reductions in prices as well
as increases in wages demanded by the labor unions, endowed
this country with the highest standard of living known in his-
tory. The combination of rising productivity and social mo-
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bility created here a society which comes closer to being “class-
less” than that of any other nation.

Viewing these developments in twentieth-century perspec-
tive, some American historians advocated at mid-century a
revision of the criticisms hitherto made of the country’s in-
dustrial giants. In their opinion the Rockefellers, the Carnegies,
and others once denounced as “robber barons,” by making pos-
sible this country’s rapid industrial growth, had given it the
strength to withstand the strains of two world wars and to sur-
vive the ideological crises of our times. By avoiding the pitfalls
of monopoly, by expanding production instead of holding out
for smaller output at higher prices as was done by many of
the Western European producers, by recognizing the need to
share the gains of industry with workers, consumers, and the
community at large through philanthropic gifts, American
capitalism escaped the paralysis which gripped European pro-
ductivity in the later years of the Industrial Revolution.
Thereby it defied the gloomy predictions of Karl Marx about
the impending demise of capitalism.

This peaceful transformation, however, was made possible
only because, after initial resistance to social adjustments, lead-
ing American industrialists recognized the need for accepting
responsibility toward the community and for cooperating with
the government, the labor unions, and the consumers in creat-
ing a more balanced and more stable economy. Now we must
endeavor to make this spirit of cooperation sufficiently strong
to permit the sacrifice of special interests by the various groups
engaged in production — labor as well as employers, domestic
manufacturers as well as exporters — which is required if the
United States is to fulfill its far-flung commitments abroad
without weakening its economy at home.

The struggle for freedom in the United States, as elsewhere,
has not always progressed in a straight, unbroken line. There
have been disillusionments and departures from avowed princi-
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ples, notably in the treatment of our Negro fellow citizens.
But these disillusionments and departures have sooner or later
been publicly recognized, and sensitive Americans have experi-
enced a feeling of guilt about failures on the part of this country
to live up to its proclaimed ideals.

Since 1945 the strains and tensions of the cold war have
precipitated a fresh controversy as to the meaning of freedom,
and the extent to which citizens who criticize existing institu-
tions and practices can be allowed to participate in political
life, to teach, to make use of the media of mass communication.
The controversy about the limits of personal freedom has
focused particularly on the position of the Communist party
in a democratic society. As internal tensions have risen, how-
ever, other questions have also been raised: such as whether
critics of “free enterprise,” even when they are not Commu-
nists, should be heard in a free-enterprise nation, or whether
supporters of “progressive education” should be allowed to
take a hand in the country’s schools.

The struggle to arrive at a twentieth-century definition of
liberty has been complicated by partisan name-calling and the
introduction of the concept of “guilt by association,” which
seemed to contradict a basic American assumption that the in-
dividual is presumed to be innocent until he is proved guilty.
Meanwhile, the significant influence of the Roman Catholic
Church in the United States and President Truman’s attempt
to strengthen American cooperation with the Vatican in the
fight against communism by the appointment of an ambassador
to the Holy See, challenged the traditional separation of church
and state and superimposed religious controversy on conflicts
about competing ideologies and economic systems. In the
midst of this reassessment of individual liberty, some Ameri-
cans as well as many foreign observers asked whether the re-
markable blossoming of freedom here had been due to deep-
seated conviction or only to the accident of this country’s
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unique history during which our institutions had seldom been
seriously challenged at home or abroad.

The future of freedom in the United States is the most cru-
cial issue at stake in the vast battle of democracy against to-
talitarianism. If this aspect of American life — the belief in the
need to nurture and maintain the liberties of the individual —
is allowed to decay, the United States, like Samson shorn of
his mane, will be deprived of its most important source of
strength in world affairs. With a record of freedom untarnished
by fear-inspired restrictions, the United States can look for-
ward with confidence to playing effectively its newly acquired
role of world leadership. But let that record be placed in doubrt,
and this country will appear to other nations as just another
great power using its armaments not for the defense of human
liberties but for selfish interests of its own.

The emphasis on freedom has sometimes beclouded a fourth
important aspect of American life: the significance of or-
ganized effort. Discussions of freedom here give the impres-
sion that Americans are concerned, first and foremost, with
the rights of the individual and the protection of these rights
against any encroachment or control by the state, which is
regarded as something apart from and, on the whole, inimical
to the individual. Yet one of the features of American society
which particularly impresses non-Americans is the extent to
which individuals are willing to subordinate their rights and
interests, for the most part voluntarily, to various forms of co-
operation with others, whether at the level of the local com-
munity, the state, or the nation, or in a wide range of profes-
sional and service groups. Americans, as seen from the outside,
are the most highly organized people in the world. Here, again,
the experience of pioneering days has had a lasting effect.

The vast complex of organizations that, like a telegraph
network, covers this country has advantages as well as dis-
advantages. By cutting across racial, religious, professional, and
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political party lines that, in a new society, might otherwise have
solidified into demarcations it would have later been hard to
break down, our multifarious organizations offer a safeguard
against undue influence and power by any one individual or
group and help to cushion the shocks of adjustment by new
citizens to the traditions and customs developed by the old.
Organized effort has not only created here the most powerful
modern machine for industrial and agricultural production, it
has also fostered undertakings of all kinds, allowing ample
room for education, for philanthropy, for opportunitics of
mutual aid which have given a feeling of hopefulness even to
the least fortunate of our fellow citizens. These opportunities
for community life have mitigated the disillusionment, in-
security, and frustration that in other nations fostered nazism,
fascism, and communism.

There is, however, a reverse side to our predilection for or-
ganized activity. For this system, which maximizes the en-
deavors of the individual, at the same time tends to reduce the
area in which the individual can operate according to his own
peculiar interests or desires. Organized effort does not look
kindly on the lone hand. The individual who does not seem
to fit perfectly into the accepted groove may not be regarded
as a complete misfit, or be ostracized, but he is apt to be viewed
with latent suspicion as an eccentric or a nonconformist, if not
as abnormal in some way. A paradoxical result of the existence
in the United States, side by side, of a high degree of freedom
and of highly integrated organization is that our society is less
hospitable to persons of strongly individualistic bent than, for
example, Britain or France, where departure from the ideas and
practices accepted by the majority is regarded as a virtue
rather than a defect, and nonconformism is not equated with
subversion.

In a period of relative stability, the latent conflict between
freedom and organization is concealed by a general sentiment
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of well-being and mutual respect or at least tolerance. In a
period of crisis, such as we have been experiencing since 1945,
the conflict bursts into the open. “The degree of tolerance at-
tainable at any moment,” said George Bernard Shaw in his
preface to Saint Joan, “depends on the strain under which so-
ciety is maintaining its cohesion.” Once cohesion has been
gravely strained, then, if the majority acts as an unthinking
herd at the bid of a demagogic leader who appeals to its fears,
the minority may be forced to remain silent if they want to
survive. The most difficult problem we face at home today is
how to discover and maintain that intangible line which sepa-
rates organized effort from totalitarianism, and to permit, in-
deed encourage, the existence of nonconformist thought which
fertilizes intellectual life and prepares the way for new ad-
vances in human relations.

