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SANE THINKING
IN FOREIGN POLICY

by Erich Fromm,Psychoanalyst, Author

A SANE foreign policy depends on the sanity of the
minds who make and support it. Hence an exami-
nation of our thinking processes is as important as an
examination of the technical safeguards devised for our
security. Qur defdnse 5 as sound as our minds are sane.
Most people never question the sanity of thoughts
which are shared by miltions. Yet it is a peculiar fact
that men, who in their private affairs think sanely and
act morally, in public affairs seem to be swayed hy

insane modes of thought and to lose their ordinary
moral scruples. Yet errors shared hy millions do not
become truths, any more than immoral acts annroved
by millions hecoine virrues,

Possibilitics vs. Probabilities

Among the many forins of insane thinking which
distort our sense of realism in marters of foreign policy,
the two most dangerous and frequent ones are paranoid
and projective thinking. ‘The paranoid individual is
casily recognized. He may, for example, have the con-
viction that others are conspiring against him. The
peculiar thing about the paranoid delusion is that one
can nor disprove it by saying that ic is Jmpossible or
illogical; all one can point out is that it is walikely
and improbable. But this is exactly che crucial point
of the paranoiac’s delusion: as long as something is
possible, he is satistied that it is rrue, and he is not
capable of entering into a careful examination of the
concrete facts which, alone, can show whether some-
thing is truc or cven probable. Paranoid thinking is
sausfied wih passibilites; sane thinking demands prob-
abilities as well as possihilities.

Applying this principle to foreign policy, it is strik-
ing how much of our thinking dbout communism
follows the paranoid principle of what is possible,
rather than what is probable. Indeed, it is possible
that Khrushchev stages a conflict with the Chinese,
all to lull us into sleep, and with the intention of
attacking us. Bot is ir likely? To answer this ques.
tion we must analyze the conservative nature of
Khrushchevism versus the revolutionary Chinese
system, aspiring to be the leader of the "have-not”
states.

Dangerous Prejection

Realistic analysis requires that we give up another
form of pathological thinking: projection. The essence
of projective thinking is to project all evil within
oneself on to an outside figure, thus making this figure
all evil, while we are all good and pure. This projec-
tive mechanism usually occurs in war; today it prevails
in regard to commynism. They cease to be lhuman,
their intentions are satanic, while we are the incarna-
tion of the good and the noble. _ -~

Clearly, projective thinking lacks in humility .and
charity; it is also immensely dangerous — especially
when combined with paranoid thinking — to the con-
duct of foreign policy. Frequently paranoid-projective
thinking transforms its premises into a reality, and thus
creates self-fulfilling predictions. _

Our security lies in sane modes of thought; that is,
in rational, cool-headed realism, which knows the‘ t_agts
about our opponents and ourselves, judges probabilities
on the basis of factnal examinations rather than mere
possibilities, and does not indulge in projective self-
righteousness,




FIRST PRIORITY
FOR
PRESIDENT KENNEDY

by David R. Inglis, Physicist,
Argonne National Laboratory

A controlled nuclear test ban would be a great
achievement primarily because it would reduce the
likelihood that nuclear war will break out, not be-
cause it would make war less devastating if it
should occur. A test ban gther countries into the pact.

would also reassure the Most nations will probably
world  on the question ofjwelcome the opportunity to
peace-time fallcut. cooperate, but a few may-

A controlled test-banipresent difficulties which
agreement hetween the great| will constitute a challenge to
nuclear nations would mark|statesmanship. Thig chal-
the start of efforts to bring|lenge must be faced, eise

there will be many nuclear
powers and greatly enhanced
danger of nuclear war in the
future. It cannot be faced
unless we first reach agree-
ment with the Soviet Union
on a test ban.

Gaing From Test Ban

There will be other im-
portant gaing from a test
ban, It will limit the devel-
opment of more effective
warheads to make surprise
attack still more devastating,
With a test ban, national
leaders may begin to fee
less desperate about the oth-
erwise endless spiral of the
arms race. The temptation to
launch a surprise attack to
forestall future develop-
ments may thus be reduced.
With the experience gained
in a test ban, disarmament
measures requiring Tore de-
tailed inspection and pgreat-
er reliance on international
institutions may become pos-
sible, with a consequent im-
portant reduction in the om-
inously increasing danger
that war will ocecur Ly acci-
dent.

