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THE POWER OF PUBLIC OPINION

A lecture delivered
at the- Naval War College
on 24 September 1957 by
The Honorable Chester Bowles

Thank you for your kind introduction. I am always glad
to return to this stimulating institution.

You have given me a complex, difficult and vitally impor-
tant subject. It divides itself, as I see it, into two categories:

1. The power of world public opinion in other coun-
tries to shape events and to affect America’s interests
and attitudes;

2, American public opinion at home and how it influ-
ences, for better or for worse, the formation of
effective foreign policy.

People and ideas are more important today in the making
of foreign policy than ever before in history. Two or three hun-
dred years ago, people's opinions could largely be ignored. Most
peasants and shopkeepers were but little concerned with the armies
sweeping back and forth across their country unless they burned
their villages or their homes, or shot them as innocent bystanders.

The armies were largely professional armies, and their
numbers were relatively small. Except during the horrible re-
ligious wars, the differences to be settled were largely between the
heads of states,

Even during the Age of Pax Britannica the British gov-
ernment was able to brush aside public opinion in its far-flung
Asian and African empires. The British Navy, for all practical
purposes, kept order throughout the world — and we Americans
were among the beneficiaries.



Largely because of the British Navy, we were able to live
for 125 years almost without a foreign policy. The British Navy
in the Atlantic stood between America and Europe. If it had not
been there, we would have been forced to deal with the expanding
ambitions of the continental powers long before 1917.

The strength of the British fleet and the determination of
British policymakers to prevent any single power from dominat-
ing Europe, made it possible for us to build our country and de-
velop our way of life without the hindrance of foreign entangle-
ments. It was only when the British began to lose their pre-
eminent military and political position that we found ourselves
faced with the questions of foreign affairs on a global scale.

During the nineteenth century -— in the period before
world opinion and ideas had become a primary factor — Europe,
with its superior military technology, was able to ride rough-hod
over much of the world. In the Opium Wars in China, a handful
of British ships was able to impose humiliating conditions on the
Chinese people. In Africa or the Middle East the showing of the
White Ensign, plus a small landing party, usually were enough
to preserve a status quo satisfactory to the British government.

One of the greatest dangers in our present-day world is
our failure to appreciate the extent to which the power considera-
tions which made possible this state of affairs have been changed.

I remember one evening in Washington, with a group of
friends concerned with military and foreign policy, when the
after-dinner talk revolved around this much misused word “power.”
Finally, 1 asked, “Precisely what do you mean by power?”’

Everyone was agreed on the answer. “Power,” they said,
“is a complex of steel mills; of geography; of armed forces; of
raw materials; of industrial strength and of eommunications.”

This narrow definition, still so generally accepted, totally
ignored people and ideas, and even the most casual examination
of events in the last few years reveals its inadequacy.



In China, Chiang Kai-shek’s nationalist armies had far
more machine guns, far more tanks and far more planes than the
Communists. As General Wedemeyer once said before a Con-
gressional Committee, if their armies had had the will to fight,
the Nationalists could even have “defended the Yellow River line
with broomsticks.” The Communists won because they had largely
neutralized the modern weapons of their adversaries by capturing
the minds of the people with ideas.

They promised land to the Chinese tiller. They promised
an end to the old system of moneylending which had borne so
heavily on the rural people. They promised a turnover in power
in the villages.

Although Mao Tse-tung started with only 10,000 men and
1,000 rifles, his ideas caught the imagination of China’s millions
and in twenty years he had conquered the most heavily populated
nation on earth.

We know, of course, that his promises were not meant to
be kept. Today, the Chinese people are being herded into collec-
tives. The age-old dream of each Chinese family for an individual
bit of land has been blasted. Nevertheless, Mao’s road to power
lay through his ability to use ideas to win people and thereby to
create centers of power.

In the liberation of India from British rule we also see
the power of ideas. But this time the ideas were democratic and
sincerely offered.

At the end of World War II, the British armed forces were
inferior only to those of the Soviet Union and the United States.
Yet, in spite of their dominant military power, Gandhi and his
nonviolent supporters set India free.

Our British friends are quick to say, “But we left of our
own accord.” Of course they did — and it iz a tribute to their
maturity and sophistication that this is true.



But they knew that Ghandi had created an irresistible
political force. The cost in British and Indian blood to hold down
& people determined to break free would have been stupendous
and the British government wisely decided not to pay it.

' What were Ghandi’s weapons? Not steel mills, flattops or
planes, but ideas. As people grasped those ideas, a political power
was created that even the British, with all their military and in-
dustrial superiority, were unable to counteract.

In Indo-China, the French made the mistake which the
British avoided: they tried to hang on by old methods of power.
As in Ching, the Communists promised land to the tiller, an end
to the old money-lending system, a breaking loose from the status
quo, plus freedom from the rule of white colonial Westerners. And
they won.

Yet, as we study Asia and Africa as a whole, it becomes
apparent that Stalin, himself, showed little more understanding
of the forces that were shaping events than we did.

In the early 1920’s, Sun Yat Sen, the father of the Chinese
Revolution, invited the Soviet Union’s help. In 1923, Lenin and
Stalin responded by sending to Peking the Borodin Mission, which
proceeded to make every mistake in the revolutionary book.

This mission demonstrated a profound lack of understand-
ing of Asia and Asians. It assumed that the revolution there could
be made only by the city proletariat, by the students, by the
workers, It ignored the peasants, who in Asia have always held,
and almost certainly will continue to hold, the balance of political
power.

It was Mao who understood the power of the peasants, and
it was Stalin who ignored them. Because the food and land situa-
tions were 80 different in the Soviet Union, Stalin could ruthlessly
ignore the interests and aspirations of the Russian peasants, In
Agia, it was a different story.



It was Mao and not Stalin who established the victory of
Communism in China with his ideas, with his knowledge of people,
and more specifically with his knowledge -of rural people, who
constitute the vast majority. Just so in Indo-China it was Ho Chi
Minh and not Stalin who had this essential understanding of the
peasants and of the political force that can be generated by ideas.

In 1948, Stalin ordered revolutions throughout Asia. In
most countries the local Communist parties responded, and the re-
quested revolutions duly occurred. But in every case, with the
exception of China and Indo-China, they failed. Why? Because
they were based almost solely on city-oriented violence, with little
concept or understanding of people as a whole and the ideas that
move them.

The story in India is particularly interesting. In 1948, the
Indian Communist Party, taking its orders directly from the
Cominform in Moscow, launched a typical Staliniat revolution.
Riots were held in the cities; city workers were organized; trolley
cars and buses were tipped over; factories were set afire; railroads
were sabotaged.

But here again the rural people were ignored. Andhra, in
west central India, was the single exception. Here a group of Com-
munist mavericks, emulating the Mao Tse-tung of earlier days,
set out to rally the peacants. In so doing they created a revolution
of formidable proportions, which very nearly succeeded.

It is interesting that the top people in the Indian Com-
munist Party never did understand why they failed throughout
the rest of India. As late as June of 1949, when Mao’s control of
China had been very nearly fully established, they said, “The only
interpreters of Marxism and of Communism that we accept or
recoghize are Marx, Engels, Stalin and Lenin.” They specifically
excluded Mao, the man who had achieved by far the greatest
Communist success in Asia.



Because the Andhra revolution was largely ignored by the
Communist-ruling hierarchy, and because the Indian government
was possessed of an able army which it was prepared to use, the
Andhra revolution was ultimately crushed.

As we study situation after situation straight across the
world, we find over and over again the steel mills, industry, the
tanks, planes, naval power, communications and raw materials on
the gide of the sfefus quo being overturned.

More than half of the people of the world changed their
form of government drastically in the years between 1945 and
1955. And in almost every case, power, as we have always narrowly
defined it, was on the side of the status quo.

This is a dramatic and revolutionary face, and one we must
take into account if we intend to survive in a world that pays in-
creasing attention to people and to ideas which move them into
action.

Where does the United States fit into this fast-changing
world? What does the world think of us? What will its attitude
be towards us in the future?

When World War 11 ended we stood throughout the world
at a peak of power — in the broadest and most modern sense of
the word.

We had military and industrial power and also the power
of ideas. The principles of the American Revolution were admired
by educated men and women on every continent. Jefferson had
said that this revolution was intended for all mankind, and people
everywhere had caught up this exciting concept.

In 1947, Dutch soldiers in Indonesia, fighting to subdue the
revolution there, found a slogan familiar to every American school-
boy on the walls of villages and cities. It was “Give me liberty
or give me death.,”



Woodrow Wilson was a powerful force throughout the
Middle East, Africa and Asia. His belief in the right of people
to rule themselves offered a new promise to millions who had
never dared to hope that they would some day live in freedom.

The ideas of Franklin D. Roosevelt also captured the imagi-
nation of mankind. The Atlantic Declaration, which he signed with
Winston Churchill, allied us with principles that were in tune with
the ideas and beliefs of most of mankind. These are important
facts about today’s world that tooc many Americans now ignore,

When we consider Europe, we find ourselves on familiar
ground with common religions, culture and history. But when
we consider Africa and Asia, and even South America, many
Americans are deeply mystified. The people there seem “different,”
and thus remote.

This is a dangerous folly. There are, of course, obvious dif-
ferences in appearance, religion, culture and background. But
when we examine what these people want from life, we find our-
gelves on reassuringly familiar ground.