Even in this critical period, however, the conflict between
freedom and organization may be overcome by a gift which
is the fifth important aspect of American life: the gift for
compromise between seemingly irreconcilable points of view
and of gradual evolution toward a middle course as contrasted
with violent revolution. Not that the United States has been
entirely free from internal strife. The Civil War, which en-
tailed the loss of one million lives on the battlefield, was in
effect a bloody revolution against conditions that peaceful
means had failed to alter. But, on the whole, Americans have
hitherto found it possible to meet around a table to discuss
highly explosive issues and to adjust conflicts by peaceful
methods of give-and-take instead of by resort to force, as has
often happened in other countries.

It is significant that the American leaders who have received
the highest and most lasting recognition have not been doc-
trinaire revolutionaries or intransigent military heroes but men
who possessed the gift of compromise, who saw the need of
conciliation and gradual change and who resisted the tempta-
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tion to carry out decisions by coercion — George Washing-
ton and Thomas Jefferson, Abraham Lincoln and Franklin
D. Roosevelt. Their ideas, which to many of their contem-
poraries appeared revolutionary, have become deeply imbedded
in national thinking, and they remain alive today not as slo-
gans to be quoted only on state occasions but as the actual
working principles of the nation. The willingness to find a
middle ground, the practical common sense — wary of all
forms of extremism — which characterize Americans, these are
in sharp contrast to the passions which again and again have
swept other nations over the brink of catastrophe.

Not that Americans are free of prejudices and emotions
which, under given circumstances, might result in dangerous
explosions. In our generation we have witnessed the excesses
of the Ku Klux Klan, the unbridled accusations of McCarthy-
ism, and such displays of racial hatreds as the Cicero, Illinois,
mob riots in 1951. But by and large there is still a deep-scated
faith in this country that in any controversy, no matter how
violent, reason can and must prevail, and earnest efforts con-
tinue to be made by thoughtful citizens of divergent points of
view to find the common denominators on which a workable
settlement might be based.

The dangers of overorganization have also so far been tem-
pered in the United States by an unusually strong sense of
personal responsibility for the improvement of the lot of hu-
man beings at home and abroad. This humanitarian impulse,
the sixth significant feature of American society, has impressed
even those non-Americans who are otherwise critical of the
United States. Americans respond warmly and without second
thought to the needs of suffering peoples, irrespective of race,
creed, or political and economic ideology. While some of our
foreign critics contend that our government-aid programs,
such as the Marshall Plan and the Point Four program, are not
wholly humanitarian in purpose but are designed to achieve
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clearly discernible political and military ends, this criticism
can hardly be made of the generous contributions by Ameri-
cans of all walks of life to a wide range of undertakings for
the relief and education of people in other countries whom
they have never seen and from whom they expect nothing
tangible in return. No nation in history has given so much
economic aid to other countries in time of peace as the United
States, the amount of private and public contributions for for-
eign aid from 1945 to July 1, 1952 totaling 38 billion dollars.
It can be argued, of course, that neither has any nation had so
much to give, or been so fortunately spared the wars and war-
produced disasters which have laid waste so many nations in
this century. But other great powers also attained great wealth
in their heyday, yet offered no comparable contribution to the
common weal.

Americans, then, can justly feel that they have achieved “a
hell of a success.” This feeling has been well expressed by
Henry Steele Commager in The American Mind * where he
describes the thoughts of Americans in the nineteenth century:

“Nothing in all history had ever succeeded like America,
and every American knew it. Nowhere else on the globe had
nature been at once so rich and so generous, and her riches were
available to all who had the enterprise to take them and the
good fortune to be white. As nature and experience justified
optimism, the American was incurably optimistic. Collectively,
he had never known defeat, grinding poverty, oppression, and
he thought these misfortunes peculiar to the Old World.
Progress was not, to him, a philosophical idea but a common-
place of experience: he saw it daily in the transformation of
wilderness into farm land, in the growth of villages into cities,
in the steady rise of community and nation to wealth and
power.”

* Henry Steele Commager, The American Mind (Yale University
Press, New Haven, 1951).
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American optimism, the natural product of environment and
historical circumstances not duplicated elsewhere on the globe
except perhaps, on a lesser scale, in Russia, is a unique character-
istic of this nation in modern times — although such diverse
observers as Bertrand Russell and the French novelist Albert
Camus believe that comparable faith in the future has been
shown by the Russians. It would be interesting to discover
whether the buoyancy and resiliency we have come to regard
as commonplace in the United States are due to our material
circumstances or are found in every nation in a given period
of history — notably among the English from the Elizabe-
thans to the Victorians, and among the French in the days of
Louis XIV and Napoleon. Whether our seemingly unshakable
belief in continued technological improvement and material
well-being will be eroded by harsh experience, as it was in the
case of the nations of Western Europe, or will triumph over
all hardships, only the future can show.

Meanwhile we have carried our optimism from the sphere
of domestic affairs, over which we had unchallenged control,
into that of world affairs as the United States emerged from
relative isolation. The zest aroused by decades of pioneering
made Americans believe that on the world scene, too, nothing
was impossible and everything should be tried at least once —
a League of Nations, self-determination of peoples, integra-
tion of Europe, cooperation between ancient enemies like
France and Germany, the democratization of the Germans and
the Japanese, the termination of colonial rule, and the indus-
trialization of underdeveloped areas.

It took us time to discover, often with a profound sense of
shock as in the case of China, that we cannot hope to exercise
the same control over the affairs of other nations that we can
over our own — unless, of course, we choose to resort to force,
which would automatically destroy our claim to democratic
leadership. While we retained our national faith in the per-
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fectibility of man — a faith which, paradoxically, is shared to-
day only by fanatical Communists and which in older na-
tions has been severely undermined by recurring wars, de-
pressions, and revolutions — we gradually began to discern
the limitations of possible action in other continents whose
climatic, historic, political, and economic conditions vastly
differ from our own. The atomic bomb, which we were the
first to use and on which we relied as an ultimate deterrent to
aggression against us, proved a boomerang: for it shook our
confidence in the preservation of our national security without
ultimately offering us protection from attack. Our dynamic
desire to find a quick solution of a given problem so as to clear
the way for the next task was sharply checked in many in-
stances by the need to adjust our expectations and aspirations
to the realities of life in other nations which we had some-
how hoped to by-pass or to overcome by technical means. Our
close-up view of the problems of many peoples whom we had
barely known before 1945 tempered our natural buoyancy and
caused us to reconsider the modern world and our relationship
to it in a mood of soberness entirely new to Americans. To
quote Professor Commager again:

“Although still persuaded that his was the best of all coun-
tries, the American of the mid-twentieth century was by no
means so sure that his was the best of all times, and after he
entered the atomic age he could not rid himself of the fear
that his world might end not with a whimper but with a bang.
His optimism, which persisted, was instinctive rather than
rationalized, and he was no longer prepared to insist that the
good fortune which he enjoyed, in a war-stricken world, was
the reward of virtue rather than of mere geographical isola-
tion. He knew that if there was indeed any such thing as
progress it would continue to be illustrated by America, but
he was less confident of the validity of the concept than at any
previous time in his history.”
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This more mature evaluation of the world, this attempt,
novel for us, to measure other nations not by the yardstick of
our unique experience but in terms of their particular historical
circumstances, has not, however, destroyed the conviction that
the United States is the most successful country in the world
and offers the most satisfying way of life ever achieved by
human beings. Closer contacts with other peoples have only
served to confirm this impression and to reinforce faith in our
institutions, our way of life, and our destiny as the leading na-
tion in the modern world. Nor has there been much predispo-
sition to think that we should alter our society to meet the
criticisms or fit the needs of other countries, although many
Americans feel it quite proper to insist that our friends in Eu-
rope and Asia should effect political, economic, and social trans-
formations according to patterns we regard as desirable. In-
stead, in 195 1 some of our political leaders began to talk in terms
of repudiating the United Nations in favor of a new form of
isolation or of unilateral action unhampered by “entangling alli-
ances.” This trend, too, reflected confidence — confidence that
the United States had sufficient strength and wisdom to weather
alone the storms of our times, and that whatever test awaited
us in peace or war would see this country the ultimate victor.

Granting that the United States is “a hell of a success” and
may hope to remain so, many Americans assume that what
seems obvious to us must be equally obvious to other people.
It shocks and grieves them to discover that we are not always
seen abroad in the roseate glow of our own estimation. When
they hear that others do not automatically or uniformly like
us, or are less sure than we of our good intentions, they feel
divided between the impulse to “make” the rest of the world
accept our image of the United States by expanding and per-
fecting propaganda about our way of life, and disdainful re-
jection of the judgment of our critics as irrelevant and incon-
sequential. “Why should we care what other people think of
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us?” it is often asked. “Our way is good enough for us — if
they don’t like us, let themz go back where they came from!”

This conclusion may seem desirable, but it is becoming less
and less practicable. The United States, whether we like it
or not, must care about what others think of us. Much as we
might prefer to have this country become a great power
wholly independent of the likes or dislikes of actual or poten-
tial allies, the stark truth is that the United States would be
gravely crippled, perhaps completely paralyzed, if in case of
war with the U.S.S.R. it could not count on the sympathy and
support of nations in other continents. Under conditions of
modern warfare, the United States cannot afford to “go it
alone.”

Our best hope of keeping aggressors far from our shores is
to base our military operations on the territories of other na-
tions. Bases, however, will prove hollow defenses unless we
gain active support of our policies by the peoples on whose
soil they are constructed. Otherwise, we shall be in constant
danger of being stabbed in the back. If we are to maintain cor-
dial relations with the countries which permit us to share their
territory for our common defense, we must endeavor to under-
stand the psychology of their peoples and win them over to
our view of the world by persuasion and not by the kind of
coercion we denounce when it is employed by Hitler or Stalin.
For us, understanding of other nations is no longer a pleasant
academic exercise inspired by idealism. It has become a matter
of life and death.

What, then, do other people think of us, and how can we
correct seeming misconceptions on their part about our way
of life and our objectives in world affairs?
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WHAT'S WRONG WITH
THEIR FOCUS?

roM our point of view, the United States, whatever its

faults and weaknesses, is a great democracy among whose
assets are enormous economic strength, actual and potential,
a progressive social system, and a dynamic, generous-minded,
forward-looking population highly skilled in the techniques
of modern industry and agriculture. Why, then, many Ameri-
cans ask, don’t other people see us that way? What’s wrong
with their focus? Are they the victims of communist or other
propaganda which blinds them to America’s true values? Are
they deluding themselves for some ulterior motive which for
the moment escapes us? Or, more disturbing thought, is it just
possible that they see some of our traits as they really are, not
as we fondly imagine them to be?

In trying to understand why other people think of us as
they do, it may be helpful to bear two things in mind. First,
no great power at the peak of its success is ever loved by smaller
and weaker nations, no matter how good its intentions may be.
This is an occupational hazard of great powers. Neither Rome
nor Greece, nor the France of Louis XIV and Napoleon, nor
the England of Queen Elizabeth and Queen Victoria, nor the
Russia of Alexander I, nor Germany under Kaiser Wilhelm
and Hitler, nor Austria-Hungary under Metternich, escaped

[45]
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the onus attached to power. It would be unreasonable for the
United States to expect that it will inspire greater affection on
the part of other nations than its predecessors in world history.
A great power may hope to be feared or respected. It cannot
expect to be loved.

Second, it is untrue that other peoples “hate” us, as is some-
times asserted by overwrought American travelers. This may
be disturbing to our national ego, but actually millions of hu-
man beings all over the globe have only a dim notion of
America and Americans. If they do know something about us,
it is usually through whatever shred of information happens
to have swum within their ken — whether Abraham Lincoln
or Hollywood, the American Revolution or fast automobiles,
prodigious industrial production or chewing gum. Even in
countries where communist propaganda, unopposed, has left
no means untried to prove that the United States is a war-
mongering nation ruled by Wall Street moneybags who suck
the blood of the poor, there is little evidence that the average
man and woman — as distinguished from politicians, intellec-
tual leaders, and others who have the opportunity or are under
the necessity of formulating their thoughts about this country
— have a feeling of hostility toward Americans. This is par-
ticularly striking in the case of Russia, where we have only
scant possibilities of combating anti-American propaganda and
yet where, according to the testimony of reliable observers, the
Russian people remain both friendly and curious about the
United States.

It would be a complete misrepresentation of the attitude
of other nations toward us to assume that they do not see our
good qualities or paint us solely in dark colors. A glance at the
considerable literature about American life contributed b
non-Americans since the birth of the United States shows
that visitors to our shores agree with us in their estimate of
our outstanding virtues. They describe us as the most progres-
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sive people in the world, the most hard-working, and as superb
organizers. They admire our belief in progress, our profession
of democracy, our sportsmanshlp, our social mobility, our
spirit of service, our generosity toward each other and toward
peoples of foreign lands. Above all, they are impressed by our
faith in the future, by our unquenchable optimism. A Swedish
commentator, Fredericka Bremer, said: “If you ask me what
the people of the New World have got that the Old World
lacks, then I would answer, warmer hearts, and a more ener-
getic and youthful way of life.” And another Swede, Victor
Vinde, writing about America at war in 1942, concluded: “Con-
sciously or unconsciously it is for this conception of life, slowly
emerging from the undisciplined capitalism of the ’twenties
and the depression and social experiments of the ’thirties that
the American is fighting. He knows: there will be a tomorrow,
he belicves in tomorrow.”