The Soviets probably want
a test ban for the right rea-
son—for fear of accidental
war—and it is to be hoped
that the Kennedy adminis-
tration, by wise negotiation
and unity of purpose, can in-
duce them to display further
flexibility on the number of
inspection trips for test-ban
control 80 as to make the
signing of an effective
agreement possible this year.

Dangers Exaggerated

The control system cannot
be nerfect in its ability to de-
teer small ¢landestine tests.
The agreement being nego-
tiated will provide detection
of underground tests down to
about a tenth of a percent of
the power of a big H-bomb.
Techniecal improvement by
intensive research is expect-
ed to push the limit consid-
erably lower. The eclamor
which  has Dleen raised

plained at length in the Bul-
letin of the Atomic Scientists
for May, 1960,

First, there have been fan-
tastic claims about the teeh-
nical possibilities, The touted
l"neutron bomb” is really net
something so revolutionary
as- to upset the world bal-
ance, but is based on the
principles of an old A-bomb
so trimmed down as to re-
duce the blast damage rela-
tive to the neutron output.
It would be extravagant of
nuclear materials and of du-
bious value because of the
“slow kill” of many of its
victims. The other proposal,
the fission-free fusion bomb,
is based on such a radically
new principle as to be almost
surely impossible. If it were
possible, its main advantage
would be its cheapness In
small sizes.

Second, fears of evasion
have been exaggerated by
magnifying the importance
of having an even greater
variety of small ‘‘tactical™
weapons than we now have.
There is no “dividing line”
between small and large nu-
clear weapons, and small
ones cannot be safely substi.
tuted for conventional forces
in a small military action,
for fear of touching off gen-
eral nuclear war.

Attempts at Evasion Unlikely

Third, it has been claimed
that a small weapon like the
“neutron bomb,” if it could
be developed by sneak tests,
would be of crucial impor-
tance for the Russians. How-
ever, they do not have such
a superabundance of costly
nuclear materials - 4o Jo
to ‘waste” on inefficlent
small weapons. Because the
consequences of cheating
would be much less *mpor-
tant than has been claimed,
the incentives to cheat are
small and it seems unlikely
that “evasion would be at
tampted.

Our new administration
has a crucial opportunity e

against a test ban is based
on fears of the possible con-
sequences of evasion by the
Russians in this range of
“small” tests. In my opinian,
these fears have been dan-
gerousiy and improperly ex-
aggerated, as [ have ex-

try to concluda a valuaoa
test-ban apgreement if re.
maining doubts about small-
.scale evasion are viewed in
perspective and compared

~with the vital importance of

'starting to taper off the nu-
clear arms race before it is
too late.



NATO AS A
FOURTH
NUCLEAR POWER

by James P. Warburg

Though not a member of SANE, I am glad to en-
dorse its stand against any and all actions by the out-
going administration which tend to impair our next
President’s efforts to halt the arms race and eventually
to achieve universal disarmament under adequately
enforced world law.

The Eisenhower administration’s proposal for mak-
ing NATO into a “fourth nuclear power,” soon to be
discussed hy the NATO Council at Pariss falls into
the category of such action. This is no time for the
outgoing administration to undertake the long-needed
re-examination of our policy with respect to the de-
teriorating state of the NATO alliance. Nor is it ap-
propriate for this administration during the last weeks
of its incumbency 1o propose a radical change in our
nuclear weapons policy which would require imple-
mentation, through amendment of the Atomic Energy
Act, under President Kennedy’s administrarion.

Giving NATO a pool of atomic weapons and an
independent strategic nuclear striking force will not
halt the proliferation of nuclear capability. On the
contrary, the adoptivn of this proposal is likely to
set off a chain teaction with the Soviet Union taking
countervailing measures with regard 1o the Warsaw
Pact nations and perhaps even changing its attitude
toward the imminent acquisition of nuclear capabiliry
by Red China. At the very least, the mere discussion
of this proposal at the present time will adversely af-
fect the climate in which our next President will have
to pursue his avowed aim of making a fresh and vigo-
rous srart roward halting the arms race.