One of the most dramatic expressions of this common pur-
pose was at Bandung in 1955, where the nations of Asia and
Africa met to discuss their future in this complex and rapidly
changing world, On the opening night of the conference a poem
was read that is familiar to every American schoolboy: “The Mid-
night Ride of Paul Revere” by Longfellow, which describes the
first skirmish of our own Revolutionary War.

The Bandung Conference had opened on the 19th of April
— the 175th anniversary of the beginning of the American War
of Independence. This date had been selected deliberately in mem-
ory of the “embattled farmers” at Lexington and Concord, the first
modern revolution to challenge the might of a colonial power in
order to achieve their independence.



Here was this vast audience of Asians and Africans, with
such different backgrounds and cultures, reaching out for the
very ideas that have been the driving force behind the develop-
ment of our own America.

The resolutions that emerged from this conference expresses
objectives that are familiar to every American. They can be
grouped under four headings:

1. “We are dedicated to the freedom of all people from
foreign domination.”

2. “We believe in the freedom, independence, and human
dignity for peoples of all races, regardless of race,
creed or color,”

8. “We believe in expanding economic opportunities
broadly shared.”

4. “We believe in peace so that we ecan build this better
world,”

These doctrines are as American as Abraham Lincoln,
Thomas Jefferson and Woodrow Wilson.

A similar example is the conference held in Ceolombia, in
1946. The Human Bill of Rights which was signed there by the
Latin American powers and by the United States reflects the
ideas and concepts set forth at Bandung.

Some Americans may charge that the Asians, Africans and
South Americans often ignore these doctrines in practice. But
they can just as properly say, “So do you Americans!”

The important thing is that when human beings in Phila-
delphia, Colombia or Indonesia spell éut the ideas they wish to
live by, they find themselves sharing the same objectives. This
gives us Americans an important advantage in developing common
policies with the world’s people.



Another advantage is our largely classless American so-
ciety. People — whether it is in Asia, Africa, Latin America or
Europe — like to see our Americans at work because no one can
quite tell who is the boas. They all seem to be working together;
no one is trying to push anyone else around.

Unhappily, many of our advantages have been dizsipated
in the last few years. The image of the vitally democratic and tra-
ditionally anti-Colonial America is now somewhat tarnished. With
some wisdom, boldness and sensitivity on our part, I believe that
the stain can be readily removed. But we cannot regain our ori-
ginal luster unless we understand why thé tarnish got there in
the first place, and how the mistakes we have made and are still
making add to the blemlsh,

Before I discusa our dlfficulties in winning the respect of
people abroad, let me say thla: some of these difficulties have been
unavoidable. A rich man is usually suspected by those less for-
tunate. They may fear hlm or even admire him, but they rarely
feel close to him.

As a small boy, I remember a wealthy banker on our street
who walked to church every Sunday morning wearing hls impres-
sive silk hat. We boys used to hide behind a hedge and try to
knock off his hat with snowballs, We had no reason to dislike
him. But he was a banker, with a silk hat, standing for higher
authority. We wanted to take him down.

Whether we Americans llke it or not, our own national
wealth often makes us appear to other less fortunate peoples as
the banker with the sllk hat, A well-placed snowball wins applause.

Unhappily, this concept of a rich and somewhat arrogant
America has been strengthened by some of our own efforts to sell
ourselves to others. For instance, our Voice of America and other
agencies have sought to demonstrate to peoples of other continents
how the so-called “American way” has produced unparalleled
riches for ua. '



This, of course, it is doing, and we are grateful for it. But
when we boast to hungry Asians, Africans, or Latin Americans
of our way of life, and they see no conceivable way of achieving
this same standard of living, what we create is not admiration,
but envy — and, often, prejudices and bitterness as well.

The Soviet Union has used a quite different approach. They
say to the less fortunate countries: “Although we have come a
long way, we are still poor. Yet, we will sharé¢ what we have with
you.n

We, on the other hand, having boasted of our wesalth, say
that we cannot afford to give aid which the Soviet Union is willing
to give. The Soviet Union is probably now spending more money
on what we would ecall “Point Four” programs than is the United
States.

An even more fundamental hurdle in the way of our efforts
to create closer relations with others is the fact that people in
Asia, Africa and Latin America have recently begun to wonder
if we have not abandoned such basic American principles as anti-
colonialism, the pursuit of economic justice, and opposition to
racial discrimination.

This is a disturbing charge which deserves our objective
consideration,

When the war ended, America was at heart an “isolationist
country.” We had reluctantly come to the conclusion that we could
not ignore the world, but we had not yet deceded to join the world
and work with it. We had developed a sort of jet-nuclear “Maginot
Line” philosophy towards world affairs, designed to keep them
at a distance.

As a small boy, I remember the great sixteen-inch disap-
pearing guns at Fishers Island, Cape Cod and other places. I
once asked my father, “What are those guns for?”
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“They are there,” he replied, *to keep the British away. If
the British fieet comes around here, it will run into a lot of
trouble.”

Our Maginot Line, then, was the Atlantic Coast. Later, we
moved it to the Rhine, Today, we depend on NATQ, the Baghdad
Pact and SEATOQ to keep our adversaries at a distance,

Although we talk in international terms, there is still a
deeply rooted isolationist streak in most of us — a desire to solve
our problems by holding the world at a distance; to shut in the
Soviet Union so that it cannot get at us.

Many Americans feel that somehow we can find & way to
retreat from world responsibilities. And this left-over American
isolationism — this feeling that through alliances and air bases,
alone, we can somehow hoid the world at arm’s length — prevents
us from facing up as we must to the full implications of today’s
interrelated world.

With the outbreak of the Korean War, we saw our primary
problem as basically military. When the Soviet tested its first atomic
bomb in 1949, the monopoly of deterrence which had served to
box in Soviet land power was gone.

We reacted vigorously — and it was a lucky thing for the
world that we did. The American people were quickly persuaded
to raise our miiitary budgets substantially. This, we knew, was not
only for the defense of America, but for other peoples who wanted
to remain free.

In our urgent drive to achieve military security we began
to compromise some of the principles which had made us most
appealing to mankind. A Pentagon friend once justified these com-
promises to me in the following terms: “We are in an alley fight,
and anyone who wants to pick up a brick and throw it ih our
behalf is our friend. We don't ask, ‘What church do you go to?
Are you kind to your wife? We welcome him!”
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Some may say that if we had not thought in those terms
we could never have built up an adequate defense. They may be
right. But they should not ignore or minimize the damage that
we did in the process to America’s reputation as a force for justice
and freedom.

Although we had been the first to fight a war against foreign
domination, the people of Asia, Africa and Latin America saw
us in the name of national security upholding colonialism (or the
remnants of it} in Asia and parts of Africa. In Indo-China they
saw us throw two or three billion dollars behind the French, who,
in spite of their courage, were doomed to defeat because they
lacked ideas and the support of the people.

Asians and Africans see American helicopters used by the
French to put down a drive for freedom in Algeria, They see Amer-
ica either abstaining over colonial issues in the U, N. Trusteeship
Council, or else voting in disregard of its own traditions to satisfy
its NATO allies.

In situation after situation they see us ardently supporting
the political status quo, and they ask: “Are you Americans really
sincere about wanting to help us achieve democracy?”

The thoughtful leaders of the underdeveloped continents
do not expect us to foster a reckless and irresponsible effort to
free all of colonial Africa tomorrow. But they do expect us to sup-
port steady progress there towards freedom — and thls, they
believe, we have often failed to do.

Little Rock has also raised ugly doubts about our dedication
to the Rights of Man. Most foreigners do not know or appreciate
the extraordinary progress we have made in racial relations, or
the fact that our very upsets are a reflection of that progress.

Few newspapers in Agia or Africa tell the story of what
happened in Washington, D. C., Baltimore, St. Louis, and scores
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of other American cities where segregation has gone forward ef-
fectively and with hardly a protest. The people of other countries
do not know about the tremendous progress we are making elimi-
nating segregation in our Armed Forces. They read only of our
failures and, because two-thirds of the world is colored, the re-
action is to our great disadvantage.

In the matter of economic progress broadly shared — another
American principle which was underscored as a world objective
by the Asia-Africe delegates at Bandung — the world sees us
again, in the name of military security, upholding governments
that still attempt to justify the old systems of landlords and of
moneylenders; governments that fail to tax thelr people in re-
lation to their ability to pay; governments that refuse to curb
luxury imports so that their foreign exchange can be used to
hasten progress for all of the people.

And 20 they ray: “You Americans are on the side of the
status quo. The status quo is doomed to fail, and, in spite of your
wealth and your great democratic traditions, you are going down
with it. You are identified in too many places with the past —
not with the future, not even with the present.

“Yet, you Americans are a dynamic, democratic people.
Why don’t you do in more countries what you did in the Philippines,
where you helped create the conditions that made possible Mag-
saysay and his whole program of reform? Or in Japan, where you
helped put through the land reform program under the Military
Governor, General MacArthur — a program which has meant so
much to the stability of the rural areas of Japan? Why haven't
you stood always with the people?”

