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This slender volume, like Machiavelli’s
Prince, has a significance out of all pro-
portion to its size. It has been more
widely debated, denounced, defended, or
deplored than any comparable postwar
book on foreign affairs. The extraordi-
nary attention which the book has re-
ceived is due, no doubt, in part to the
reputation of its author. For George
Kennan writes as one having authority.
He is not only a distinguished historian
and student of foreign policy but has
been a leading practitioner of the science
and art of international diplomacy. A
long career in the foreign service, in-
cluding assignments as American am-
bassador to the U.S.S.R. and counselor
of the Department of State and director
of its Policy Planning Staff, has given
him a knowledge and perspective not
commonly found among the movers and
shakers of our contemporary world.
Moreover, the essays deal with a subject
matter—Russia, the atom, and the West
—toward which no thoughtful citizen of
the free world can be indifferent.

The five Reith lectures, delivered over
BBC—plus a sixth essay, on Anglo-Amer-
ican relations—focus attention on some
of the most explosive problems of con-
temporary world politics. Central to all
of these is, of course, the Russian chal-
lenge. The spectacular achievement of
the Soviet Union in science and tech-
nology, of which the sputnik is but a
symbol, her growing military might, and
her skill at diplomatic maneuver and
political propaganda have aroused fear
and misgiving of panic proportions in
the free world. Our own response has
been characterized by frantic self-depre-
ciation of our own heroic achievements
in nearly every field of endeavor; “crash”
programs for the training of scientists and
engineers; radical shifts in military pro-
curement policies, from strategic bomb-
ers to guided missiles; and widespread
talk about putting aside the normal goals
of a healthy civilian economy for the
Spartan objectives of a garrison state. In
a word, we are being told that our sal-
vation in education, national defense,
economic policy, and diplomacy—lies in
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becoming as much like the Soviet Union
as is possible within the limits of our in-
dulgent, loose-jointed democratic culture.

Kennan takes sharp issue with this
point of view, which, he says, has caused
us to “believe that every Soviet gain is
automatically our loss and to see our sal-
vation as dependent on our ability to
outpace Russia in every single phase of
her economic progress.” This belief on
our part has enabled the Soviet Govern-
ment to exploit her own achievements
for political and propaganda purposes.
“It has endeavored at every turn to pre-
sent itself as participating in an all-out
competition with the Western countries
for industrial growth and then to inter-
pret every element of its economic prog-
ress as a triumph for its own system of
economy and a defeat for the Western
World.”

A more objective and realistic ap-
praisal of Russian economic develop-
ment would see it not as a product of
some mystique inherent in communism
or a totalitarian society but in terms of
a “large and vigorous population, rich in
talents of every sort . . . [and] a territory
liberally endowed with resources which
permit successful industrialization every-
where.” Moreover, the rate of Russian
economic growth must be interpreted in
terms of the base from which that
growth began. Given the human and nat-
ural resources of the Soviet Union “and
the spirit of the modern age,” rapid in-
dustrialization was inevitable. Nor, says
Kennan, should we view this with alarm;
“It will be a happy day for everyone
when they too have solved their prob-
lems of production and can join us in
grappling with some of the deeper more
subtle, and more significant problems
that lie at the end, rather than at the
beginning, of the economic rainbow.” If
the United States is to meet the Soviet
challenge, we had better apply ourselves
“to our own American failings . . . to
the racial problem, to the conditions in
our big cities, to the problems of edu-
cation. . . .” In final analysis, he says,
“Whether we win against the Russians
is primarily a question of whether we
win against ourselves.”

Most men of good will in America
would agree with this analysis. But would
the rulers of Soviet Russia? Our fear

arises not from Russia’s rapid industrial-
ization or her spectacular achievement in
science and technology but from the pos-
sible uses to which these may be put. It
arises, in short, from the threat of Soviet
military might coupled with an ideology
that sees international politics almost
solely in terms of a friend-enemy rela-
tionship. So long as Russia’s leaders, ob-
sessed with paranoid fears of “capitalist
encroachment and aggression,” see Rus-
sia’s own welfare and security as depend-
ent upon the triumph of world commu-
nism, even men of good will in the West
will be unwilling to accept Kennan’s ap-
parent quietism.

