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Not A Line of This Illuminating Testimony Appeared in the New York Times

George Kennan Tells How We Might Really Liberate East Europe
// is a journalistic scandal that the New York Times did not

carry a line on the testimony of George Kennan, once the
State Department's "Mr. X" at the opening of the Senate's
Humphrey disarmament subcommittee hearings January 9.
Mr. Kennan's testimony indicates how the Soviet satellites
really might be liberated. We believe readers will find
Mr. Kennan's testimony indispensable for an understanding
of what is happening in Eastern Europe and of the political
preconditions for making any progress on disarmament talks.
Since this testimony, which runs counter to official policy,
was slighted or ignored by the press and the wire services,
we are providing the heart of what Mr. Kennan had to say
from the official but unpublished committee transcript.—IPS.

Mr. Kennan told the Humphrey Subcommittee:
"If means could be found for the peaceable and gradual re-

traction of Soviet power—I am speaking here of Europe—to
levels which would be more tolerable with world stability, then
I think that is the best thing that can happen from the stand-
point of the reduction of armaments throughout the world.

"But if it comes in the way of a flagrant and violent defi-
ance of the present military alliances in Eastern Europe, it is
my belief that the Soviet government would then see itself
compelled to take action much more violent even than it has
recently taken in Hungary and the main sufferers then would
be the satellite peoples whose fortunes, I am sure, we all have
at heart. . ..

"I have never felt that there was any great possibility of ar-
riving at any multilateral agreement for the reduction of arma-
ments, of conventional armaments, as long as you had Ameri-
can and Soviet forces face-to-face in the middle of Germany.

"I believe that this problem has to be tackled first, and that
only when some solution has been found to that can you expect
a mutual reduction of the size of armed forces and even then,
I am not sure that it can come by agreement. I think it might
just come by unilateral action on both sides. . . .

What the Russians Fear
"In my opinion the Soviet leaders are sincere in their be-

lief, whether or not they are right, that any unilateral with-
drawal of their forces from Eastern Europe, any withdrawal
that is not balanced by some compensatory action on the west-
ern side, would in the present circumstances be detrimental,
seriously detrimental, both to the military security of the Soviet
Union and to the internal security of the regime.

"They consider that if any of the Eastern European countries
were to depart from the Warsaw Pact—and it will be remem-
bered that this was the request of the Nagy government—it
would almost immediately become a member of the Western
military bloc, which they insist on regarding, I think quite
wrongly, as hostile to themselves. . . .

"On the other hand if no such military security considera-
tions were involved, if there were no Atlantic Pact and if U.S.
forces were not in Europe, if the Germans were not a member
of the Atlantic Pact, and if they don't have to fear that in re-
leasing the Eastern European peoples to a greater freedom, it
would merely be consigning these people to inclusion in the
Atlantic Pact group, then I think there would be a real ques-

tion whether they would consider it desirable and expedient
to try to continue to maintain the same sort of military hegem-
ony in Eastern Europe that they have maintained up to this
time. . . .

What the West Must Decide
"All this means, as I see it, that we have here in the West

a certain basic policy decision to be made. If we wish to con-
tinue to make things as difficult as possible for the Soviet gov-
ernment in Eastern Europe—and there is a lot to be said for
that, because they are to blame for their problems there today,
and I have no sympathy with them in the problems they have
got—if we wish to let them toss unaided on the horns of what
I think is the dilemma in which they have involved themselves,
then we ought to continue to do what we have been doing in
recent years, and to make no new proposals with regard to
Germany or with regard to a general European settlement.

"If we cling to our present position, I believe that the Soviet
leaders will feel that they have no choice but to cling to theirs,
to retain their troops in Eastern Europe and to continue as best
they can the tragic effort to repress the national feelings of the
Poles and the others.

"When I say they will feel that they have no choice, I mean
no choice from their standpoint, because they v.il! see the al-
ternative to that as a disastrous collapse of their prestige in
that area, and one which is apt to carry into the Soviet Union
itself. . . .

[The alternative is] "some shift in the Western position
directed toward the eventual reduction or redisposition or
withdrawal of both the Soviet armed forces in Central Europe
and toward the early political unification of Germany, and
toward the supplementing of the existing alliances by some
sort of a general European security pact.

Senators Alarmed over Germany
SENATOR SYMINGTON: ". . . Would you be willing to scrap

NATO in order to have our troops get out of Western Ger-
many and Russian troops out of Poland or Eastern Germany?

MR. KENNAN: "I am inclined to think that the dangers
might be less by not having Germany in NATO, if the Soviets
would really get out of Eastern Europe. When we established
NATO, the Germans were not in it, and it was not intended
at that time, as I recall it, that they should be. ... If we say
the Germans are to remain in NATO, we say we are going to
hold the division of Europe. . . .

SENATOR HUMPHREY: "Are we not somewhat on the spot
here in terms of the German reunification question, speaking
in terms of any demilitarized zone, lest we undermine a very
good friend in the West German Republic, namely, Chancel-
lor Adenauer ?

MR. KENNAN: "That is unquestionably true. . . . But it is a
question which I think we ought to explore in the light .of
most recent happenings. .

"I think it might be possible for the satellite peoples to re-
gain a real independence if that came within the framework of
a general European settlement in which the Western powers,
including ourselves, would also make certain concessions."
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The Old Red Menace-She Ain't What She Used to Be
For those interested in watching the climate of opinion, we

report three related—and hopeful—items at the very begin-
ning of the 85th Congress. The President's annual State of the
Union message this year, Elsenhower's fifth, was the first to
contain no reference to Communism or "subversion" as a do-
mestic problem. A bill (S. 371) to repeal the non-Communist
oath provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act was introduced by—
of all people—Goldwater (R. Ariz.), hitherto a faithful fel-
low traveller of the National Association of Manufacturers.
And a newspaper friend on the other side of the political fence
tells us that Senator Jenner (R. Ind.) said sadly, "I have so
few friends left in the Senate that if I had a heart attack there
wouldn't be enough to carry me to the cloakroom."