Since we have seen the world struggle as an alley fight in
which the principal standard in judging any nation is its will-
ingness and capacity to throw bricks in our behalf, we have
brushed these criticisms aside. We say that they reveal a lack of
understanding of the Communist menace, But how well do we
understand the nature of that menace?
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This past winter I visited Afghanistan. We are putting a
large sum of money into the Helmand River project there — a
river valley project which will eventually irrigate some half-
million acres. The material possibilities seem exciting until you
start to examine the human factors.

There has been no land reform in Afghanistan, and only
the most primitive rural extension gervices have heen developed.
When the new agricultural wealth is finally created by the Hel-
mand irrigation water, nine-tenths of it will go to a small group
of landlords at the top. Although the peasants will gain a little,
the explosive gap between rich and poor will increase.

Unless I miss my guess, this area may become one of the
principal targets of the Communists when they try toc move south
of the Hindu Kush Mountains. In other words, the very area into
which we have put our aszistance money may prove to be the
easiest for the Communists to penetrate.

The factors which are basic to orderly political progress
— the need of everyday people to feel a sense of justice, a sense
of increasing opportunity and a sense of belonging — have been
largely ignored.

We all welcome the recent constructive economic develop-
ments in Irag. The Tigress and Euphrates Rivers are being damned,
and great new opportunities are being opened up. Iraq — like
Iran and several other countries — is beginning to use its re-
sources well,

Buf here again we find the same danger: unless there is
broadening of land ownership and the introduction of cooperative
systems in place of the old moneylending systems, we will find
the rich getting richer, and the poor getting only a little less
poor, with explosive results.

What causes revolutions is not poverty by itself. It is the gap
between the rich and poor, the showy gap between those who have
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a great deal and those whe have very little. If you double, triple,
or quadruple the incomes of the few big people at the top but in-
crease the incomes of people at the bottom by only 10% or 16%,
you do not create stability. You speed the inevitable political ex-
plosion.

Finally, there is the question of peace. Most Asians, most
Africans, and I believe most Latin Americans and Europeans, un-
derstand that America wants peace. Whatever eise you may think
or say about Geneva, it served to demonstrate our desire for peace,

Nevertheless, in our failure to balance the military factors
with the economic and political factors, we have often made our-
selves appear not as the promoters of peace, but as the promoters
of pure militarism.

The Pakistan-American Arms Agreement, for instance,
had considerable military appeal. But, in setting up this military
agreement we largely ignored the deep-seated political and eco-
nomic forces which are at work in this area. When we started
to build up Pakistan’s army, the Soviet Union went to neighboring
Afghanistan and said, “Wouldn’t you like us to help you? Wouldn't
you like a $100 million loan? Wouldn't you like some military
equipment?”

The Afghans, shut off from the sea by Pakistan — at odds
with Pakistan over the Pushtunistan question and fearful of Pali-
stan’s growing military strength — gladly accepted this offer.

In Afghanistan, I saw the very great progress made there
by the Soviets. This progress was possible to a large extent he-
cause the Afghans were frightened by our efforts to defend this
area. Our military alliance with Pakistan was designed to dis-
courage Soviet military expansion. But, because of Afghan fears
of Pakistan, it opened the door for Soviet political and economic
expangion,
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Our arms agreement with Pakistan has also created grave
political and economic problems in India, which, with Japan, is
the key to a stable, free Asia.

In India last winter I visited the Punjab, near the Pakis-
tan border. In the Sikh villages there are bitter memories of the
terrible Muslim-Sikh-Huk riots of a few years ago. Now, there
is deep fear that the arms and equipment we have given the Pakis-
tani may be used against India, and that a new wave of blood-
shed may come to the villages.

Some Americans say that India is a much bigger country
and should, therefore, not be concerned. The Indians answer, “You
Americans insist on being the judges of your own security. So
must we be the judges of our own security.”

Last year, the Indians bought some $200 million worth
of modern planes and tanks from Britain and France to balance
up the equipment that we gave gratis to Pakistan., This ate heav-
ily into their foreign exchange reserves, which are urgently
needed to speed India’s economic growth and to prove that India’s
economic gains under democracy can rival China’s gains under
Communism.

Does our military action in building up Pakistan create
more security in this area, or does it create less security?

What has it done to the delicate economic and political bal-
ance?

If the Indian people — the most numerous and, next to
Japan, the most advance people in Asia — turn against us, even
though they are totally wrong in their fears and suspicions, it
will be disastrous. It might set in motion a chain of events which
could switch the entire global balance of power towards Moscow.

- Now what about our capacity to cope with these problems?
To what extent, in particular, does American public opinion
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limit our ability to deal with the complex emerging world I have
tried to describe?

There are many observers who despair of any democracy
being able to maintain an effective foreign policy. They say that
foreign policy calls for a hard-hitting, imaginative and infinitely
flexible approach.

How can we act in line with these requirements, they say,
when we live in a democratic goldfish bowl? Everybody iz con-
tinually examining what we are doing in the press and over tele-
vision. Congressional Committees are constantly asking difficult,
indiscreet questions.

I would like to take polite, but firm, exception to this pes-
gimistic view, although it is held by many people for whom 1
have great personal respect.

I believe that it reflects an outdated eighteenth-century
“realism,” and not second-half-of-the-twentieth-century ‘“‘realism.”
Today, any policy which fails to take into account people and ideas
is totally unrealistic.

Let us consider some examples. Some students of foreign
policy sharply criticize our Open Door Policy on China — in which
we tried to save China from being carved up some fifty or sixty
years ago. Based on empty moralization, it was, they say, ‘“un-
realistic.”

But the Open Door Policy failed not because it sought to
uphold a moral principle, but because no American government
in the following fifty years had the slightest understanding of
the political and military requirements of carrying out this policy.

It was right to guarantee the integrity of China. It was

wrong to underestimate the political and military requirements of
that guarantee.
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Having made the promise {o the Chinese people, we pro-
ceeded to scrap one-third of our Navy in the Washington Confer-
ence of 1922. This gave the Japanese fleet dominance in the West-
ern Pacific.

I agree that moralization in foreign affairs is dangerous
unless we are prepared to back it up with our political prestige
and whatever military force that is needed. But this does not
mean that morality and principles are not of the most vital and
fundamental importance in a world in which ideas are a primary
component of power.

The members of this ‘“realist” school are usually deeply
critical of Woodrow Wilson. They say that Mr. Wilson was a
“do-gooder.” He offered all sorts of mistaken promizes to the world
that aroused people’s hopes only to disappoint them.

But why were they disappointed? Because we did not build
a security system in Europe and elsewhere that would have made
those promises meaningful. Because we turned our back on the
world and tried to crawl into our isolationist shell.

There was nothing wrong with what Mr. Wilzon said. There
is a great deal wrong with the fact that we did not understand
the political and military demands that were involved. If we had
understood those demands there would have been no Second World
War, and I doubt there would be a Soviet Union as we know it
today. We would be living in a much more secure world.

There is nothing wrong with “morals,” and there is no-
thing wrong with “principles.” I agree that everything is wrong
with the empty moralization that some leaders offer in ringing
terms on the Fourth of July and forget on the Fifth of July. We
must give political, economic and military meaning to our foreign
policy principles.

Those who scorn principles and say that a democratic gov-
ernment cannot function effectively in the foreign field often sug-
gest that we entrust the making of foreign policy to an dlite. To
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illustrate their point they usually refer to the nineteenth-century
British government élite. This British élite is said to have wisely
guided the British through a hundred years of peace,

The accomplishment was great, to be sure, but if we look
below the surface we will see that it was not due to the free-
wheeling efforts of a small group of experts working in a political
vacuum. British policy in those years was deeply rooted in prin-
ciples that were clearly understood and supported by a solid ma-
jority of the British people.

Today, those principles have a colonial ring. But they were
in the interest of the British people as they saw it then, and they
were firmly held.

If you asked a British stevedore on the docks of Liverpool
in 1900 what Britain would fight for, he would have had no dif-
ficulty in telling you.

First, Britain would fight for the freedom of the seas for
British shipping.

Second, Britain would fight to preserve the lifeline of the
empire, the Suez Canal,

Third, Britain would oppose any power, or combination of
powers, that attempted to dominate Europe.

Suppose the British foreign policy élite in 1900, in oppo-
sition to these strongly-held beliefs, had suddenly announced, “We
are going to cut the British Navy in half.” It would not have
lasted long.

What would have happened to a British government that
was prepared to allow Constantinople to be turned over to the
Russians and the Czar?

What would have happened to a British government that
had said, “It matters little to us whether the Kaiser invades the
Low Countries or France,”
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The British €lite were not operating with the political
freedom that has been suggested to originate policy. Instead, it
was administering a foreign policy that had deep roots in British
public opinion — a policy which reflected what the British people
believed to be in their interest.

Our objective must be to create a similar set of principles
that will be accepted by the great majority of American people,
Democrats and Republicans alike. Then, within that framework,
our own able foreign policy élite can proceed to act with confi-
dence.

I believe that this urgently needed, public-supported policy
framework is now in a rapid stage of development. I believe that
the leaders of both political parties today vastly underestimate
the extent to which the American people have been doing their
foreign policy homework in these last years — and the extent
to which they are prepared to accept bolder leadership along the
lines which are beginning to emerge in their minds as guideposts.

I expressed this view to President Tito of Yugoslavia, in
a vigit with him last spring, when he challenged me to tell him
what American foreign policy was all about.