When this form of political paranoia
is accompanied by a vast military estab-
lishment, including a large stockpile of
atomic weapons, and by a demonstrated
willingness to employ not only propa-
ganda and subversion but violence as in-
struments of policy, who can say our
fears are groundless?

Kennan does not deny all this but
rather demurs to it. Admitting Soviet
obsessions and paranoia, admitting too
the deliberate alienation or isolation of
the Russian people from the international
world of reality, he argues for a policy
calculated to mitigate, if not to cure, these
ills. Now that substantial atomic parity
exists between Russia and the United
States, Kennan believes that the fearful
possibility and the catastrophic charac-
ter of modern nuclear warfare can be a
force for peace—if only through stale-
mate. Nuclear weapons have become such
effective instruments of mass annihila-
tion, and the certainty of instant retali-
ation has become so generally recognized,
that neither of the great powers dares
risk an all-out war, although the possi-
bility of such a calamity must not be
ruled out. Short of all-out war, however,
the conflict between Russia and the West
will go on, with economic and ideologi-
cal weapons and here and there outbursts
of violence to achieve local or limited ob-
jectives. Kennan does not, however, share
Henry Kissinger’s belief in the possibil-
ity—not to say desirability—of so-called
limited wars being carried on by domes-
ticated or “tactical” atomic weapons.
“Can we really suppose,” he asks, “that
poor old Europe, so deeply and insidi-
ously weakened by the ulterior effects of
the two previous wars of this century,
could stand another and even more hor-
rible ordeal of this nature?”

The agony of this generation is not to
be resolved by limited wars or by all-out
war but rather by a progressive reduc-
tion of international tension to a point
where constructive and realistic diplo-
macy can again play its proper role in
the politics of nations. To this end Ken-
nan proposes a policy of military disen-
gagement in Furope and of friendly in-
terest and watchful waiting in Africa and
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Asia. “I would only say,” he writes, “that
it seems far more desirable on principle
to get the Soviet forces out of Central
and Eastern Europe than to cultivate a
new Germany for the purpose of oppos-
ing them while they remain there.” And
if we are to get the Soviet forces out of
Central and Eastern Europe, we shall
have to withdraw our own forces from
most of Europe. Once this mutual with-
drawal has been agreed upon, a number
of things become possible. Unification of
Germany on the basis of free elections
will become feasible—provided a united
Germany is neutralized as between
NATO and the U.S.S.R. Only when
Soviet troops are withdrawn from the
present Russian satellites such as Poland,
Hungary, and Czechoslovakia can there
be any hope for the development of free
democratic governments in those coun-
tries. But, as in the case of Germany, a
condition of their freedom will be a
policy of neutrality as between Russia
and the West. Neutrality and demili-
tarization (save only for paramilitary po-
lice) would be a small price to pay for
their independence and the progressive
relaxation of international tension in
Eastern Europe.

It is on some such terms that Kennan
would attempt to mitigate, if not to cure,
the political paranoia that afflicts the
government and people of the Soviet
Union, and to free Europe from the
paralyzing fear of nuclear war.

There are calculated risks in this, as
in any policy. What if the Russians—
who are not above lying and breaking
agreements when it suits their purpose—
were to “move in” on Europe once our
own forces had moved out? Would this
not leave us with no other alternative
than all-out nuclear war on the Soviet
Union, and thus invite the very catas-
trophe we seek most to avoid? To these
questions Kennan offers two answers.
“We must get over this obsession,” he
says, “that the Russians are yearning to
attack and occupy Western Europe.”
The Soviet threat, he argues, is pri-
marily political, not military, and when
the defense of Europe becomes a problem
for Europeans without “the armed forces
of the United States and Britain,” the
people of Europe will show more initia-
tive, energy, and imagination to that end
than they now exhibit. Their major prob-
lem would then be one of “internal
health and discipline . . . to prevent the
conquest and subjugation of their na-
tional life by unscrupulous and foreign-
inspired minorities in their midst.” But
would not the withdrawal of American
and British forces from Europe give aid
and comfort to the already powerful
Communist minorities in France and
Italy, for example? To prevent this, Ken-
nan urges the strengthening of Europe’s
own defense forces and, more especially,
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establishment of paramilitary or terri-
torial militia, trained to put down in-
ternal uprising and subversion. “I can
give personal assurance,” writes Kennan,
“that any country [that does this] . . .
will have little need of foreign garrisons
to assure its immunity from Soviet at-
tack.”

