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Lowell Mellett:

A Need for Better Intelliger.ce

Since We Base All Policies on What We Think Enemy Can
And Will Do, We Might Improve Information Chan, -is

Yeu dan't have to be e aW-
fuily oid to remeinber when
i -was a cocky, relatively
yéapg country, prépared, emo-
tiomally &t least, to take on all
m——vm;;ogmdmu;lg
maphering 35,000 men,
to speak of,) Our

under sl the cir-

doubtless wasn't
tified, but it is & pleas-
ant. ‘of mind to remember
in beglysit to that of today.
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.. And yet woe live in & state of
umoontrolisble jitters.

Much has happened, of
course, to bring our big defense
forees into being on the one
hand and to produce our nerv-
ous tenaion, on the other. Thers
have been two wars of a mag-
unptecedented in world
oupselves involved

our very existence, if and when
1t should seem possible to do 50

_ specessfully.

80 we are obsessed with the
subject of defense—defense
against a military pow:- and a
militant poljtical pt.-osophy.
To defend ourselves sagainst
the one we strain our economic
respurces to the limit, only to
be told by some of the experts
that we are still virtually de-
fenseless. To defend ourselves
against the idea——called com-
mupism-—-we strain our credu-
ity to the Mimit, only tc be told
by the experis in that field that
we still don’t half appreciate
tha danger it represemts. It,
communism, is going to get us
if we don’t watch out—or allow
these experta to do our watch-
ing out for us, giving them a
free hand with which to do it.
Bince these experts would
fastens on us & totalitasiunism
of their own as a protection
against totalitarianism from
abroad, some of us, at least,
have béen reluctant to give

‘them a fres hand. We co.tinue

to consider our native . emo-
cratic idea itz own best de.ense.

As for our military strength
in relation to any that may
threaten us, that is som«thing

. few of us pretend to know

much about. And wi admit to
even less knowledge concern-
ing the actual and ruaerve
strength of our potential ene-
my and what that enemy has
in mind t0 do with it. We are
dispossd to leavs those ques-

tions to the er;<rts in that
fleld.

But these ex..'s provide us
with something less than com-
plete comfort. S8ome say, for
one example, that »e are wide

- open to destructiu: icom ths

air as long as we :ive less than
143 air pPs %7 our own;
others that we can take care of
ourselves with 1.0 sir groupe.
Not knowing a s.:wp from a
wing—and maybe ihey are the
same—we have to _xave the de-
cision to somebody else and
prepare to pay tus larger or
smaller bill, whicrgver it may

be. The great t, we are
told, i3 the stomie . Bk,
while some expe.-¢. presum-
ably in position #: know, say

the enemy’s prepa:=dness and

" purpose.

What it boils down to is that
we are basing most of our for-
eign policy and much of our
domestic policy on what we
think somebody else is-up to.
It seems to be a woefully nega-
tive approach toward such
matiers, but perhaps it's the
best we can achieve. This be-
ing so it would seem desirable
to improve our channels of in-
formation. How to go about
that? I dom't know, but we
eould start with a congres-
slonal inquiry into thoss we
now rely on.