I reminded Tito that we have lived for more than a century
as isolationists. We are now called upon to abandon our nostalgic,
but no longer tenable, efforts to cut ourselves off from world re-
sponsibilities. We have been forced to develop new methods, new
ideas, new habits of thinking — and we have made a lot of prog-
ress,

I would like to set down for your consideration, in de-
scending order of acceptance, the five principles which I told Presi-
dent Tito I believe the American people are well on their way to
accepting as a basis for the conduct of its national affairs. If we
get the leadership that these critical times require, an American
stevedore in two or three years may be just as articulate in ex-
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plaining Ameriea’s interests as his British counterpart was in
1900.

First, we now know that no one can gain by war, War is
to be avoided — not at all costs, because to say “at all costs”
means that one would be blackmailed and pressured into an im-
possible situation, but anything short of that.

I have traveled in 40 different states in the last four years
and spoken before some 400 different groups, with discussions
following long into the night. I know that the American people
want peace, and value it as highly as any on earth.

Second, the American people have learned that you cannot
Becure peace by lying down in the face of aggression. We must
be prepared to stand up before any aggressively expanding force.

The British failed to understand this at Munich. Similar
failures have occurred many times in history, and always they
have produced the very trouble people have sought to escape.

The prompt affirmative public reaction to our stand in
Korea demonstrates that the American people have accepted this
principle. A year ago, at the height of an election, the American
people backed the administration in its opposition to the attack
on Suez against two of our closest allies, the British and French,

A substantial majority of Americans now know that we
must have the strength, the power — and the will to use it —
against aggression anywhere.

Third, Americans have a traditional, deep-seated feeling
ageinst colonialism. Qur NATO friends urge us to move slowly
on such questions as Algeria — and this is what we have done,
much to the confusion of the public.

An American policy that includes opposition to colonialism
will, without doubt, have the support of most Americans. QOur
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problem is to strike a responsible balance, which, however, should
leave no doubt of where our heart lies.

Fourth, Americans now know that the world is economically
interrelated; that we need the raw materials, the markets and
the contacts with other people; that we need to let other people
gell us things; that we need to sell things to other people.

There may be vigorous protests about this individual tar-
iff or that, but, generally speaking, the American people know
that we must establish close economic relations with other conti-
nents.

Many political leaders believe that the American people
are opposed to foreign aid. This is not borne out by the facts, Polls
show that 70% to 80% of Americans accept the Point Four For-
eign Aid Program.

The fifth and final point is that we must seek to work with
other nations, even though we do not always agree with them.
What we are opposed to is aggression.

We do not like Communism, which violates ocur concepts
of the dignity of man. But, if Yugoslavia is prepared to break
loose from Soviet domination, then we are prepared to see that
Yugoslavia is given a helping hand. The same applies to Poland,
or to any country that breaks free.

This, I may =ay, is the least acceptable of the five principles.
Yet, already polls indicate it is accepted by more than a majority.

So here we have the beginnings of a set of principles that
can ultimately form the basis for a foreign policy that is mean-
ingful in today’s world. If administered with skill and boldness,
such a policy would be intelligible to the world. Equally impor-
tant, it would be intelligible to the American people and generally
supported by them.
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Let me repeat, if I may, these five simple principles:

First, our desire for peace — of which there is no question.
Second, our determination to deter any aggressor. Third, our
belief in the economic interrelation of the world. Fourth, our
opposition to colonialism. Fifth, our acceptance of different kinds
of governments, provided they are not aggressive -—— even though
we do not always agree with them.

Leadership in either party that begins to develop our poli-
cies along these lines will, I believe, find a ready public response.
People will see that the five principles on which it is based are
related to our heritage, to the present-day world, and to the fu-
ture.

America has progressed enormously and excitingly during
these last 100 years. This progress, however, has not been in a
straight, upward line, but in a series of surges.

Under good leadership and in response to a new dilemma
or crisis the American people have responded, over and over
again, with vigor and imagination. As they solve the current
problem, however, they become apathetic and indifferent. Weary
with partisanship and wrangling, they welcome a period of con-
formity and compromise.

We Americans faced grave difficulties during the 1930's.
As we struggled to find answers, we developed bitter differences.
As agreement was reached, we welcomed an opportunity to catch
our breath.

Today, we are facing new problems, and I bhelieve that
again the American people will respond. I believe that we will
succeed in forging effective new tools for dealing with our com-
plex, dangerous — but infinitely promising — new world, and that
we will again move forward successfully, as we have done in the
past.
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BIOGRAPHIC SKETCH

The Honorable Chester Bowles

Mr. Bowles attended Choate School, and was graduated
from Yale University in 1924, Immediately after Pearl Harbor,
he left a successful business career to enter public service. In
1948, President Roosevelt appointed him Administrator of the
Office of Price Administration. From then until 1946, he served
as a member of the War Production Board and the Petroleum
Council for War. President Truman appointed him Director of
Economic Stabilization in 1946,

Mr. Bowles was an American delegate to the first United
Nations Economie, Secientific and Cultural Organization Confer-
ence in Paris during the next year, and in 1947 served as a Special
Consuitant to Mr. Trygve Lie, Secretary General of the United
Nations. He made official UN visits to England, France, Italy,
Austria, Hungary, Czechslovakia and Poland during 1948.

After serving a term as Governor of Connecticut, Mr.
Bowles was appointed Ambassador to India and Nepal. Subsequent
to his two-year mission in Asia, he devoted the next two years to
writing an account of his experiences in Asia in Ambassador's
Report, In 1955, however, before completing his book, Mr. Bowles
undertook an extensive tour of Central, West and East Africa,
and again vigited Europe after several weeks in Pakistan, India,
and Burma.

Mr. Bowles also wrote in 1966 The New Dimengions of
Peace (Harper & Brothers). This was followed, in 19586, by Africa’s
Challenge to America (University of California Press), and in
April of that same year he delivered the Godkin Lectures at Har-
vard Univergity, which were later published by the Harvard Press
as American Polities in a Revolutionary World.
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND ECONOMIC
RELATIONS

A lecture delivered
at the Naval War College
on 28 October 1957 by
Profeasor James R. Schlesinger

The theory of international trade was developed in the
nineteenth century — an era of relative tranquility, surprisingly
lacking in national rivalries, which accepted as axiomatic the
view that the primary economic goal was to enhance the material
well-being of the individual consumer, The essence of the theory
was that free trade would contribute to that end, since all nations
would benefit if each specialized in that type of production in
which it had a comparative advantage and traded with others
for the additional supplies that were needed, It can be demon-
strated that even a nation that has an absolute advantage in the
production of several commodities would benefit by concentrating
upon that commodity in which its relative advantage was greatest,
and would obtain more of those commodities in which its relative
advantage was less, through indirect production — that is, by
trading with other nations, sending to them the product which it
could produce most efficiently and obtaining in return those prod-
ucts which it could produce less efficiently.

It should be emphasized that the theory was based upon
an assumption of natural harmony among nations and peoples
which was tenable, perhaps, until the breakdown of the balance of
power at the time of the First World War. There can be little
doubt that — from the cosmopolitan view, and aside from the:
relative benefits to be enjoyed by the several nations — an ab-
sence of restrictions on trade would provide the greatest availa-
bility of goods at the lowest prices to the world’s population,
and thus provide for maximum material welfare and maximum
consumer satisfaction.

26



Even in the nineteenth century, however, objections were
framed to the idea of free trade in the name of: {a) national
interest; (b) producer interest; and {c) non-economic interest.
Traditionally, the only restriction upon trade came in the form of
the tariff. The arguments in behalf of tariffs, as opposed to free
trade, are worthy of note. Many of these arguments are wholly
erroneous and were designed for propagandistic purposes, but
there were several that had validity: the defense argument; the
infant industry argument; the vested-interest argument; and the
argument in favor of the tariff as a weapon of retaliation or to
improve the terms of trade. With respect to the American eco-
nomy at the present time, the only relevant issues are the defense
and vested-interest arguments. Certain industries have long been
recognized as contributing to national security. Adam Smith, him-
seif, mentioned the merchant marine, Even if it were cheaper to
use the services of foreign states, it may be argued that it is
necessary to protect from foreign competition an industry which
contributes to national strength. “Defense,” said Adam Smith,
“is more important than opulence.” It certainly may be argued
that in the modern world many industries are vital to national
security and ought to be protected. The vested-interest argument
would hold that we ought to protect certain industries and regions
against unemployment of men and of capital equipment, with
the consequent drain on the nation’s resources in the form of un-
employment compensation and psychological malaise. It poses a
difficult question, to which I will turn back later.

It would seem to me that in the light of the strength and
dominant position of the American economy we need no longer
concern ourselves with the use of tariffs to extract concessions
through the threat of retaliation; or, neced we attempt to improve
our terms of trade. The infant industry argument no longer
applies, since American industry consists of brawling giants
rather than squalling infants — although the giants do oécasionally
squall like infants for protection.

