
Barry Rubin on 
Human Rights 
and the Equal Time Provision 

“Mass Suicide is Reported by Buddhists in Viet- 
nam,” reports a short on page 10 of the New York 
Times. Twelve nuns and monks had immolated 
themselves in a Mekong Delta village to protest 
persecution by Vietnam’s Communist regime. 

They left behind them an appeal to the authorities, 
asking them to “respect the right to freedom of 
worship of all religions.” Local bureaucrats had 
earlier prohibited display of Buddhist flags, prayers 
for war victims, or observation of “religious silence.” 
Instead, they were ordered to “expound the great, 
glorious and hiqor.ic victory of the revolution.” In 
response to the suicides, the government closed 
down the monastery. 

One thought of those Life pictures of Buddhist 
suicides a decade ago-protesting’ repression by 
their U.S.-supported government and demanding 
peace. Those acts had a tremendous impact on 
America, helping to turn many against the war. Now 
the Buddhists are being far more systematically 
repressed by the “liberation” authorities. Nobody in 
this country seems very interested. 

Why is it so easy in the West to stir up feeling 
about repression in Chile, in South Korea, or in 
Southern Africa, and so difficult to build similar 
interest about similar events in the Communist 
countries and in the Third World bloc? Why is it that 
when Spain executes three Basque terrorists, stu- 
dents, liberals, and intellectuals sign petitions, or- 
ganize demonstrations, and deluge the press with 
letters; yet when the new Cambodian regime causes 
the deaths of thousands of innocent people there is 
a deafening silence? 

There are a number of answers explaining such 
selective passivity here. First, the ingredient of U.S. 
involvement may be missing. Vietnam dominated 
our front pages and evening news because of the 
soldiers and dollars we were pouring into the coun- 
try. People respond most when their own govern- 
ment and, by extension, they themselves are in- 
volved or-to use the favorite word of a few years 
ago- “complicit.” 

The media’s role is most ironic. Reporters make 
headlines over human rights violations in countries 
where they can freely go. The public and Congress 
are informed and may react. In Communist coun- 
tries and in a growing number of Third World dic- 
tatorships potentially critical journalists are banned 
or restricted. 

Further, there is a trend toward state-owned, 
“tamed” media, advocated by authoritarian Third 
World governments through UNESCO. Remember 
the protests about Saigon’s closure of dissident or 
independent-minded newspapers? Now they are 

closed permanently. Generally, the more a regime 
controls the press the better it maintains its image or 
at least forestalls documentation of its misdeeds. 

Our recent political and intellectual history also 
has an effect. Coming out of the fifties, when the 
“free world” was always right, the shattering of 
those myths swung the pendulum in the other direc- 
tion. Suspicion of our own government and press 
was strong. Despite the material basis for this ques- 
tioning, the example of the liberal intellectuals 
who-in the twentiqs and thirties-scoffed at 
stories of Stalinist horrors must also be recalled.’ 

In many liberal student and intellectual circles, 
criticism of Communist or Third World radical re- 
gimes is greeted skeptically. It is considered to be 
somehow too easy, an attempt to ingratiate oneself 
with the powers-that-be. Ten years ago it was more 
courageous to blast US. policy or US. allies. Today 
in those circles it takes more courage to do the 
opposite. Anyone so engaged might be accused of 
being anything from a Reaganite to a CIA agent. 
Support for Soviet dissidents, for example, .is aban- 
doned to conservatives. 

Finally, it seems fair to note that the Western 
intellectual scene, and church figures dealing with 
social issues, are to the left of center. In theory, then, 

rather than “left wing” governments. Such a distinc- 
tion on questions of civil liberties is not surprising 
when it comes from Marxian leftists. Members of 
that group are ,always ready apologists for their .. 
favorite countries. They demand expansion of civil 
liberties and democracy where it will benefit their 

‘cause, while viewing these institutions with con- 
tempt and justifying their destruction in ideologically 
approved countries. 

But there is no reason for liberals-who believe in 
a single standard on these issues-to behave in this 
manner. Why is the destruction of a free press 
horrendous in Chile but not worth mentioning in’ 
Vietnam? Why are free elections so necessary in 
Iran but a distraction.in Iraq? Why is glorification of 
militarism and ideologically defined education so 
contemptible except when practiced in China? Only 
Amnesty International has been able to maintain 
some consistency on such conflicts. 

Former U.S. Ambassador to the U.N., Patrick 
Moynihan, whatever one thinks of him generally, 
has some points to make about this that are worth 
considering. If we’criticize only ourselves, hold only 
ourselves to high standards of accounting, we con- 
demn our country and society to a permanently 
defensive posture. This only adds fuel to the cheap 
but politically profitable anti-Americanism that has 
made such inroads around the globe. If once more 
the US. is to become a recognized defender of 
freedom and human rights, then this role must be 
played not only toward ourselves and our “friends” 
but also in terms of our “enemies.” The U.N. pro- 
vides a chilling example of the possible outcome of 
such “one-sided condemnations.” 

