
EXCURSUS I 
Beyond Vietnam 

Two years ago the Paris Peace Agreements were 
signed. As I write, the Saigon regime has surren- 
dered several provinces, and refugees flee South 
before violent Communist forces. For this rout and 
for the possibly inirqinent collapse of the Saigon 
regime, who is to be held responsible? 

For years the war in Vietnam has reflected, as in 
a badly cracked mirror, attitudes-within the United 
States. Now there are shaping up two separate but 
related responses, both potentially dangerous. 
President Ford, Secretary of State Kissinger, and 
Secretary of Defense Schlesinger are all making 
statements that would lay the responsibility for the 
present debacle on Congress, on those who would 
terminate or severely limit financial aid to South 
Vietnam. Such responsibility mongering is a 
travesty. It does not reflect what has taken place 
over the years and what is taking place at this 
moment. 

Those who have long been opposed to the war 
in Vietnam must acknowledge that there can be no 
"good end" to the war, that suffering and death is 
the probable fate of many who will be left to the 
mercies of the victors. But they can argue, as they 
have for years. that the results wil l probably entail 
less evil than the ravages of a continuing, highly 
mechanized war in which the United States was a 
principal actor. And to ensure that the evil is in fact 
less, what we can now do, what we should all feel 
an obligation to do, is to pr0vide.a secure haven 
for those South Vietnamese who feel their lives will 
be endangered if they come under control of the 
North Vielnamese. 

The charges of Ford, Schlesinger, and Kissinger 
must not be allowed to discolor our foreign policy 
debates during the rest of the seventies and 
beyond. Contrary to President Ford, the fall of the 
first domino in Indochina will not "vitally affect the 
national security of the United States." Contrary to : 
James Schlesinger, American support for South 
Vietnam has not been "niggardly" and therefore 
the "proximate cause" of the present retreat. And 
i f  Henry Kissinger, when he signed the peace. 
agreements, counted on the American people and 
Congress to give large continuing support for 
Thieu's regime after the withdrawal of American 
troops, he IS less politically astute than most peo- 
ple have given him credit for. No, the responsibility 
for the present sorry situation in Vietnam cannot 
be discharged upon individual "doves" or on the 
"peace movement.'' We would do our country a 
great disservice to launch into a great debate on 

"Who lost Vietnam?" 
There is, however, another danger, which the 

President correctly pointed to, which, in fact, he 
exploits when he says that US. withdrawal from 
Southeast Asia leads naturally to a policy of 
isolatiobism. That danger was evident in the Con- 
vocation for Peace that took place in Washington 
at the end of January. At that event, master of 
ceremonies Ron Young received prolonged ap- 
plause when he said: "As we opposed and strug- 
gled against. U S .  intervention in Indochina, we will 
oppose and struggle against U.S. intervention 
anywhere in the world." A policy for disaster! To 
say that the U.S. should never intervene is simply 
the flip side of the statement that the U.S. should 
intervene wherever and whenever it can bring its 
massive weight to bear. Both of these cracked 
records should be resolutely discarded. 

How serious, and therefore how foolishly 
dangerous, are those who say they oppose U.S. 
intervention anywhere in the world? The answer is 
probably "serious, but confused." Many of these 
people would probably not be opposed to all of the 
following: a boycott of South Africa, pressure on 
the USSR to allow dissidents to leave, pressure on 
Amin to stop the torture and killing of Ugandan 
citizens, massive food shipments to the Sahel or 
India, strong support for the Common Market, con- 
tinued pressure on Israel and the Arab countries to 
arrive at a peaceful settlement. Yet all of these are 
forms of intervention, establish ties of responsibil- 
ity, and could lead, in some instances, to greater 
and different forms of intervention, including mili- 
tary .intervention. 

If history is one of the best teachers, it is equally 
true thatthere seem to be few good students. The 
lessons learned by one generation often seem 
misapplied to the problems of succeeding genera- 
tions. The two large inferences that many are 
drawing from Vietnam should be early put to rest. 
It is not true that those who long opposed US. 
military intervention are responsible for the failure 
of that venture. It is not true that the failure of US. 
intervention in Vietnam means that all intervention 
is wrong, immoral, or impractical. The United 
States remains strong and has a moral responsibil- 
ity to use that strength. Our policy debates should 
now turn on how and when that strength should be 
used. Vietnam should not unduly weight that de- 
bate or divert it into wayward paths. 
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