26



Nineteenth-century commercial policy in the United States
was protectionist in design — based largely upon infant industry
arguments. Protectionism was in harmony with a strategic position
based upon continental isolation and & desire to avoid entangling
alliances. Trade is one of the entanglements which has from time
to time threatened our continental security. It is notable that the
chief menace of foreign intervention in American affairs — that
of British intervention in behalf of the Confederacy during the
Civil War — arose in no inconsiderable degree from the fact of
raw material starvation in the Lancaghire cotton mills, a conse-
quence of the snapping of the normal ties of trade. From time to
time, the United States has been drawn into wars originating
in Europe due to the ties of commerce and the interference with
geaborne trade. American involvement in both the War of 1812
and the First World War may be in large part explained in this
way. Obviously, international commerce is fraught with power
implications. During the era of continental izolation, the typical
American response to the power implications of trade was to aveid
them. The answer came in the form of embargo acts to prevent
American invoivement and even, indirectly, in foreign guar-
rels, We thus had Jefferson’s Embargo Act of 1807 and the neu-
trality legislation of 1935-1937. The latter refiected the disillu-
sionment with American entry into World War I. It was the lure
of trade accompanied by the machinations of the ‘merchants of
death’ that brought about American involvement. This attitude
suffuses the writings of the distinguished historian, Charles Beard.

In the nineteenth century, we, the American people, were
willing to forego many of the advantages of international trade.
We were willing to hide behind tariff walls and, down to the change
in our international financial position — which occurred during
the First World War — the only cost of this policy was the loss
of the benefita of trade. Since 1920, our commercial policy has
been irrational. With respect to its strategic implications, a policy
of continental isolation would seem to be defensible down to the
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fall of France in 1940. Conceivably, it could be defended until
the advent of the nuclear age. It is clearly out-of-date today.

II The Strategic Implications of Trade

International trade is fraught with strategic implications.
The central issue with respect to trade in the present era is how
it affects the relative power positions of the several national states.
Some nations have been provided with the sinews of war through
trade. At the same time, a nation dependent on foreign supplies
is at & disadvantage if its normal trading channels can be inter-
rupted. The existence of a significant volume of trade provides
one state with a2 weapon for influencing the policies of another
state,

The power influences of trade may be divided into two
parts, which we call the supply effect and the influence effect. The
supply effect itself has two aspects. In the first place, international
trade is the route by which certain nations, rich in some resources
but poor in others, have achieved affluence — and affiuence, as Ben-
tham observed in opposition to Adam Smith, is necessary to defense.
By participating in trade, a nation may sharply raise its total and
per capita income and thus may provide that margin of resources
which is essential to national power. Unless there is a disposable
margin, a nation is unable to allocate sufficient resources to provide
itaelf with the instruments of security. In modern terms, trade adds
to a nation’s economic potential for war by enlarging its national
product. But, the supply effect may add more directly to a nation’s
power by providing directly the sinews of war. Through trade,
then, a nation’s relative power may be sharply increased; yet,
it opens it to the risk of interdiction during war. Britain’s con-
trol of trade routes, for example, long posed a threat to any
potential rival.

The second strategic facet to trade is the influence effect.
A state may use trade as a weapon of economic penetration. By
bringing about a condition of mutual dependence through trade,
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a state may have an instrument to influence the foreign policies
of other states. From the national point of view, it is desirable
to bring about a condition in which the severance of the trading
connection would be more damaging to the trading partner than
to oneself. It will be seen that this asymmetrical dependence may
most easily be achieved by great industrial nations in dealing with
small primary producers of raw materials dependent upon the
sale of one crop. Trade thus may bind together national policies
through ties of mutual interest and the fear of dislocation. It
can be seen that the supply effect may, to some extent, conflict
with the influence effect. The harder the bargain is driven to ob-
tain needed supplies, the less likely is it that the particular market
involved will be viewed by the supplying nation with the mixture
of affection and fear which maximizes the influence effect.

A type of trade that is particularly potent in terms of
the application of power is transit trade. In this case, both the
buyer and the seller are threatened by a loss of trade; yet, the
nation that severs the trade is likely to have relatively little at
stake. I need not point out to you how important an issue this
is at the present time in the Middle East. Syria and Egypt are
astride the oil transit routes and are in a position to threaten
both the ocil-producing countries of the Middle East and the oil-
consuming nations of Western Europe at relatively little cost to
themselves.

It was an illusion of those nineteenth-century thinkers who
developed the theory of international trade that the power im-
plications of trade could be overriden, They assumed that a har-
mony of interest existed among nations, and that this harmony
might he fostered by trade. John Stuart Mill observed in a famous
quotation that “it is commerce which is rapidly rendering war
obsolete by strengthening and multiplying the personal interests
which are natural opposition to it.” The hopes of the nineteenth
century have been crushed by the realities of the twentieth: It
may also he added that, inatead of always assuaging frictions,
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trade has been one of the great causes of international friction.
Power implications are inherent in trade. They may be ignored
but, nevertheless, they exist, The development of political con-
trols over trade in the twentieth century simply makes overt what
had hitherto been tacit. The harmony assumption had merely
glossed over the inherent power possibilities.

III American Commerclial Policy

I have already commented on the tariff barriers that were
erected by the United States in the nineteenth century and cul-
minated in the Smoot-Hawley tariff of 1930. Various arguments
were contrived to defend tariffs — some were tenable; most were
grossly fallacious. By and large, we were willing to forego the
material advantages that might be obtained by an international
divigion of labor in which we concentrated on the production of
those commodities in which we had the greatest comparative ad-
vantage. The price we paid was the wastage of scarce resources
on the production of commodities that we could have imported
more cheaply. We were rich, however; we had a continent’s re-
sources to exploit, and so we could afford it. I have emphasized
that the policy of tariff protection was in harmony with the
strategic doctrine of isclation.

In impeding the flow of trade, our tariff barriers gave
rise to a legacy of vulnerable domestic industries that cannot
survive without tariff protection, thereby creating a legacy of
problem industries which haunt us in the formulation of com-
mercial policy at the present time. Since the passage of the Trade
Agreements Act in 1934, there has been a steady pressure toward
the reduction of tariff walls. The nation has come to recognize
some essential truths of commercial policy. One is that unless
you are willing to buy from foreign nations, you will not be able
to sell goods to them. Another truth is that certain foreign coun-
tries are dependent upon trade for survival, Unless they trade
with us, they may be tempted to trade with somebody else — and
that somebody else might well be the Soviet bloe, thereby leading
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to excessive dependence upon our rivals. A third truth that has
increasingly come to be recognized is that there is little point
in wasting scarce resources to produce a commodity when you
can import it more cheaply; international specialization provides
lower prices for consumers and higher real income for all citi-
zens. The newer attitudes may be subsumed under the polemical
slogan of ‘“trade not aid.”

Under the circumstances, those branches of industry that
have been seeking protection have been faced with the need for
a new propaganda argument. The older protectionist arguments
— building domestic industries, the scientific tariff (so-called),
the pauper labor argument, and so on — have lost their appeal.
The chief argument against trade liberalization today that is
widely accepted is the defense argument; to a lesser extent the
vested-interest argument in the form of “men being thrown out
of work” excites some sympathy. It is quite natural, therefore,
for an industry presenting its arguments before the Tariff Com-
mission to attempt to come in under the national security um-
brella.

Now, the defense argument on behalf of tariff protection
is essentially this: that if a certain industry is vital to national
security, and even if the nation lacks a comparative advantage in
that type of production, it is desirable to ensure a market by
granting protection. Obviously the commodity or service must be
a vital one; the stronger the danger of interruption of supply
during wartime, the greater the force of the argument. Some
industries immediately spring to mind as possible recipients of
tariff support: synthetic rubber, the merchant marine, chemicals,
perhaps aluminum and watch manufacturing. But some of the
contentions, as Raymond Vernon has observed, are close to absurd:

In the name of defense, the dairy lobby suc-
ceeded in restricting imports of foreign cheese, The
lace manufacturers claimed defense status because
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they manufactured soldier’s gloves; the cutlery pro-
ducers because they manufactured machetes; and the
lead-pencil producers simpiy because pencils were ‘in-
dispensable.’1

To illustrate the popularity of the defense argument among in-
dustries seeking protection, let me cite the testimony of a spokes-
man for the Schiffli Lace and Embroidery Manufacturing Asso-
ciation before the House Ways and Means Committee:

. .. It iz important to remember, however, that
in a time of national insecurity and peril, it was the
one and only industry the United States military
forces could turn to for the manufacture of all the
shoulder patches and insignia . . . considered vitally
necessary for the morale of our soldiers and sailors
... no industry capable of producing such a valuable

military commodity should be allowed . . . to wither
and become extinet because of the lowering of tariff
rates . . .2

I think that this little excerpt gives you some idea as to how
widespread in American industry is the altruistic concern for
national security and the well-being of the members of the armed
forces. It may be that it also illustrates the strong tendency for
vested interest to wrap themselves in the flag and to present
private concerns as a part of the national interest, It tends, fur-
thermore, to corroborate an original supposition: we must scru-
tinize carefully any claim that tariff pretection is necessary for
defense.

In its place, the defense argument for protection has a
certain validity; its applicability to American policy at the pre-
sent time is more in dispute (and to this point I will return later).

1Raymond Vernon, “Foreign Trade and National Defense,” Foreign
Affairs, October, 1955, pp. 77-78.