What, then, do other peoples not like about America? When
we tabulate some of their dislikes, we find that their estimate
of our faults is not very different from the estimate we make
ourselves — with the usual human qualification that it is much
easier to bear criticism from members of the family than from
outsiders. The French writer Georges Duhamel, disgusted by
a glimpse of the Chicago slaughterhouses, wrote between the
wars: “l see men enough in America, but where are their
souls?” Salvador de Madariaga, well-known Spanish interpreter
of national characteristics, declared during the same period
that “Americans are boys” who need new toys and gadgets,
and who are afraid to be alone for fear that they might begin
to think. Foreign observers have complained of the American
passion for money-making. They have claimed that technique
here is an end in itself, that life has become too mechanized in
America, that we have overpowering standardization not only
of things but of people which ultimately leads to conformity,
precursor of totalitarianism, and that our desire for “the typi-
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cally American” makes us fearful of “heretics,” of all noncon-
formists. They have been struck by what they regard as our
“adolescence” (others have viewed this aspect of our lives as
heartening youthfulness), our lack of maturity as compared
with other nations.

Some, notably the French, have deplored our lack of per-
ceptiveness for culture — by which they usually mean cultural
values reserved in other lands for the elite. Others have felt,
with Madariaga, that our “combination of materialism with the
gregarious tendency” spelled the doom of our growth as a na-
tion. Still others found much to criticize, before and durin
the depression of the thirties, in our “irresponsible capitalism”
which a Chinese observer, No Yong-Park, described at that
time as ‘“‘economic feudalism” comparable to the military feu-
dalism of the Chinese warlords. Our attitude toward our Negro
fellow citizens has been one of the most outstanding and vul-
nerable targets for attack. And many foreign visitors have
been repelled by our chase for “the almighty dollar,” our pas-
sion for advertising, and our predilection to act as “boosters.”

Most of these criticisms have not, in the first instance, been
made by Communists or other avowed enemies of the United
States. Some of them have come from men and women who
felt deep admiration and affection for this country and hoped
that, with time, we would grow in stature, maturity, and in-
fluence. Nor should their comments surprise readers of our
own self-critics, of Thorstein Veblen and Sinclair Lewis, of
John Dos Passos and Upton Sinclair, of John Steinbeck, Lillian
Smith, and William Faulkner.

What we are confronted with, then, is not an impenetrable
barrage of hatred, but something far more difficult to penetrate:
and that is an accumulation of doubts, fears, and suspicions con-
cerning our way of life, our motives, our ultimate aims. Nor
would it be accurate to say that this gamut of emotions is re-
stricted to any national group, or to any social sector of a given



What's Wrong with Their Focus? .48

nation. It has become customary here to believe that only in
Russia is the image of the United States subjected to distortion,
Yet a careful study of the misinterpretations and outright un-
truths of Soviet propaganda made by Frederick Barghoorn.
former American press attaché in Moscow, and reported in
The Soviet Image of the United States,* shows that many simi-
lar misinterpretations are also found in Britain and Syria, in
France and India, in Italy and Argentina.

Have we already forgotten that the Nazis before World
War I, parroted today by the postwar nco-Nazis, described
the United States as a “decadent democracy” — a situatior
Hitler attributed to the presence of Negroces and Jews in our
midst? Is communist propaganda responsible for the fact that
Stalin and Perén denounce American “capitalism” as a’ form
of “imperialism”? What connection is there between the
charges of Indian Socialists, French Gaullists, German neo-
Nazis about the alleged attempts of the United States to dom:-
inate the world and deprive other nations of their sovereignty?
How are we to explain a situation in which devout Catholics.
fervent Communists, militant Moslems, and fatalistic Hindus
agree in deploring American “materialism”? And how, to look
at another side of the picture, are we to interpret the unanimity
of some European industrialists and Asian feudal rulers in dep-
recating the “revolutionary” policies of the United States and
hoping that “conservatism” may come to power in Washing-
ton? It would be a dangerous oversimplification to assume that
Russia and the Communists alone depict us in a false light, and
that if we could only silence the Kremlin’s propaganda the
United States would be able to bask in the sunshine of universal
approval.

Nor should we delude ourselves into thinking that a con-
servative government abroad would be more likely to accept

* Frederick Barghoorn, The Soviet Inage of the United States (Har-
court, Brace and Company, New York, 1950).
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American policy unquestioningly than a government con-
trolled by Socialists or Communists. Winston Churchill, the
moment he returned to power in October 1951, promptly
showed that he wanted to be a leader, not merely a follower, in
the making of Anglo-American policy. The feudal authori-
tarians of the Middle East and the military dictators of Latin
Amcrica have proved as dcfiant of the United States and, on
occasion, as rabidly anti-American as Communists; and, by
contrast, communist Marshal Tito of Yugoslavia has found it
possible to conduct delicate negotiations with Washington in a
conciliatory spirit. The circamstances of a given international
situation rather than the ideology of the particular government
with which we are dealing are apt to determine its attitude to-
ward the United States.

It is also unrealistic to assume that only the “proletariat” of
other nations, peculiarly vulnerable to communist propaganda
and understandably envious and resentful of the riches of the
United States, is our principal critic in world affairs. For while
itis true that the Communists recruit the largest number of their
followers among factory workers and poorer peasants, they
still have in their ranks, or have had in the recent past, some of
the most distinguished intellectuals of Europe, Asia, and Latin
America — writers, scientists, painters, musicians, philosophers,
teachers. In fact it is this intellectual elite, not the communist
rank and file usually absorbed in the daily struggle for eco-
nomic survival, who have expressed and propagated the most
barbed criticisms of American ideas and practices. Nor is
it yet clear that those among them who have repudiated the
Communist party, like Arthur Koestler, have thereby found a
spiritual haven in American democracy.

More perplexing for Americans is the critical attitude toward
our way of life displayed by non-Communists — those ele-
ments of the middle class in Europe who, instead of espousing
democratic ideals, drift into neo-nazi and neo-fascist move-
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ments, and those anti-Communists in Asia and elsewhere who,
while fiercely opposing communism, themselves foster fanatical
programs inspired by racial and/or religious dogmas. Still more
alarming is the knowledge that some of the better-educated
members of the young generation, well-favored by fortune, are
known for their anti-Americanism, their fear of domination by
the United States, their interest in communism, and their search
to discover a “third” way of life which would eschew both
Sovietism and Americanism. What might be understandable,
if resented on the part of Aneurin Bevan, the erstwhile Welsh
miner, or Frédéric Joliot-Curie, the French scientist, becomes
baffling when discovered among men and women who seem
“like us.”