No one was more startled than Senator McNamara (D.
Mich.) by the Goldwater bill to repeal the non-Communist
oath provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act. McNamara, the only
trade unionist in the Senate, introduced a bill to repeal the
oath early last session (S. 3187) but couldn't even get it re-
ported out of committee. This time Goldwater introduced an
almost identical bill before McNamara had time to re-intro-
duce his. McNamara's office was surprised, indignant and be-
wildered. Goldwater is up for reelection in 1958, but Arizona
is hardly a labor stronghold; no one seems to know just why
he sponsored this legislation. Goldwater's own explanation
in a press release is that the non-Communist oath is no longer
needed because Congress passed the Butler bill two years ago
allowing the Justice Department to act against "Communist in-
filtrated" unions: "The Arizona Republican said further that
the work that has been done by the unions themselves in re-
moving Communists from their ranks is an additional and
compelling reason for the adoption of his amendment." This

substitutes a gold star for the red badge. The U.S. Chamber of
Commerce must be wondering what infiltrated Barry Gold-
water.

Against this background it is easy to understand the gloom
enveloping our colleague, Mr. Westbrook Pegler. "The cam-
paign against communism and communists is over," he wrote
bitterly in the New York Journal-American January 10, "and
the fight has been lost. . . ." He added that "not so long ago a
friend counselled me to forget communism as a personal issue
involving individuals . . . Americans who were 'misled' when
they were in college under Roosevelt are extremely sensitive
and many of them now occupy positions in which they can hurt
crusaders who reveal the errors of their troubled youth." This
sounds like an implied threat. Have mercenary syndicate man-
agers and greedy capitalist publishers, been putting pressure on
an independent crusading columnist? Mr. Pegler hints that he
is not only under pressure but about to give way. "There have
been martyrs to faith in ages past who were stoned and
scourged," he noted darkly, "and driven forth to live in hairy
skins in caves. But to suffer and die for God is not exactly the
same as to endure abuse and horrible injustice for a mere
political cause." Does this mean that Mr. Pegler, under perse-
cution, is about to throw in the sponge ? We had hoped, when
we came to that bit about "hairy skins in caves", that he would
stick it out. It would have been an inspiring sight to see Mr.
Pegler, holed up in the Palisades, nattily dressed like Johnny
Weissmuller for a Tarzan picture, resolutely pecking out
another column for posterity, tracing the income tax straight
back to Karl Marx or linking some newly appointed deputy
collector of customs with a man of the same name said to have
signed an appeal for the Scottsboro boys in 1935.

U. S. Press Misleading on Meaning of Shift from Eden to Macmillan
The replacement of Eden by Macmillan is being presented

in most of the American press as an effort to placate the U.S.
But the British press pro and con views the new Cabinet as so
completely staffed with Eden men as to be a challenge to the
U.S. and a declaration of continued independent policies.
Macmillan, who supported Eden on the Suez adventure, was
picked over Butler, who opposed Eden and hoped to step into
his shoes as a State Department favorite. The fact that
Churchill and Salisbury advised the Queen to pick Macmillan
means that Britain's two leading elder statesmen share popular
resentment over U.S. policy on Suez and wanted Washington
to know that in Eden's resignation Britain was not "knuckling
under" to Dulles, a pro-Axis apologist in the pre-war days
when Eden risked his political future to oppose appeasement
of Mussolini and Hitler. The new Prime Minister was like
Eden an anti-Axis rebel against Neville Chamberlain and at
home an advocate of a progressive conservatism.

The Truman article on the Mid-East, presented here as sup-
port of Eisenhower, appeared in the London Daily Express un-
der headlines an inch high, "We Let Britain Down." This
was based on Truman's "I would ask what the American peo-
ple think we should do if the Panama Canal were seized in
violation of treaties and made subject to the will of a dictator.
I know what I would do." The Truman article was read as a
defense of Eden's Suez policy.

Eden and Dulles differed sharply on the cold war; Eden, like
Churchill and Salisbury, favored negotiation and relaxation of
tension. Eden with Churchill's backing insisted on the summit
meeting and brought it about over Dulles's objections. "It is
no longer a secret," Constantine Brown, the well-informed
diplomatic correspondent of the Washington Evening Star re-
ported January 14, "that neither President Eisenhower nor
Secretary Dulles was enthusiastic over the scheme [of meeting
Krushchev and Bulganin at Geneva]. But once they had
agreed to make that useless move they had to play along and
pretend for a few weeks at least that everything was fine and
co-existence between the wolf and the lambs was around the
corner." This is an interesting sidelight on the spirit in which
Eisenhower and Dulles went to Geneva.

One of the areas in which the Macmillan government and
Washington may not see eye to eye is the Middle East. Lon-
don expects Washington to take over its annual $33,000,000
subsidy to Jordan and with it control of the Arab Legion.
British opinion like French is growing more pro-Israel and the
military correspondent of the influential Sunday Times of Lon-
don (Jan. 13) suggested that Britain ally itself with Israel and
make Haifa its main middle eastern base. This he wrote,
"would unquestionably alienate the Arab bloc, but a strong
base there would so alter the balance of power in the Middle
East that such alienation might be a price worth paying."
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