2Quoted by Berhman and Schmidt, International Economics 19567, p. 53.
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For the present, we must content ourselves with the following
observations: (1) The chief purpose of tariff protection in the
case of defense-sensitive industries is to add to what we called
last time the “mobilization base” of the economy. (2) The reason
for adding to the “domestic mobilization base” is fear that foreign
sources of supply may be interrupted in wartime. We desire to
decrease our dependence on trade over which we have little con-
trol. But it must be remembered that severance of trading links
reduces the dependence of others, as well as ourselves, on trade;
therefore, it may add little to our relative strength. (3) Certain
of our industries are export-oriented and, at the same time, con-
tribute to our mobilization base. Among them are automobiles
and agricultural implements, chemicals and machinery of all des-
criptions. By building up an export market, we bring about the
expansion of such industries and thereby add to our “mobilization
base.” Since it is necessary to purchase in order to export, foreign
trade may in fact add more to our mobilization base than the im-
peding of trade.

Now that I have perhaps instilled in you some skepticiam
with respect to the ease of applicability of the defense argument,
let us turn to the examination of some specific examples of the
application of the doctrine. Under the present law, as amended
in 1956, the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization, “when-
ever he has reason to believe that any article is being imported
into the United States in such quantities as to threaten to impair
the national security, he shall so advise the President, and if the
President agrees that there is reason for such belief, the Presi-
dent shall cause an immediate investigation to be made to deter-
mine the faets.” If the investigation demonstrates that there is
a threat, the President is free to take whatever mction he deems
necessary. In 1954, the government acted to increase the duty on
watches in the interest of national defense, The case for protection
of the watch industry is quite complex, and I will not bother you
with the details. There has been domestic protest over the de-
cigion; in Switzerland, there has been anger; in Europe, there
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was alarm, probably unjustified, that the United States was re-
'verting to outright protectionism.

An even more complex case occurred thiz summer. A special
Cabinet Committee, organized after notification by the Director
of the ODM, reported that crude oil imports, then running at al-
most a million barrels a day in the affected area west of the
Rockies, threatened to impair national security. The President then
requested the major oil companies who do the importing to“volun-
tarily” reduce imports to 756,700 barrels per day — a cut of a
little more than 20% — and to set as an importation limit 12%
of U. 8. petroleum output outside the Pacific Coast area. U. S.
petroleum output has been running at the rate of about 2.4 bil-
lion barrels a year — almost 50% of world output, cutside of the
Soviet bloe. Simultaneously, we have been consuming about 65%
of the Free World's output, At the present rate of domestic pro-
duction, cur proved oil reserves — almost 80 billion barrels —
would last just over eleven years. At the present rate of con-
gumption, our domestic oil reserves could supply us for just over
ten years. Our domestic reserves constitute only about 20% of
the world’s total.

Ag a matter of simple arithmetie, it would seem that if the
United States were to consume 556% of the world’s oil production,
and rely primarily on its own reserves, that our reserves would
soon be depleted. Why, then, did the President take the action?
It was his desire to build up a “thriving oil industry.” The Cabinet
Committee was concerned about the gap between exploration and
production. Oil reserves are not static. It was hoped that the as-
surance of a domestic market would give a stimulus to the industry
to go out and discover additional reserves. That was the rationale
behind the decision; its wisdom has been questioned.

The rationale for limiting imports is to add to the industrial
mobilization base, and the reasoning is clearly applicable in the
case of the development of manufacturing facilities. But, oil is a
wasting asget: the more that is taken out of the ground, the less
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there will be left to exploit. It becomes increasingly more expensive
to discover and to produce additional oil as the more accessible
deposits are drained off. Clearly, under these circumstances, the
applicability of the ‘“mobilization base” concept is questionable. Qil
brought here from the Middle East can be sold 10% to 16%
more cheaply than can domestically produced oil, despite tariffs.

Manifestly, in the event of war, we would not find all of
our present consumption to be essentinl. Much of it is “luxury
consumption,” and it raises the question as to whether it is wise
policy to go to the trouble of proving up expensive and vital oil
reserves merely to see it go through the engines of America's
fifty-odd million automobiles. If oil is vital, we ought to conserve
our reserves rather than waste them. The implication of the Presi-
dent’s argument is that it is a menace to our security if our rate
of production slips to a mere 40% of the world's total. Maximum
protection now is achieved at the cost of greater risk in the future.
The present system is not well suited to our needs. Surely the
problem of conserving oil is not too deep for the ingenuity of an
administration that devised the soil bank. We might well develop
an Qil Bank — paying bounties for discovery, and impounding
the oil by capping the wells until it is needed. Subsidies can be
paid to maintain the production of so-called “stripper wells.”

Other issues may be raised with respect to the decision:
(1) I¢ it implied that all oil imports are a similar threat to national
security — that oil shipped from Tampico is sharply distinguished
from that shipped from Galveston and is, instead, the strategic
equivalent of that shipped from the Middle East? (2) Is it not
desirable to develop Western Hemisphere oil resources? (3) Is
this not & reversal of the administration’s “trade not aid"” doctrine
— and how does it affect our relations with the oil-producing
Middle Eastern countries whom we are simultaneously attempting
to aid and to cultivate?

In a democracy, decisions result from an alignment of pres-
sure groups. Behind public policy we may observe the operations
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of interest groups. The domestic oil producers in the United States
are one of the most powerful of domestic interest groups — so
powerful, in fact, that they are rarely used as a political target.
They are deeply entrenched in both major political parties; they
have enormous power in the Congress; and they are not without
influence, as you can imagine, in dealing with congressional lead-
ership. It is the height of folly to assert that it costs six times
as much to discover oil at home as to discover it abroad, and then
to burn up our valuable wasting assets in gasoline, It is ironical
to observe glaring protectionism operating under the aegis of
national security procedures. There is an element of farce in tak-
ing this action in the name of national defense. Perhaps, in the
end, it will do little harm. As yet, voluntary restraint has been
ineffective, but it is a warning to be ever alert to the role of
pressure groups in the formulation of public policy. This is not
to say that the decision-makers are consciously biased; yet, the
issues are so many-sided — diversion of resources as opnosed to
dependence on foreign sources — that decisions do ultimately re-
flect the pattern of pressures.

IV The Role of Trade in American Foreign Policy

George Kennan has observed that “the problem of dealing
with infernational Communism . . . is largely a matter of what
we do in our relations with the non-Communist world.”3

In those relations, trade has a distinct -~ perhaps an in-
dispensable — role to play. In the nineteenth century, our na-
tional strategy was based upon continental isolation — and, under
those circumstances, the impeding of trade through the protective
tariff was consistent with our national purposes. In the mid-
twentieth century, our national purpose is to prevent the further
expansion of Communism; our role, as leader, is to hold together
a coalition of non-Communist powers, greatly differing in as-
pirations and in strength. In holding together this coalition, trade

3George F. Kennen, “Reelities of American Foreign Policy,” Princeton,
1954, p.31
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has a vital role to play. The Counterpart of global defense is global
trade. Ideological bonds with foreign powers are potent, but they
are even more potent when the nations concerned are linked to-
gether by mutual interests. Yet, our foreign economic policy seems
to be based partly on autarkic concepts: the idea that we must pro-
duce all that we need at home. We state that we must prevent
the expansion of Communism; yet, our policy seems to be hased
on the supposition that in the event of war the rest of the world
will be lost to us as a source of supply. This is ciearly untrue
in the case of limited war. If, however, we refuse to trade with
other nations, we may encourage the drift toward Communism.
We must recognize that autarkic policies are consistent with a
strategic doctrine based upon ‘fortress America.’ They are not
consistent with the goal of maintaining a world-wide coalition
of non-Communist powers, Now, some schizoid tendencies in our
policies may be unavoidable. In this particular case of trade they
may even he desirable, to some extent. But if we wish to maintain
our coalition, we must do what we can to strengthen it — and
not act as if foreign supplies are unacceptable because they are
likely to be lost in wartime,

We must bind others to us through trade. As an influence,
trade is an ideal instrument since it generally contributes to an
all-round increase in real income. It is an instrument that should
be uniquely accessible to the West. The Soviet Union tends to be
autarkic; their external economic linkage is essentially limited
to the Communist bloc. Either because they fear for their security
or because they refuse, on ideological grounds, to rely upon regions
not subject to their political suzerainty, they refrain from exten-
give trade with other countries aside from their satellites. Their
total trade is small. When they do trade with countries outside of
their own orbit, it is likely to be smaller states, like Egypt or
Burma, where they can sow discord. The flow of goods per se is
gecondary. The Soviet Union does not seek trade with powerful
partners, such as unsovietized Germany or Japan. Yet, it is a
myth that prevails in the Western-oriented industrial countries
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that to the east lie markets (or, in the case of Japan, to the west,
in Communist China). The Soviet bloc is, however, anxious to
build up its own industry. If it desires to import, it is to import
capital goods and not consumer goods. The Chinese have little
intent to provide the Japanese with a market similar to the one
which existed when Japan was the dominant power in the region,
Despite the hopes of the Japanese, and others, trade with the
Communist bloc ultimately offers relatively little in terms of total
volume.