It is this note that Dean Acheson has
labeled ‘“‘messianism” in Kennan, and
one is led to wonder whether, on bal-
ance, Europe can more safely rely on
Kennan’s “personal assurance” than on
the armed forces of NATO, including
the United States and Britain.

There is much more in this book that
deserves comment. Kennan’s views on
foreign aid are a strange mixture of neo-
isolationism, moral indignation, and faith
in a kind of Machiavellian power poli-
tics. “I . . . reject the suggestion,” he
says, ‘‘that our generation in the West
has some sort of cosmic guilt or obliga-
tion vis-a-vis the underdeveloped parts
of the world. The fact that certain por-
tions of the globe were developed sooner
than others is one for which I, as an
American of this day, cannot accept the
faintest moral responsibility.” If we are
told that without our aid this country or
that will go Communist, Kennan would
say, “Very well, then go. American in-
terest will suffer, but yours will suffer
first.” Besides, he says, a “sizable portion
of mankind has more respect for power
and success than it has for principle.”
Just what, in the light of all this, he
means when he says, “If we are to help
each other in this world, we must start
with a clean slate,” T am at a loss to
know. As though in politics or anything
else one ever starts “with a clean slate.”

Whatever one may think of Kennan’s
specifics, his book represents a refresh-
ingly high level of argument and analy-
sis in the most difficult science in the
world—the science of politics. Moreover,
as James Reston of the New York Times
has observed, Kennan can write. “Much
of the political debate in this country,”

Reston says, “sounds like the droning of

two old bagpipes.” Not so in Kennan’s
case. Learning and wisdom are combined
with a brilliant prose style, as for exam-
ple, in his comment on the changing
technological realities of present arms
competition and their consequences.
“Are we,” he asks, “to flee like haunted
creatures from one defensive device to
another, each more costly and humili-
ating than the one before, cowering
underground one day, breaking up our
cities the next, attempting to surround
ourselves with elaborate electronic shields
on the third, concerned only to prolong
the length of our lives while sacrificing
all the values for which it might be
worthwhile to live at all?”

If this is to be our future, he would
say, “let us divest ourselves of this

weapon altogether; let us stake our safety
on God’s grace and our own good con- .
sciences, and on that measure of com-
mon sense and humanity which even our
adversaries possess; but then let us at
least walk like men, with our heads up
so long as we are permitted to walk at
all.”
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The rapid increase of world popula-
tion has led to the fear that the human
race may outrun its food supply. Al-
though there exists no danger that energy
food may become short in the immediate
future, as far as protective foodstuffs are
concerned, many areas of the world are
suffering already from serious deficien-
cies which are particularly detrimental
from the standpoint of the healthy de-
velopment of children. While the more
spectacular vitamin deficiencies have
been given proper attention, it is only
lately that the need for a well-bal-
anced protein intake containing adequate
amounts of all essential amino acids has
been emphasized. Thanks to the endeav-
ors of numerous scientists and such inter-
national organizations as the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations, the World Health Organization.
and the United Nations International
Children’s Emergency Fund, we have
gone a long way not only in recognizing
the requirements for proteins of a cer-
tain amino acid composition in the vari-
ous stages of human development but
also in meeting these needs cheaply and
economically in areas of malnutrition.

In this respect the Princeton confer-
ence of 1955, arranged by the above-
mentioned agencies with the assistance
of the Josiah Macy Jr. Foundation, was
a great step forward, inasmuch as it not
only arrived at quantitative determina-
tion of protein requirements but also re-
moved the specter of protein starvation
due to inadequate supply of animal prod-
ucts. In this respect results obtained in
feeding mixtures of certain seed proteins,
such as soybean, peanut, cottonseed, and
sesame cake flour, are very promising,
especially in children’s diets. Since many
of these products can be obtained as by-
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