How can this be, we ask? How is it possible that other peo-
ple, who either won their freedom in past centuries or aspire
to win it today, can even think that the United States and the
U.S.S.R. are comparable? What unhallowed influence can so
distort their judgment and becloud their vision? How explain
that the United States, which to us is the epitome of the best
features of Western civilization, appears imperfect in so many
respects to Europe and Asia, to the Middle East, Africa, and
Latin America? What curious sea change does our system un-
dergo that makes it lack abroad the appeal it has at home?

To a considerable extent, criticisms of the United States are
based on sheer lack of information about the actual workings
of our institutions. For example such otherwise well-informed
people as the Scandinavians still know little about the broad
program of social reforms, notably social security, unemploy-
ment insurance, and old-age pensions which has been developed
in the United States during the past twenty years. Lack of in-
formation, however, is remediable. The information services of
the United States, both public and private, can fill existing gaps
by regularly providing accurate and simply presented facts
about this country. But before we try to tell our story to other
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nations, it is important to discover what they think of us and
why — and to decide, in all honesty, which of their judgments
about the United States are based on misconceptions or actual
falsehoods and which are justified criticisms that we may find it
advisable and possible to correct.

Questions abroad concerning our way of life can generally
be classified under five headings: (1) the strength of our democ-
racy; (2) the degree of “materialism” in our culture; (3) our
concept of modern economics; (4) our attitude toward coloni-
alism; and (5) our concept of world politics.

Mere description of our institutions is not enough to dispel
misapprehensions outside our borders. In an era of intensive
propaganda from many sources, from Goebbels to Stalin,
words once freighted with meaning have become demonetized
through mechanical repetition or through overuse by govern-
ments representing widely different ideologies. Deeds will
prove more persuasive than words in conveying the essence of
the United States to other nations.

This is particularly true when we attempt to describe the
content of our democracy, the day-to-day operation of Ameri-
can society as compared with Fourth of July orations. In trying
to explain what we mean by democracy, we find it necessary to
make sure that by our actions we do not disillusion other peo-
ples, causing them to shrug their shoulders skeptically and to
say: “What’s the difference between the United States and the
U.S.S.R.? A plague on both their houses!”

What are the aspects of our democracy which produce
doubts abroad? Leaving aside familiar nagging comments about
the lynching of Negroes, the principal question asked of us
is: “To what extent does your democracy really safeguard the
freedom you urge other people to practice?” Once this ques-
tion has been raised, the conversation may take many twists
and turns, depending on the interlocutor. “Is it not true that
you discriminate against Negroes?” your friends from Asia,
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Africa, and the Middle East will ask. “How can you recon-
cile this with your professions of democracy?” A Chinese or
a Filipino, wryly recalling our past aspersions on their alleged
political corruption, will inquire not without irony how we
explain the unsavory political links with the underworld re-
vealed by the Kefauver committee or the “fixing” practices in
our favorite sports. Europeans and Asians alike find it difficult
to understand how the United States can reconcile the jail-
ing of Communists with the continued legal existence of the
Communist party or why it believes that communism will be
eliminated by imprisonment and deprivation of employment.
Few people abroad find character assassination, “guilt by asso-
ciation,” the withholding of passports, loyalty oaths, gag rules
on speakers, or encroachments on academic freedom, com-
patible with the democratic ideals which we proudly proclaim
and advocate for other nations.

Thus the picture we paint, and in which most of us believe,
of an American democracy where freedoms flourish unre-
stricted and all inhabitants can say and do what they please
seems very different to our best friends abroad who see here,
instead, the spread of intolerance, the acceptance of some of
the racist ideas made odious by the Nazis, resort to repressions
dangerously reminiscent of the communist methods we profess
to abhor, and earnest efforts to achieve and enforce an Ameri-
can form of “thought control.” Our friends abroad do not
believe the United States is doomed to follow the example of
nazi Germany. They are convinced that there are enough
healthy antibodies in our political system to combat the dis-
ease of totalitarianism. What disturbs them is to find how few
among us have been disturbed by the rapidly changing cli-
mate of opinion here, which alarms even conservatives in
Europe and Asia but leaves many Americans indifferent, partly
because they no longer notice the change. This apathy, in the
opinion of our foreign friends, is the most frightening symptom
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of our current fear of communism. Our friends also wonder
whether the democracy we have held up to the rest of the
world as a shining example did not flourish here in the past
largely because it had never been seriously challenged. Once
the danger of even relatively limited opposition arises, they
ask, will Americans silence or extirpate the challengers?

Closely linked to these questions about our democracy is
the attitude of other nations toward what they call American
“materialism.” Here again is a word which has different inter-
pretations depending on who uses it. Our friends as well as
our foes contend that Americans are interested primarily not
in spiritual and cultural values but in material gains — in earn-
ing a lot of money so that they can acquire as many material
possessions as possible, such as houses, automobiles, vacuum
cleaners, refrigerators, plumbing equ1pment and gadgets of
all kinds. We ourselves foster this impression by the advertise-
ments picturing a householder’s dreamworld which are car-
ried in our large-circulation magazines, notably Time and
Life, and which are seen by many abroad — advertisements
that stress the desirability and even the sheer necessity of own-
ing material possessions of all kinds or else suffering an intolera-
ble sense of deprivation.

This impression is reinforced by the rich-looking, suave
settings of many Hollywood films, which convey the belief
to foreign audiences that most Americans live in the luxurious
ease of urban penthouses and impressive country estates, with
never a care about the sordid details of the daily grind, faced
by the majority of human beings, of making both ends meet.
Nor do we encourage other peoples to form a different con-
cept of our civilization when we admit that more money is
spent here annually on liquor and cosmetics than on books,
paintings, music, and other nonmaterial objects. Only the rela-
tively small numbers of foreigners who are able to come to
the United States on extended visits can discover for them-
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selves that most of our people, while infinitely better off than
the rest of the world, live in relatively modest circumstances,
and that large numbers of us do find satisfaction in intellectual
and cultural pursuits.