Some of the smaller nations have learned that the lure
of a Soviet market is not quite as appealing as it may appear
at first blush. The Soviets are not anxious to become dependent
upon foreign sources, especially those that surely would be in-
terrupted in the event of war. Relations with the smaller countries
have had political, rather than economic, objectives., Egyptian
cotton sent to Russia has been dropped upon the West German
markets at low prices, thus damaging the local markets for Egypt-
ian cotton. The same is true of Burmese rice. Soviet trade, up to
the present time, at least, has been more of a come-on device to
cause dissengion in the non-Soviet world than has it been a device
to create firm associations through the exchange of goods. Thus,
in certain circumstances it may be desirable to permit members
of the Western coalition to see for themselves the limits of the
market in the Soviet camp.

That this is not always wise, particularly when dealing
with the smaller countries, may be illustrated by the following
Icelandic saga, Under present legislation, the Tariff Commission
is obliged to conduct “an escape clause” investigation upon the re-
quest of a domestic industry. If the Commission discovers that
imports are occurring in such volume as “fo cause or threaten
serious injury to domestic producers,” it is fo so report to the
President, who may then accept, reject or modify its findings.
In 1956, the Tariff Commission, upon investigation, discovered
that the domestic ground-fish industry was suffering grievous
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injury from imports. Some hardship was occurring in fishing ports.
Some of the people of New England were disturbed; their rep-
resentatives in Congress were definitely disturbed. It was a clear-
cut case for tariff protection on the basis of a threatened vested
interest. President Eisenhower, in December 1956, however, re-
jected the findings of the Tariff Commission and decided against
raising the tariff on imported ground-fish fillets. In the previous
week, the Icelandic government had decided to permit American
forces to remain in Iceland. The earlier decision was based upon
a promise of the forthcoming action. Iceland must export in order
to live. In 1955, the British began to exclude Icelandic fish as a
result of a misunderstanding over the extent of Icelandic coastal
waters. The Russians began to buy fish. By the end of 1958, they
were buying 36% of Iceland’s fish, which is almost the only Ice-
landic export. Their influence rose, and there came the threats
about American bases. Then came the President’s decision and
the Hungarian episode, which helped persuade the Icelandic gov-
ernment {(a coalition which included Communists) to permit us
to stay on. It does, however, afford an excellent illustration of
the importance of fish to American security, of the role of trade
in achieving a world-wide defensive coalition, and of the prob-
lems which arise when it is necessary to sacrifice a domestic in-
terest group to security considerations.

Foreign trade may be an excellent device for winning friends
and influencing people. Though it may be desirable to keep es-
sential production out of the reach of the Soviets, the supply
effect today is less important than the influence effect. For those
states that must export, we may provide them with a non-Soviet
source of a livelihood and at the same time increase their depen-
dence upon us. Trade may be more vital than ideclogy. In this
respect, we have an important advantage over the Soviets, who
wish to remain autarkic and are willing to enter into only the
most limited trading arrangements with nations that they do not
dominate.
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We must be sure to use this advantage to its fullest. We
must realize the inherent power potentialities of trade, which stand
in stark contrast to the harmony assumptions of nineteenth-
century theory., We must understand that a policy of economic
autarky on our part is not consistent with a policy of world coa-
lition. The economic counterpart of global defense, as 1 have pre-
viously observed, is global trade. There exists a continual danger
that security be perverted to protectionist aims; we must resist
such tendencies. Internationai trade has been referred to as “a
peacefui means of economic penetration” and also as “a bloodless
revolution.” We must see to it that this power works in our own
behalf by cementing together the Free World coalition, and, at
the same time, we must look to our defenses and attempt to deny
to the Soviet the opportunity for “bloodiess revolution.”
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BIOGRAPHIC SKETCH

Professor James R. Schlesinger

Professor Schlesinger received his B.A. degree in Economics
from Harvard University in 1949, and his Ph.D. in Economics
from there in 1966, and has since advised many governmental
agencies on economic matters.

He was on leave from his position as Assistant Professor
of Economics at the University of Virginia to act as Economic
Consultant on the staff of the Naval War College for the 1957
fall term.
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RECOMMENDED READING

The evaluation of books listed below include those recom-
mended to resident students of the Naval War College. Officers
in the fleet and elsewhere may find them of interest,

The listing herein should not be construed as an endorse-
ment by the Naval War College; they are indicated only on the
basis of interesting, timely, and possibly useful reading matter.

Many of these publications may be found in ship and sta-
tion libraries. Books on the list which are not available from
these sources may be obtained from one of the Navy's Auxiliary
Library Service Collections. These collections of books available
for loan to individual officers are maintained in the Bureau of
Naval Personnel; Headquarters ELEVENTH, FOURTEENTH,
FIFTEENTH Naval Districts; and Commander Naval Forces,
Marianas, Guam. Requests for the loan of these books should be
made by the individual to the nearest Auxiliary Library Service
Collection (See Article C9604, Bureau of Naval Personnel Manual,
1948).

Title: Problems of Power in American Democracy.
239 p,
Author: Kornhauser, Arthur. Detroit, Wayne State Uni-

versity Press, 1957.

Evaluation: This work embraces flve lectures and resulting discus-
sion dealing with the problems of power in American
democracy. Lecturers are prominent acholars in the flelds
of political and social sciences and psychology. Two par-
ticipants from the Detroit community, with extensive
backgrounds in the field covered by the lecturer, present
their particular ideas in discussion periods. The lectures
provide a superfleial (due to available time), but never-
theless valuable, insight into the problems faced in rea-
lization of democratic relations at a time of unprece-
dented world power politics and in the light of conflicting
interests and inequalities of power among individuals
and organizations. Rather than attempt to arrive at solu-
tions, the lecturers examine the problems from various
vantage points in order to clarify issues.
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The Unquiet Germans. 275 p.
Thayer, C. W. New York, Harper & Bros., 1957.

A diagnosis of the Germans from the rise of Hitler until
today, and predictions of their future behavior. The
author’s views combine affection, presupposition and
skepticism, and are presented with a captivating—though
sometimes disconcerting—nonchalance. Based in part on
the author’s experience as a diplomat during both the
Nazi and tho postwar periods, they also include assorted
conversations with political personages, average citizens,
and a random sampling of youth. Although these opinions
are well worth discussing, the author does not give him-
self a real chance to do so. There are pages from what
might be his autobiography, concerned with episodes
which, while not earth-shaking, lack neither interest nor
a measure of candor, Sketches, more or less diverting,
contrast business men and farmers, students and villa-
gers, Tormer Nazis and survivors of the Resistance, old
and new exponents of the art of diplomacy. The remarks
on the breakdown of the traditional social order, and
the discussion of the problem of German youth as a
means of illustrating it, will help the average American
understand the confusion of attitudes that characterizes
post-war Germany,

The Herelic. 436 p.

MacLean, Fitzroy. New York, Harper & Bros.,
1957.

A comprehensive biography of Tito is tightly coupled
with the history of the establishment of the communist
government in Yugoslavia, followed by its development
to the present time. Fitzroy Maclean has impartially
recorded the circumstances leading to Tito's development
as a communist and how Tito succeeded in organizing,
establishing, and malintaining the present Yugoslav gov-
ernment, The reasons underlying Tito’s foreign policy
with respect to both the U. 8. 8, R. and the Western
Powers are carefully and reasonably explained. Maclean
has also recorded, with considerable docurmentation, the
facts concerning the internal political struggles between
Tito and such prominent Yugoslava as Draza Mihajlovie,
Cardinal Archbishop Stepinac and Milovan Djilas,
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The United States and the Arab World, 1945-
1962 184 p.

Agwani, Mohammed Shafi. Aligarh, Institute of
Islamic Studies, 1955.

An outline of the role of the Arab countries of the
Middle East in the struggle between the nations of the
Western world as viewed by an Indian (Hindu) The
book reviews the historical importance of the Middle
East, first, as a gateway of trade to Asia and Afriea,
to its present position as the principal source of petro-
leum in the world, Agwani traces the development of
United States influence in the Arab world: initiated
by miseionaries, followed by oil companies, and, finally,
by the world Zionists, The author indicates that the
United States failed to exploit the favorable conditions
of continued friendship and goodwill by reverting to an
isolationist policy, followed by the recognition and sup-
port of the independence of Israel. Similarly, the private
exploitation of Middle East oil has not resulted in the
economic betterment of the great majority of the native
Arab population. Only since the establishment of the
Point Four Program has the Arab held out hope for
improvement in his economic status.

On Communism. 306 p.
Nagy, Imre. New York, Praeger, 1957.

An extremely interesting dissertation, dealing with the
internal political problems of a satellite state under
the domination of the Russian Bear. Mr. Nagy presents
primarily a defense of his actions and ideas during the
period leading up to the Hungarian revolt of 10668 by
borrowing heavily from his previous writings and
speeches, as well as those of other Communists. He re-
peatedly reiterates his position as a staunch Party man
while he ignores completely his deviations and contra-
dictions to communist dogma.

Islam Inflamed. 326 p.
Morris, James. New York, Pantheon Books, 1957.

This book is a description of the author's impression of
the Mustim Middle East as it was in November, 1956. It
is more of a travelogue than an analysis of the Middle
East region and its troubles. But, Inasmuch as the
author appears to be a well-trained observer and well
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All Services Work, Live, and Play as One to I'm-
prove Joint and Combined Techniques at
Armed Forces Staff College.

ARMY-NAVY-AIR FORCE JOURNAL, Novem-
ber 30, 1957, p. 1 and 11.

A brief description of the college and the way it operates.

The Avoidance of Collision by Airborne and
Shipborne Means.