Apart from these considerations, the proposal seems
singularly ill-advised and unlikely to achieve any of
its avowed purposes.

There is no evidence whatever that muking NATO
an independent nuclear power will divert President
de Gaulle from his determination to make France a
nuclear power. If this determination is pursued and
if French resistance to the thorough integration of
NATO forces continues, it is inevitable that Germany

will sconer or later demand independent nuclear
capability.

There is no evidence whatever to indicate that giv-
ing NATO nuclear independence will cause its mem-
bers to meet the real need of increasing their conven-
tionally armed contingents, so that the alliance would
be capable of resisting a local aggression withour em-
ploving so-called tactical nuclear weapons.

There is no reason to helieve that West Furopean
security would he increased by having 15 nations,
each with a veto, decide if and when nuclear weapons
should be emploved. If ever the need should arise, the
decision would either be taken too late or else recklessly
taken too soon by some lower-echelon commander.

The greatest threat to our security and to the se-
curity of all nations is not that of a Soviet attack. The
greatest danger is nuclear war by accident. I fail to
sce how the Fisenhower adminisrration’s lnet.minvra
proposal reduces that danger. It is, in my judgment,
more likelv to increase it,




MEMO FOR
DISARMAMENT
COORDINATOR
JOHN J. McCLOY

by Clarence E. Pickeit

[E———1

President-Elect Kennedy is to be commended
for the primacy he is giving to disarmament, both ]
in the number of top echelon leaders he is appoint-
ing to deal with disarmament and in the support
he will give to the new Disarmament Administra- i
tion. However, despite this increased personnel
and machinery, the U. S. is in danger of retreating
from its commitment to the goal of comprehensive
disarmament with inspection.

If some strategy planners
have their way, the U. 8.
will abandon its effort to
end tha arms race, and
back track to s position
which seeks only some form
of arms limitation.

Disarmament or
“Arms Control”

Should these advisors
succeed, the U. 8, will give
up disarmament for “arms
control,” and the balance of
terror will continue under
the title, ‘stabilized de-
terrence.”

The proposal is that we
negotiate a military posture
with the Russians in which
each side would place its
reliance for security on an
agreed number of relatively
invulnerable missiles, sy
200-500 on each side, and
other equable weaponry.

While such an agreement
might formalize the missile
race, it can hardly be con-
strued as an adequate or
imaginative response to the
world's peril.

Stabilized Deterrence

A  “gtable deterrent”
would continue all the
major hazards of the arms
race: those of accidental nu-
clear war, escalated limited
war, spread of nuclear
weapons to other countries
(diluting the deterrent),
continuation of massive re-
search on even more de-
structive weapons tech-
nology, with all the psycho-
logical tensions and pres-
sures which now prevail

The proponents of ‘“sta-
bilized deterrence” abandon
hope of ending the arms
race. Yet the laws of proba-
bility will allow the arms
race to continue for only a
finite period without a
major war by accident or
incident, They are suggest-
ing in effect that the world
lie down and await the
inevitable collision, per-
haps postpened by their
formula for structuring and
continging the balance of
terror by agreement, They
apparently prefer this total
risk to the limited and
theoretical »isk of a con-
trolled disarmament agree-
ment,

Is Agreement Possible?

Some “arms controllers”
are not psychologically pre-
pared to accept agreements
with the Russians, no mat-

ter how sound. Some hon-
estly feel that a “stabilized
deterrent” is a step on the
road to disarmament and
are haive enough to believe
it is negotiable.

Some proponents of this
position are complete pes-
simists about the chances
of getting controlled agree-
ments with the Russians,
and want to give up in ad-
vance, This pessimism ig
not justified: The Eastern
and Western eoncepts of a
disarmament treaty are
now close in all their maj-
or provisions; the test ban
negotiations have shown
Russian commitment, if re-
luctant, to inspection sys-
tems; the Russian negoti-
ators are reported to be un-
der pressure to achieve dis-
armament agreements be-
fore the Chinese and West
Germans secure nuclear
weapons.