To us it seems obvious that the impression abroad of the
United States as a blatantly “materialistic” nation completely
overlooks all the nonprofit, volunteer activities for the benefit
of the community in which so many of us are engaged, and
from which we receive no dividends except in terms of per-
sonal satisfaction. Nor does this impression of us take into suf-
ficient account the generous desire of most Americans to aid,
with no thought of material return, the helpless and hopeless
of other lands. Bertrand Russell, who never hesitates to act
as a friendly critic of the United States, has pointed out that
“a great deal of nonsense is talked about American so-called
‘materialism’ and what its detractors call ‘bathroom civiliza-
tion.” ” He does not think Americans are any more “material-
istic” than other peoples. “A willingness to sacrifice income
for idealistic reasons,” he contends, “is at least as common in
America as in England,” and “the belief that Americans are
fonder of money than we are is mainly inspired by envy.”
Wiriting in the same vein, Perry Miller, professor of American
literature at Harvard University, says that the level of life in
the United States “excites simultaneously both revulsion and
envy,” and that “all too often European criticism of America
is a transparent effort to deny to the common man in Europe
what he, transported to America, believes he has achieved or
can achieve.” *

We, for our part, are often inclined to speak critically of the
“materialism” of other peoples — by this we mean such things
as the alleged acquisitiveness and stinginess of the French, the
desire of British workers for free teeth and spectacles, and

* Bertrand Russell, Perry Miller, and others, The Impact of America
on European Culture (Beacon Press, Boston. 1o¢1).
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the eagerness of underdeveloped lands to obtain the mechani-
cal prerequisites of modern industry and agriculture — with-
out always realizing that for them, as for us, machinery and
money are means toward the end of improving their living
standards, not necessarily ends in themselves. Yet we often
assume that money is a panacea for the difficulties of poorer
countries, that a check or a financial appropriation can set-
tle almost any problem, and that Iran or Indonesia, not to
speak of Russia and China, might change their political course
if they only received a sufficiently large loan or grant from the
United States. This point of view was strikingly illustrated
during Iran’s oil nationalization crisis in 1951, when it took
us a good deal of precious time to understand that the Iranians
would rather let their oil fields go to wrack and ruin than leave
the British-controlled Anglo-Iranian Company in command of
their single most important national resource; and that no
amount of American money would stop them from carrying
into effect a deeply felt conviction compounded of national
revolt against foreign intervention and passionate desire for
independence from all outside pressure, no matter how benev-
olent. What we discovered in Iran, and must bear in mind for
the future, is that what may seem like sordid “materialism” to
one nation represents legitimate national aspirations to an-
other.

While it is untrue that Americans are solely preoccupied
with the acquisition of material goods, we often create the
impression abroad that our judgment of the ability of other
peoples is based primarily on their capacity to produce and to
purchase products which, in our opinion, would enhance their
living standards: bathtubs, radios, television sets, washing ma-
chines, and so on. It seldom occurs to us that the British or
Indians, Russians or French, might prefer to earn less money
and enjoy more leisure rather than work harder in response
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to special financial incentives for the purpose of buying more
things. For example, Anne O’Hare McCormick of The New
York Times reports the surprise of a prominent American
when he learned at a meeting with a group of Labor party
back-benchers, that “they were not interested in the gadgets
— refrigerators, vacuum cleaners, television sets, etc. — that
typify the American standard of living.” What they desire,
he found, “is a well-organized Socialist state where the people
live on a modest scale, with a thirty-five-hour work week,
leisure and sports for all, and security in old age.” Other
Americans, for example the economist Harry Schwartz, de-
plore the low estate of Russia’s economy, commenting on the
fact that only in 1951 had Soviet industry started mass pro-
duction of durable consumer goods such as washing machines,
refrigerators, and television sets without inquiring whether
even under more favorable circumstances Russians have the
same eagerness to obtain these goods as Americans. In discuss-
ing the relative materialism of the United States and of other
nations, it might help if other people would understand that
we do not live by mechanical gadgets alone, and if we for
our part would be willing to see that nonmaterial achievements
may be more significant to other nations than the creation of
industrial products.

A need for mutual readjustment of disputed concepts arises
also with respect to our attitude toward the word “colonial-
ism.” Americans regard themselves as wholly different from
the Western European nations which have had colonial em-
pires in the past or still cling to remnants of these empires
today: for we think of the United States as a traditionally
anti-colonial country. It comes as a shock to us when we dis-
cover that the peoples of former colonial territories or areas
still ruled by colonial powers often identify our policy
with that of Britain, France, and the Netherlands in their
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imperialistic prime. We find it difficult to see why the peoples
of Asia and the Middle East judge all Westerners, including
ourselves, by the experience they have had with Western im-
perialism over many decades.

Yet whenever a crisis arises in underdeveloped areas which
appears to threaten the remnants of British or French dom-
ination, as in Iran, Egypt, Indo-China, or French Morocco,
and thereby to benefit Russia and communism, some Ameri-
cans, even among the best-informed, react by saying that the
United States must take ‘“‘strong action” to prevent anarchy
at strategic points, such as the Suez Canal, and to defend ter-
ritories whose peoples are not yet ready for self-government”
or whose governments “are incapable of providing adequate
defense.” This reaction may seem entirely natural to us at a
time when national-security considerations overshadow our
former desire to promote the independence of colonial peoples.
But to the colonial peoples themselves it sounds like just an-
other version of “the white man’s burden,” propounded by
the United States to justify its decision to take over the
heritage of empire which Britain is no longer financially able
to carry. “When therefore,” says Professor F. S. C. Northrop
of Yale University, author of The Meeting of East and West,
“two world wars have depleted Great Britain’s former strength
as the leading Western power and the United States has be-
come in fact the most powerful Western nation, it becomes
easy for Middle Easterners and Asians to conclude that West-
ern imperialism has merely shifted to the United States the
power through which it expressed itself. Nor do statements
by President Truman that the United States is in Korea merely
to prevent aggression and to permit Asians to run their affairs
in their own way suffice to alter this judgment. The Middle
Eastern and Asian peoples have been accustomed in the past
to Western imperialistic nations which have moral and political
arguments convincing to themselves for maintaining Western
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troops and political administrators on Middle Eastern or Asiatic
soil.” *

Deplorable as the attitude of the peoples of the erstwhile
colonial empires may seem to us, it would be wise to under-
stand here that while anti-Western sentiment has been un-
questionably sharpened and organized by the Communists since
World War II, it antedated the propaganda of Lenin and Stalin
and is by no means identical with communism. This sentiment,
which is anti-foreign, not merely anti-Western, might easily
turn against Russia as much as against the Atlantic nations,if
the Russians display in Asia the overbearing mien and the
contempt for nonwhite peoples which in the past character-
ized many Western colonizers. It would persist even if the
Kremlin were atomized tomorrow. The link between Russia
and the underdeveloped areas of Asia and the Middle East is
forged not so much by Communist ideology as by the deep-
seated suspicion of all things Western which has existed among
the Russians for centuries, sometimes in endemic form, some-
times bursting into sudden violent displays of xenophobia,
from the days of Ivan the Terrible to the days of Stalin.

In Russia, as in other lands relatively untouched or not
touched at all by the forces that have wrought Western civil-
ization — Roman law, Latin Christianity, the Renaissance, the
Reformation, the English, French, and American revolutions,
the Industrial Revolution — a constant struggle has gone on
between the infinitesimally small minority of educated people
who admire the progress achieved by the West and want their
nations to imitate it and the vast majority who either resent and
envy this advanced development, or fear it, or want to have
nothing to do with it on the ground that the Western way of
life would spell the doom of local traditions and customs as
well as religious beliefs which they hold precious. This view

*F. S. C. Northrop, “Asian Mentality and the United States Foreign
Policy,” The Annals, July 1951, pp. 118, 125.
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of the West as both challenge and menace constitutes a com-
mon denominator between Russia, China, India, Japan, and
other Asian peoples, and the Moslem world from North Africa
to Pakistan.