THE JOURNAL OF THE INSTITUTE OF NAV-
IGATION, October, 1957, p. 305-396.

This issue presents papers and comments on the marine
aspects of the avoidance of collision. This was the sub-
ject of a conference held in London.

Now the Reds are Back on U. S. Doorstep:
Guatemala.

U. 8. UEWS & WORLD REPORT, December 6,
1957, p. 76-81.

Reports that changing conditions in Guatemala are fav-
orable to the communists who are working their way
back into the government.

wv.-red are: the ______rship with i. __, _
dilemma; the TFormosa question; and relations with
Japan.

Regulus II, Polaris Operational in 2 Years.
AVIATION WEEK, December 16, 1957, p. 31-32.
A report on the Navy's long-range missiles and the steps
being taken to put them in operational use.
American Seapower and the Indian Ocean.
Eliot, George Fielding.

MARINE CORPS GAZETTE, December, 1957,
p. 9-18.

Describes the power vacuum created by the dissolution
of British power in the Indian Ocean area and tells why
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Author:
Publication:

Annotation:

Title:

Author:

Publication:

Annotation:

Title:
Author:
Publication:

Annotation:

Title:
Publication:

Annotation:

]
Four Clues to the Mid-East.
Morris, James.

THE NEW YORK TIMES MAGAZINE, De-
cember 8, 1957, p. 9, 98-99.

Reveals four basic issues responsible for the tensions in

the Middle East: the interest of the Great Powers in

that area; the appeal of radicalism to people still de-

pressed by old social orders; the hatred for the State
of Israel; and the yearning for racial unity by the Arabs.

An International Mission for the Naval War
College.
Miller, August C., Jr.

UNITED STATES NAVAL INSTITUTE PRO-
CEEDINGS, December, 1957, p. 1361-1364.

Discusses the Naval Command Course and the educa-

tional philosophy behind the instruction as well as the
value of the Course.

The Search for the Ultimate Fuel.
Boehm, George A. W,
FORTUNE, December, 1967, p. 165-178,

Tells of exotic fuels that will bring sbout a major break-
through in aeronautics.

Organizing for the Technological War.

AIR FORCE, December, 1957, p. 42-48,
Suggests ideas for revitalizing our scientific programs
and lists a number of changes in the organization of

our government that could help us meet the challenge
of technological and acientific warfare.
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The United States and the Arab World, 194b-
1952 184 p.

Agwani, Mohammed Shafi. Aligarh, Institute of
Islamic Studies, 1955.

An outline of the role of the Arab ecountries of the
Middle East in the struggle between the nations of the
Western world as viewed by an Indian (Hindu) The
book reviews the historical importance of the Middle
East, first, as a gateway of trade to Asia and Africa,
to its present position as the principal source of petro-
leum in the world. Agwani traces the development of
United States influence in the Arab world: initiated
by missionaries, followed by oil companies, and, finally,
by the world Zionists. The author indicates that the
United States failed to exploit the favorable conditions
of continued friendship and goodwill by reverting to an
isolationist policy, followed by the recognition and sup-
port of the independence of Israel. Similarly, the private
exploitation of Middle East oil has not resulted in the
economic betterment of the great majority of the native
Arab population. Only since the establishment of the
Point Four Program has the Arab held out hope for
improvement in his economic status.

On Communism. 306 p.
Nagy, Imre. New York, Praeger, 1957.

An extremely interesting dissertation, dealing with the
internal political problems of a satellite state under
the domination of the Russian Bear. Mr. Nagy presents
primarily a defense of his actions and ideas during the
period leading up to the Hungarian revolt of 19566 by
borrowing heavily from his previous writings and
speeches, as well as those of other Communists, He re-
peatedly reiterates his position as a staunch Party man
while he ignores completely his deviations and contra-
dictions to communist dogma.

Islam Inflamed, 326 p.
Morris, James. New York, Pantheon Books, 1957.

This book is a description of the author's impression of
the Mudim Middle East as it was in November, 1856. It
is more of a travelogue than an analysis of the Middle
East region and its troubles. But, inasmuch as the
author appears to be a well-trained observer and well
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versed in the history of the area, the narrative of his
travels imparts to the reader a feeling of the atmos-
phere and flavor of the various countries. The similarities
and differences of political, economic, and religious prac-
tices and beliefs between countries, and between groups
within the same country, are highlighted. The successes
and failures of both Western and Russian attempts to
exert influence in the area are described. The book is
both interesting and easy to read, and the average
reader will gain a better understanding of the geography
of the Middle East as well as an insight as to the
reasons why the Middle East is in such turmoil today.

PERIODICALS
The Law of Space.

Aaronson, Michael,

FLIGHT, December 6, 1957, p. 889-890.
Discusses the legal questions of territorial air space sov-
ereignty, of rules of navigation in space, and of the dis-
covery of planetary bodies,

Communists China’s Foretgn Policy.
CURRENT HISTORY, December, 1957.

This issue is devoted to a study of communist China's
relations with the rest of the world. Among the topics
covered are: the partnership with Russia; United States’
dilemma; the Formosa dquestion; and relations with
Japan.

Regulus II, Polaris Operational in 2 Years.
AVIATION WEEK, December 16, 1957, p. 81-32.

A raeport on the Navy’s long-range missiles and the steps
being taken to put them in operational use,

American Seapower and the Indian Ocean,
Eliot, George Fielding.

MARINE CORPS GAZETTE, December, 1957,
p. 9-18,

Deseribes the power vacuum created by the dissolution
of British power in the Indian Ocean area and tells why
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this area is a matter of strategic and political concern to
the United States. Urges increased naval effort in the In-
dian Ocean, based on the principle of mobility, as a
findl element in an accepted global atrategy.

The Significance of Latin America in the Free
World.
Rubottom, Roy R., Jr.

THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE BULLETIN,
December 9, 19567, p. 928-929.

Presents facts showing Latin America’s increasing im-
portance in world affairs and reports on recent develop-
ments and trends in this area.

NATO Fualls Shy of U. S. Hopes.

BUSINESS WEEK, December 21, 1957, p. 15-18.
Summarizes the developments at the recent NATO meet-
ing and lists the results.

United States Sirategy and Policy.

Sarnoff, David.

VITAL SPEECHES OF THE DAY, December 1,
1957, p. 104-107.

Stresses the importance of allies in U, 8. strategy and
discusses the need for a policy for waging a long Cold
War.

Let’s Build This New Deterrence Force Now.
Barbey, Daniel E., Vi,ce Admiral, U. S. Navy.
READER’S DIGEST, January, 1958, p. 85-40.

Describes how missile-firing submarines can be the most
effective deterrent force and explaine how this force
can becom® operational, now, with present equipment,
such as Regulus II and the remodeling of our present
submarines to missiles launchers.
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Where We Went Wrong — A Plan for the Future.
Spaatz, Carl, General, U. -S. Army.
NEWSWEEK, December 30, 1957, p. 19.

Calls for a revision of the Department of Defense., Sug-
gests: abolishing the service secretaries; setting up a
military staff for the Secretary of Defense; and putting
each service under a military officer not on this staff.

Negotiations with Russia: Good or Bad?

FOREIGN POLICY BULLETIN, December 15,
1967, p. 52-64.

Two views on the value of negotiations with Russia;
the positive view is expressed by Cyrus S. Eaton, the
negative by Eugene S. Duffield.

All Services Work, Live, and Play as One to Im-
prove Joint and Combined Techniques at
Armed Forees Staff College.

ARMY-NAVY-AIR FORCE JOURNAL, Novem-
ber 30, 1957, p. 1 and 11.

A brief description of the college and the way it operates.

The Avoidance of Collision by Airborne and
Shipborne Means.

THE JOURNAL OF THE INSTITUTE OF NAV-
IGATION, October, 1957, p. 305-396,

This issue presents papers and comments on the marine
aspects of the avoidance of ecollision. This was the sub-
jeet of a conference held in London.

Now the Reds are Back on U. S. Doorstep:
Guatemala.

U. 8. UEWS & WORLD REPORT, December &,
19567, p. 76-81.

Reports that changing conditions in Guatemala are fav-
orable to the communists who are working their way
back into the government.
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F;m'r Clues to the Mid-East.

Morris, James.

THE NEW YORK TIMES MAGAZINE, De-
cember 8, 1957, p. 9, 98-99.

Revenls four basic issues responsible for the tensions in
the Middle East: the interest of the Great Powers in
that area; the appeal of radicalism to people still de-
pressed by old social orders; the hatred for the State
of Israel; and the yearning for racial unity by the Arabs.

An International Mission for the Naval War
College.
Miller, August C., Jr.

UNITED STATES NAVAL INSTITUTE PRO-
CEEDINGS, December, 1957, p. 1361-1364.

Discusses the Naval Command Course and the educa-

tional philosophy behind the instruetion as well as the
value of the Course,

The Search for the Ultimate Fuel.
Boehm, George A. W.
FORTUNE, December, 1957, p. 1656-178.

Tells of exotic fuels that will bring about a major break-
through in aeronauties.

Organizing for the Technological War.
AIR FORCE, December, 1957, p. 42-48,

Sugpests ideas for revitalizing our seientific programs
and lists a number of changes in the organization of
our government that could help us meet the challenge
of technologieal and scientific warfare.
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