Limitless Peril

Other  supporters of
“arms control” are unpre-
pared to face a world in
which resort to military
conflict is no longer pos-
sible, even if safeguarded
by an effective United Na-
tions peace force, They are
unwilling to prosecute tha
ideological battle in politi-
cal and economic ferms.
They do not have faith in
the democratic process and
are afraid the U. S. might
not win. They sell their na-
tion short and thus commit
it to limitless peril, forget-
ting that resort to war is
not feasible even now, and
that blind reliance on mili-
tary might has allowed the
Communists to “end run”
the free world in the eco-
nomic and political avena
over and over again,

It is to be hoped that the
new Disarmament Admin-
istrator will evaluate the
doctrine of “arms control”
for the defeatism which it
represents, and proceed un-
der forced draft to produce
workable proposals for con-
trolled disarmament. He
should set task forces to
work to detail the tech-
nigues of control for each
stage of disarmament.
These should form the bas-
is for a draft disarmament
treaty to be presented by
the U. 8. to the U. N. Gen-
eral Assembly.



GOD
AND THE
H-BOMB

by Steve Allen

FRIEND recently said to me, “I'm disappointed
in the response of the churches to the problem
of nuclear weapons. Here we have bombs that

if used will burn millions of innocent people alive and
yet our religious leaders are ignoring the problem.”

My friend was being somewhat unjust. Religious
leaders bave spoken out about the moral questions
posed by nuclear weapons; the problem is that so few
people are listening to them.

The Catholic View

Pope Pius XII referred to the nuclear arms race as
“homicidal, suicidal madness.” Furthermore he pointed
to the specific steps to be taken if the arms race was
to be stopped: “Renunciation of experimentation with
atomic weapons, renunciation of the use of such, and
general control of armaments.”

The Boston Pilot, oldest Catholic newspaper in the
U. S. A., has editorialized, *"We must find some effec-
tive and immediate measures which will make the
H-Bomb morally obsolete before it ever becomes an
actual instrument of war . . . This is the great human
decision of our generation . .. America, the first and
only nation to use the bomb, must now lead the way
to its banming.”

The Protestant View

A recent policy statement of the National Council of
the Churches of Christ in the United States states in
?art: "The United Scates must persevere in the quest
or enforceable agreements to eliminate weapons of
death and to reduce the burden of armaments ... War
has never been a morally acceptable instrument for the
pursuit of national policy . ..”

The essential immoralicy of nuclear weapons stemns
from the fact that, unless used on specifically military
targets, they would cause the slaughter of millions of
children, women, old men, and the already lame, halt,
and blind. Augustine, Aquinas, Bellarmine and other
moral philosophers have stated what is obvious: that
warfare that does not regard the distinction between
the guilty and the innocent is immoral,

Today, there is general agreement on this point
among Protestant, Catholic, Jewish and humanist mor-
alists. The trouble starts when we recall the threat of
Communist aggression. "What are we supposed to
do?” some people ask. "Lie down and let the Commu.
nists walk all over us?”

“Homicidal, Suicidal Madness”

I wish to put these good people immediately “at
ease,” If the Russians attack us tomorrow we will
simply respond in kind, automatically and with a
vengeance. There will be no pauses for telephone
calls to the nearest theological school for instructions
as to what moral restrictions ought to be placed upon
our military responses. We will simply slaughter mil-
lions of innocent non-Communist, Christian Russians
to get at the few Communist leaders who have attacked
us. And while we are doing so millions of innocent
Americans will be incinerated. Perhaps you can more
clearly see what Pius XII meant when he called the
present arms race “homicidal, suicidal madness.”