Where, though, is the link of “complicity” that 

they would be more willing to criticize “right wing” 
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might galvanize people into action? The answer is 
that those, like myself, who fought so hard against 
the Vietnam war were not freed from responsibility 
once that battle was “won.” Whether one acted out 
of belief that the National Liberation Front would 
provide a better government, or out of fear that the 
war was damaging U.S. society and interests, or 
simply to end the killing, the objective assistance 
given to those now ruling Indochina is obvious. 

Further, an understanding of the aggressive as- 
pects of Soviet, Chinese, and other foreign national 
policies is necessary to comprehend the context 
within which U.S. policy must move. To criticize U.S. 
actions while maintaining silence on those of others 
creates an atmosphere conducive to believing that 
America is some evil force in the world of innocents. 

Those students and intellectuals supporting in- 
surgent movements in Southern Africa share some 
“complicity” for the postvictory actions of new re- 
gimes. (Reports of fierce repression in Mozambique 
are worth looking into for a start.) Those who oppose 
U.S. support for South Korea might profitably also 
do some study on the authoritarian North Korean 
regime. 

All of us who speak of morality and human rights in 
the conduct of foreign policy need to develop a more 
critical approach to our own inconsistencies and 
blind spots. 

Bar9 Rubin is a journalist specializing in interna- 
tional affairs and a doctoral candidate in history. 

Wolfgang J. Koschnick on 
NATO and the Nondefense of the West 

The Western world, according to some, seems on 
the brink of economizing its own security away. As 
the military st.rength of the Soviet bloc has 
buqeoned, Western planners have become in- 
creasingly concerned about NATO’s ability to thwart 
an invasion from Eastern Europe. The European 
small states have become too used to their comfort- 
able roles as relatively minor contributors to main- 
taining the security ofi the Western world, and to the 
United States beari the brunt of all defense bur- 

guilelessness in matters of internal security, the 
West’s major defense instrument, NATO, is thus in 
serious jeopardy of being squandered away as a 
consequence of budget cuts following the worldwide 
economic recession. 

Ever since France decided in 1966 to withdraw 
from the integrated command structure of NATO- 
thus setting a perilous precedent-the alliance has 
been stumbling from one crisis to another. Mean- 

dens. Through m Y re frivolity and a general 

while it has been virtually wasted away under an 
ever growing lack of political solidarity between its 
member states, which were and are wont to use the 
alliance as a comfortable whipping boy in situations 
of both economic trouble and domestic strife. As a 
consequence, NATO today is in a shambles. 

Its Southern flank has always been threatened by 
political instability. But never before has it been in 
such a state of erosion. Greece and Turkey have 
been embroiled in continuous, almost warlike, con- 
frontations be it over Aegean oil or Cyprus. Greece, 
for its part, has even withdrawn from the integrated 
command of NATO, and Turkey is seriously consid- 
ering an alignment with the Arab world or even 
friendlier relations with the Soviet Union. italy’s 
domestic situation does not lend itself to involve- 
ment in a defense alliance against Communist ag- 
gression. And the poor man on the Iberian penin- 
sula, Portugal, has become NATO’s weakest link. 

At the present time NATO’s Northern flank ap- 
pears more stable; it has always been the most 
vulnerable one. Norway and Denmark staunchly 
refuse fo permit the stationing of foreign troops and 
the erection of military bases on their soil. 

In the wake of the worldwide economic recession 
even NATO’s strength in Central Europe is being 
forfeited, To save cash France is currently withdraw- 
ing 10,000 of its 60,000 troops stationed in West 
Germany. The British Government has announced it 
will bring home large parts of the 55,000 ground 
troops and 9,000 airmen who make up Britain’s 
NATO contingent in West Germany, unless the 
Germans pay for their stationing. Already the U.S., 
which has traditionally concentrated its forces in the 
southern part of Germany, is planning to have a full 
brigade in place between Bremen and the crucial 
North Sea port of Bremerhaven by the end of 1978 to 
compensate for the possible withdrawal of British 
troops. 

One might argue that in no alliance of the world 
have things always been in apple-pie order. This is 
certainly not the first crisis NATO has had to weath- 
er. Then what exactly makes the present situation 
more alarming than the crises of the past? 

Under the doctrine of a “flexible response,” 
adopted in 1967 (replacing “massive and nuclear 
retaliation”), NATO has lost both its flexibility and its 
ability to respond adequately to conceivable acts of 
aggression. Under the guise of detente policy the 
Warsaw Pact has stepped up enormously its offen- 
sive power and has even, in several respects, 
reached a clear superiority. Thus any edge in 
strategic forces previously held by the United States 
has clearly disappeared. As a consequence, the 
military forces of the West are, partially at least, no 
longer sufficient to provide a convincing defense. In 
a recent book highly debated in NATO circles the 
German strategist and onetime chairman of the 
Military Committee of NATO, General Johannes 
Steinhoff, has pointed out that in the conceivable 
cases of a limitedqurprise attack on CentralEurope 
and of a limited conventional attack on the flanks, 
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