The ruthless attempts of Russia’s Czar Peter the Great in the
early years of the eighteenth century to transplant Western
methods of production and Western social manners to Rus-
sian soil; the vigorous polemic of the nineteenth century be-
tween the pro-Western writer Alexander Herzen, who spent

ny years in exile in England, and the pro-Slav critic Belinski;
the bitter anti-Westernism of Dostoevski, prophet of Pan-
Slavism; the clashes between the Westernized Trotzky and the
anti-Western Stalin who has never been outside Russia (except
to the Teheran and Potsdam conferences) — all these have
parallels in India and Jordan, in China and Iran. While the pro-
Western Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru advocates birth
control for India, the pro-Hindu traditionalist, one-time presi-
dent of his Congress party, Purushottamdas Tandon, rejects
modern medicine as harmful to the ancient Hindu way of life.
And even the modern-minded Nehru fails to carry through
Parliament the bill which would modernize the position of
women in India, and is denounced for his failure by the
Columbia-trained leader of the Indian untouchables, B. K.
Ambdekar. While King Abdullah of Jordan, a friend of the
West, sought reconciliation of the Arabs with Israel, his op-
ponents, one of whom assassinated him in July 1951, saw in
Israel, with its modern outlook and its efforts to create an in-
dustrial society in an area of primitive agriculture, the embodi-
ment of all the evils of Western civilization which, in their
opinion, is inimical to Islam. Within Russia itself, in spite of
the use of coercion by the Soviet government which, in many
respects, has followed the policy of Peter the Great of “rais-
ing Russia on its hind legs,” to quote the poet Alexander Push-
kin, the Kremlin encountered stubborn opposition among its
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Moslem citizens to such attempts at modernization as the un-
veiling of women.

Americans, obviously, cannot eradicate this common de-
nominator of anti-Westernism by renouncing Western civil-
ization. But we can greatly lessen its effectiveness if we rid
ourselves of the prevailing assumption that our way of life,
which is unique even by Western standards, must be regarded
as a norm for all peoples, no matter how much they differ
from us in political, economic, and social development. No
spectacular gestures are required to achieve this purpose. Much
can be done to reassure peoples who are suspicious of the West
by simply avoiding criticism or mockery of customs which
seem strange to us but which, on closer examination, are suited
or at least understandable to other nations. To give only a few
examples which could be endlessly multiplied:

Americans often comment on the uncleanliness of Asians as
compared with the standards of hygiene we have attained with
our running water, bathtubs, soap, toothbrushes, and other
concomitants of what we regard as an advanced civilization.
Yet Asians, by and large, taking their prevailing poverty into
consideration, keep themselves remarkably clean, and regard
our habits of washing as impure. The Hindus, for example,
would not dream of sitting in a bathtub containing water that
has already become dirty. Instead, they pour fresh water over
themselves. They think it unclean to brush their teeth with
toothbrushes, which are used over and over again. Instead,
many brush their teeth with twigs, which can be thrown away
after each usage; and, incidentally, Western dental experts
have come to the conclusion that not only are such twigs better
for the gums and teeth than toothbrushes, but also in some cases
have medicinal qualities.

Or, take the matter of clothes. Americans have thought it
the height of insanity for Arabs living in the hot desert to
wrap themselves up in huge white burnooses. Yet postwar ex-
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periments with military equipment under conditions of extreme
heat in the Arizona desert have shown that heavy clothing of
the type worn by the Arabs is actually essential for desert com-
fort, literally insulating the skin from the broiling tempera-
tures outside and preserving a relatively low body tempera-
ture.

We would win more friends in underdeveloped areas if,
before hastily jumping to conclusions and uttering dogmatic
judgments about other peoples, we would take the time and
use the imagination to understand the circumstances which
may have given rise to the practices that shock or trouble us.
There is no natural law requiring all peoples to look and act
alike. Should such a law ever be invoked, the world would
become a dreary and uninspiring place, shorn of the variations
which we eagerly seek when we embark on journeys to far
lands. Instead of stubbornly demanding conformity to Ameri-
can standards, which in most cases is unattainable because of
lack of money and technical skills, we would find it fruitful
to welcome, show interest in, and encourage the variety of
human experience which contributes to the richness of world
civilization.

Yet while other peoples often criticize us for our alleged
materialism, they at the same time feel admiration, open or
concealed, for the achievements of our economic system. More
and more often, now that the vast disparities between our post-
war living standards and those of Western Europe have been
somewhat reduced, we find industrialists and workers of the
Atlantic countries eager to discover the secret of American
productivity. “Britain must not be allowed to become a pic-
turesque Ruritania,” says a young Laborite. “We must learn
from you how to modernize our industries so that Britain can
again play a significant role in international economy.” “How
do you manage to increase wages and yet sell your goods at
prices the average consumer can buy?” asks the French indus-



What's Wrong with Their Focus? 63

trialist. “We must find some way of reducing prices and giv-
ing our workers a greatcr stake in the nation’s economy.”

But while our friends in Europe, as well as in Asia and Latin
America, are eager to learn our methods, they are not always
prepared to exchange their more leisurely way of life and their
predilection for the hand-wrought products of native crafts-
men for the noisy hustle and bustle of American industrial
centers and the uniform production of assembly lines. Sooner
or later the non-communist nations will have to decide whether
they genuinely want greater productivity, even at the sacrifice
of some of their cherished traditions — and then make such
use of our technological methods as seems best to them; or
whether they prefer to continue their present relatively low
living standards provided they can enjoy leisure — and then
stop envying the United States and criticizing us for our con-
cern with “material” things.

We do not gain much, however, in Asia and the Middle
East by comparing our comfortable way of life with that of our
leading world competitor, Russia — always in derogatory terms
which assume that nothing good can come out of the Soviet
system. This approach seldom redounds to our benefit. The
peoples of lands which are still less developed than Russia do
not find Russian living standards as low as we do. When we
tell them that the average annual income in the United States
is $1,500 as compared with $300 in Russia, they do not regis-
ter shock — for they then compare the $300 Russian income
with $50 for China, $27 for India, and $30 for Indonesia. They
are better aware than we are — and this has been true also of
the Soviet leaders since 1917 — of the many practical obstacles
which make it difficult, perhaps impossible, for less industrial-
ized nations to match American living standards. For differ-
ences in climate, in natural resources, in the health and stamina
of peoples, in their level of technical skill, may make the Ameri-
can promise that any nation, if it works hard enough, can
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become like the United States an unattainable and therefore
cruel mirage.