The way out, obviously, is to attempt to work out
some sort of disarmament agreement with our Com-
munist antagonists, an agreement guaranteed by mutual
inspection. Remember this: experts agree that failure
to alter the present set of circumstances makes nuclear
war practically cerfain. The question is not will it
occur, but when will it occur? Clearly one thing needed
is an awareness of moral tradition. I wonder how many
people who believe in Hell have ever asked themselves
how many souls would be plunged into Hell by a
nuclear war resulting in, say, two hundred million
sudden deaths,




PEACE
AND THE
PRESIDENT

by Norman Thomas

PEOI’LE have asked me: “What would you du if you wers
President of the United States? My answer expresses my
hope for some of the steps our new President may take.,

For many months ! hava told andiences that our lifeline 1o poace
must be braided of four strands: universal disarmament down to
a police level, u sirengthening of the UN to provide alternatives
to, war, progressive disengagement from perilous enmmitments, and
a0’ intensified cooperative eeonomic effort to conquer the bitter
poverty in which two-thirde of mankind live.

UNIVERSAL DISARMAMENT

I should make it absolutely elear that our goal is universal
disarmament. “Arms control” is naeful as & means to that end,
but never as a substtute for #t. There can be uo lasting
“stable deterrent™ in a world whieh plays with weapons of
sunihilation. Unjversal disarmement is the essential basis for
life and Uberty,

I should prove to the world eur sinecrity — and to our people
the sconomic practicahility — of disarmpment, by establishing an
agency to plan for the economica of transition to an economy of

peace.
ENDING NUCLEAR TESTS

I should hopefully scek to close the narrow gap on the number
of inspections which holds up agreement to end uvclear tests.
This 1s essential to prevent enlargement of the world's nnelear
nicide club, 1 would alao prems for immediate agreements to
keep outer space free from men's strife.

I should seek regional disarmament agreements (such as those
already rsigned to neutralize Auatria and Antarctica) and revive
the de Gauile propomsle for abolition of facilities for nuclesr
bombing. 1 should insiet on exploring every other practical step
toward our goal, whether presented hy other governmentr or
responsible civic groups. To get and keep disarmament will require
s stirengthening of the UN and this will demand more of the West
than resistance to Khrnshchev's plan to weaken it. I should urge
stndy and action to this end sloug lines proposed by Mesars. Clark
and Sohn in “World Peace Through World Law.”

PROGRESSIVE DISENGAGEMENT

[ should seeck the end or alleviation of the many ioternational
tensions which threaten peace. Progressive disengagement and
progressive disarmament must go hand in hand. For example, the
inescapahle condition of peace ia the inclusion of the effective
government of China in the UN, leaving the fate of Taiwan to he
decided by plehiscite under conditions of peace. I should start
negotiations te that end.

I should not only work for a complete end of colonialism, but
also toward ending the use by any power of the territory of other
nations for military bases. Already mapy of our own overseas
bases, by provoking fear and hate among the people, do more to
menace peaece than preserve fit.

WAR ON POYERTY

I should press our holy and eooperative war on the hitter and
unnecessary poverty of two-thirds of our fellow human heings. I
thould be especially concerned with the right sort of aid to Africa
and with true hemispheric cooperation with Latin America.

I should seek in every way to advance liberpy (hut not by
the suieidal means of war), beginning with justice at home
aud the end of onr shameful racial diserimination.

You, who read, and I, who wrile, have not the power or
aseful responsibility of the President. But remember that ke
can amecessfully press no constructive program without our
understanding support and action.




THE ECONOMICS
OF PEACE

by Walter P. Reuther,
President, International Union, U.A.'W.

assertion of values and a commitment to life-
giving actions.

Fifty vears ago an American philosopher under-,
stood this when he told us we must find a moral
equivalent of war. We don’t have another fifty
vears to look., We must release the forces of peace
soon, before the forces of war overwhelm us. We
must prove—to ourselves and the rest of the world
—that man’s energies can be used for something
better than war or the preparation for war.

The communists have the same human reasons
for wanting to avoid a nuclear holocaust as we do.
But the communists have another reason to urge
dizarreament. Their dogma tells them that our
way of life cannot cope with the challenges of
peace, cannot manage the economics of peace.

We will know they are wrong when we prove it
to ourselves. There are over five million jobless
men and women in this country today. Their idle-
ness i8 our common loss. It is a loss that goes
bevond any economic calculation. It is a moral
defeat, a denial of dignity to free men.

We must face the fact that peace will bring ad-
ditional problems. Whele industries will have to
Le reconveried or replaced. Hundreds of commu-

PEACE is not just the absence of war. 1t is an

nities and millions of individual workers will need
help to readjust, to establish new industries, to
learn new skills, perhaps to move to new homes.

We are now devoting to major defense pro-
grams over $4b billion per year of our national
resources. If controlled disarmament becomes a
fact, we should have programs ready to utilize
these resources for the meeting of our individual
and social needs, If we fail to do so they may
simply be left unused, adding to the burden of
unemployment and the idle capacity of our plants.

What are the needs we have to meet? They are
apparent on every hand. The unfinished business
of America leaps to the eye and the heart. OQur
industrial centers are deteriorating, our slums are
still spreading, our schools and our hospitals are
over-crowded, our rivers are polluted, our soil is
eroding, our highways and airports are inade-
quale. Wherever we turn, our human and natural
resources need the investment of human work and
care.

The economics of peace demand even wider
action. Hunger, illiteracy, and disease on other
continents claim our attention. Peace cannot live
on an empty stomach. Peace needs jobs and hope.
We have it within our power—and we owe it to
onr democratic faith—to lead, not merely follow,
the revolution of rising expectations.

We cannot meet these challenges by refusing to
face them. We need to draw up an inventory of
our public needs in such vital areas as education,
health, housing and welfare, with programs for
meeting them,

We need programs to teach displaced workers
new skills. We need special grants to enable some
workers to move to areas of new employment. We
need a better system of unemployment compensa-
tion and a strengthened public employment
service.

We must have programs to help areas and in-
dustries convert from defense to peace employ-
ment. We need joint planning with underdevel-
oped nations to help provide development funds!
And to achieve these programs we need full con-
sultation, planning and participation by all the
major groups in our own country, including man-
agement, trade unions, agriculture and govern-
ment at all levels.

Nobody claims this mobilization for peace will
be easy. Is our present condition easy? Ask any one
of the 5,500,000 men and women without work
today. Would nuclear war be easy? Would a per-
petual balance of terror be easy—or possible?

The question is not what is easy but what is
best, what is true to our deepest commitments,
what is necessary and urgent for the preservation
and enhancement of life.

The economics of peace is the economics of
survival.



SANLEL. stands for

Permanent cessation of nuclear weapons tests:

MORATORIUM on tests until a treaty
is signed.
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT to end all forms
of nuclear weapons tests.
AOEQUATE INSPECTION to prevent treaty violations.
RATIFICATION of treaty by U.S. Senate.
INCLUSION of all nations.
Comprehensive and controlled disarmament:
PHASED in stages of arms control which are
[air to each nation.
INSPECTED to deter violations,
COMPLETE to include all types of weapons
down to small arms.
UNIVERSAL to include all nations.
DISENGAGEMENT of armed forces in tension
areas through inspected and phased withdrawals.

PREVENTION OF THE SHARING of nuclear
weapons with additional nations pending
disarmament agreements.

PLANNING for orderly transition to a
peace-time economy.

Strengthened United Nations:
PERMANENT PEACE FORCE to discourage aggression.
STRONGER WORLD COURT (o arbitrate
conflicts and encourage justice.

USEof substantial savings from disarmament
in massive U.N. economic development

programs.
There is no alternative to peace.
Clip and mail todgy = m = = = —— — — ———

I want to help. Here is my
membership contribution for the year:
O Patron — $100 or more

0 Sustaining Member — $25

O Supporting Member — $10

O Contributing Member — $5

$2.00 of each membership contribution covers
annual snbscription to SANE-USA,

I am interested in receiving:

O Name of nearest local committee
NAME

ADDRESS

CITY . . ZONE STATE
Make check payable to and mail to: NATIONAL SANE,

17 EAST 45TH STREET, NEW YORK 17, N.Y. "G