Being aware of these obstacles, the peoples of underde-
veloped areas still remain eager to improve their lot. When
they hear from us about what the Russians have achieved in
a quarter of a century — inadequate as this may seem to us —
they find encouragement in the experience of the U.S.S.R. and,
far from rejecting it because it is not up to American expecta-
tions, they want to study it for the lessons it may hold for
them. When we assure these peoples that they have more
to learn from us who are technologically in advance of the
Russians, they contend that we are so far ahead of them as to
discourage imitation. By contrast Russia, which, they agree
with us, is still a relatively backward country, has something to
teach them because of the very fact that it has but recently
emerged from its backwardness, and therefore is closer than
we to the conditions and problems they face.

It is essential for us to know what we think of ourselves as
well as what other peoples think of us if we are to develop a
positive long-term foreign policy. For if our foreign policy
is to be based not on wishful thinking but on the realities of
world affairs, we shall have to arrive at a2 more precise under-
standing of three great issues of our times: (1) the possibility
of attaining democracy where it does not exist, and of preserv-
ing it where it is already established; (2) the possibility of
reconciling our economic concepts and practices with those
of other nations; and (3) the possibility of finding a basis for
cooperation between the remaining colonial powers and their
colonial territories. On each of these issues the United States,
a democracy with a powerful modern economy capable of de-
termining the economic destiny of the rest of the world, and
with a historic tradition of anti-colonialism, must formulate a
coherent program if it is to counter effectively the integrated

world program of the U.S.S.R.



DEMOCRACY: FOR WHOM
AND HOW MUCH?

T STAKE in the struggle between democracy and totali-
Atarianism, whatever form it may take, is the possibility
of creating in nondemocratic countries conditions favorable
to the growth of democratic ideas and institutions. If this pos-
sibility exists, and can be effectively used by the Western na-
tions, the next question is whether new democracies can carry
out admittedly necessary changes without recourse to the
coercive methods of fascist and communist dictatorships.

What can the United States do to promote democracy
abroad? Can we expect all nations to achieve democracy in
the second half of this century? And what is the content of
the democracy we urge other countries to adopt?

All but the most rabid flag-wavers among us would readily
admit that American democracy is not free of imperfections,
and that a gap, often uncomfortably wide, exists between our
professed ideals and our actions. On the whole, however, com-
paring our way of life with that of other nations, the majority
of us feel we have achieved here as satisfactory a relationship
between human beings in society as anywhere else in the world
at any time in history. This naturally leads us to believe that
other peoples would benefit by our example. When they
fail to do so, or imitate us only in outward aspects, we are in-
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clined to suspect that they are prevented from espousing de-
mocracy by evil-minded leaders hungry for dictatorial power.
This is particularly true today when, as a result of our activi-
ties all over the globe, our system is directly pitted against the
institutions of other peoples, in Germany and Greece, in Korea
and Saudi Arabia. If these peoples do not promptly show their
admiration for our ideas and practices as compared with their
own or, worse, appear to hesitate between our democracy and
Russian communism, we tend to regard their doubts and hesi-
tations not as a reflection on their own conditions but on our
democratic achievements. This, in turn, challenges us to bolster
democratic institutions where they exist, notably through the
Marshall Plan in Europe, and to inculcate democracy in for-
merly anti-democratic societics, as we have tried to do in Ger-
many and Japan since 1945. In our understandable desire to
share with other peoples the benefits of democracy as we have
developed it here, we sometimes forget that other nations have
not had the experience with human freedom which we inherited
from the centuries-old struggle of the English people against
feudalism and autocracy —a heritage which is shared only
by the British dominions, also settled in the first instance by
immigrants from England.

Inspired by the example of American history, we expect that
every revolution, no matter under what conditions it occurs,
will, like our own, usher in without further ado a democracy
similar to ours. In this optimistic mood we anticipate a natural
and rapid transition from feudalism and autocracy to a Western-
type democracy and from a backward agrarian economy to
modern industry. Then we are shocked and disappointed to
discover that in Russia the autocratic regime of the Czars was
followed, with but a brief interval, not by a democratic gov-
ernment but by the dictatorship of the Communists; that in
Germany the democratic Weimar Republic turned out to be
only a pitiful interlude between Kaiserism and Hitlerism; that
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the economic modernization of Japan in the latter part of the
nineteenth century produced not political democracy but a
totalitarian system based on worship of the Emperor as a di-
vinity; that the downfall of Chiang Kai-shek was followed not
by the emergence of a liberal regime but by the victory of the
Communists; that Marshal Tito’s rebellion against Stalin did
not overnight transform Yugoslavia into a democratic society;
or that the elimination of communism in Spain did not bring
the Spanish people the blessings of democratic life and eco-
nomic prosperity.

The persistent, and understandably appealing, belief that any
people can have democracy for the asking, and that if obstacles
exist the United States must endeavor to remove them, has
caused this country to adopt in world affairs the position of a
crusader for democracy. When Woodrow Wilson in 1917
proclaimed the determination of the American people “to make
the world safe for democracy,” he was voicing a deep-seated
national aspiration which continues unabated today. Since
1917, as the tide of totalitarianism has risen all over the globe,
some Americans have gone far beyond Woodrow Wilson.
They have come to think not only in terms of making the
world safe for democracy, but of going into other countries
to unseat nondemocratic governments and to create there
economic and social conditions that might foster the growth
of democratic institutions. Our crusade for democracy has
been given seemingly overwhelming justification by the threat
first of German nazism and Japanese militarism, then of Rus-
sian communism, not only to the democratic way of life but
also to the national security of the United States. While it is
repugnant to us to think that our propagation of democracy
bears the slightest resemblance to the international activities of
communism, some of our non-communist critics abroad, while
recognizing the vast differences in our methods, have detected
similarities in the missionary zeal of the United States and the
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U.S.S.R. and in the determination of the two superpowers to
win converts to their respective faiths.

In our endeavor to bring about democracy in other coun-
tries, what tests can we apply in judging the capacity of peoples
living in circumstances far different from ours to copy our in-
stitutions? The Western colonial powers had taken the view
in the past that the inhabitants of colonies in Asia and Africa
were not “ready” for independence and self-government, and
would have to be carefully “prepared” to assume democratic
responsibilities over a period of time which they were usually
reluctant to specify. For this attitude Americans had often
criticized the British, French, and other colony-owning na-
tions, taking the view that independence should be granted
promptly to all peoples, irrespective of their degree of prepara-
tion for self-government. We assumed at that time that any
group of human beings, once liberated from colonial rule and
given an opportunity to choose freely between the merits of
democracy and authoritarianism, would inevitably decide in
favor of democracy. Were we right then, or should we revise
our concept that Western democracy can be easily adapted
to all peoples?

In answering this question, two 