
nation would ultimately prevail. If he is proved right, 
Christians with their own vision of international 
community, and their own conspicuous failures to 
achieve it, might feel moved to lament at least as 
much as they rejoice. 

Tracy Ear/y is a writer living in New York. 

EXCURSUS I1 
Martin Green on 
Literary Criticism and War 

Bookmen like myself tend to think we know all about 
the imaginative life. We identify the whole range of 
man’s imaginative life with literature; and if it is the 
novelist and the poet who explore new modes of 
feeling, it is the critic and the scholar who patrol and 
administer them. Thus bookmen are in fact the 
legislators of mankind. And most other intellectuals 
assent implicitly to our claim. Only among anti- 
intellectuals am I aware of much resistance. 

The idea is nonsense. Literature seen from this 
point of view (as an ordering and organizing activity 
within the imaginative life) is a cultural function that 
works against other cultural functions. It is not the 
imagination as a whole but one form of the imagina- 
tion, and it is in polar opposition to other forms. Its 
opponents vary from period to period, though the 
opposition usually seems eternal and essential at 
the time. For instance, in earlier ages it was often 
said, with great plausibility, that sexual experience 
could not be put into literature. Our generation of 
novelists, helped by the general erotic movement of 
our culture, has disproved that. It was a big change, 
demanding moral, intellectual, and aesthetic effort. 
Mailer used to talk about a sexual frontier, which 
was where the action was for a writer. Now that 
frontier is settled. 

But polarity is permanent. Literature is still hostile 
to certain kinds of experience; notably to war. 
Novelists are often interested in writing about war; 

but critics aren’t. In the individual novelist’s mind 
“literature” acts as a drag on his enterprise. If we 
had a militarist movement in our culture, like the 
erotic movement, the polarity could no doubt be 
overcome; but we haven’t. 

These reflections are prompted by reading Peter 
G. Jones’s War and the Novelist (University of 
Missouri Press), a survey of American novels about 
the Second World War, Korea, and Vietnam; and 
particularly prompted by the book’s foreword by 
M.L. Rosenthal. 

Rosenthal begins by quoting Whitman, who said 
about the Civil War: “The real war will never get into 
the books.” Evenour novels, says Rosenthal, which 
name much grosser realities than the books of the 
18603, soon lose their ability to shock. The fact is 
undeniable, but I doubt the implied explanation. 
What strikes me is not the dulling power of artistic 
conventions in general, but the social distance be- 
tween the experience of war in particular and the 
literary experience. Rosenthal seems to have 
realized that distance and that opposition only in the 
middle of writing his foreword. 

His language is highly emotional, and itself full of 
the imagery of war. “Compassion, like shocked 
dismay, flames up and then is muffled by the sheer 
number of demands on it, and the usual distance of 
most of us from what is happening.” He protests 
(implicitly) against Peter Jones’s objectivity of 
tone-the “clear intellectual perspective” in which 
he puts the novels, and against the way Jones 
“spreads the information about them before us.” 
Jones is a professional army man, and that “puts 
him at a considerable remove from people who find it 
impossible to imagine using a gun or a bayonet.” 
This disturbance of Rosenthal’s-at war and at 
Jones’s undisturbedness-produces some very 
turgid sentences. “On that issue of war’s timeless- 
ness and universality depends the matter of whether 
humanity can at last act in its own interests rather 
than suffering abject subjection again and again to 
the ‘policies’ of governments trapped by set rituals 
of response and decision.” This flurry of cliches- 
the reading man’s protest phrases, worn thin by 
overuse, fluttering up like paper against the 
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bombs-betoken emotional as well as intellectual 
upset. 
. Apropos “that issue”-and for the only time- 
-Rosenthal argues against Jones. The latter had said 
that “war is a timeless and universal phenomenon.” 
Rosenthal cannot agree: “I think the idea begs the 
human question involved.” He says no more than 
that, but presumably it is fair to extrapolate: “War is 
not timeless and universal; it is an exceptional 
interruption to life’s natural course of events, a 
nightmare interlude, exempt from ordinary laws, 
excised from normal experience.” And I suppose 
lots of people do still think that, except when forced 
to consider “war and the novelist.” But there is really 
no excuse for doing so. Even the novelists, at their 
greatest, have always told us the truth. War and 
Peace-these are not merely mutually exclusive 
contrasts, they are also mutually dependent, mutu- 
ally generative states of being. And if, to Americans, 
that could seem only hypothetical up to 1941 , surely 
it must seem experiential now. 

Of course one must honor Rosenthal for respond- 
ing to this truth as feelingly as he does when he 
discovers it. And of course one is not much better 
off, practically, for the discovery-it doesn’t make 
one able to “use a gun or a bayonet,” for instance. 
But I do think it’s a prime intellectual duty to face the 
fact and to draw from it the necessary conclusions 
about the condition of being, for instance, a literary 
critic. 

If war is as real as peace, every day, then the 
formal exigencies of the novel, and even more the 
pedagogic exigencies of criticism, must often seem 
impertinent as applied to scenes of war; they are so 
wholly rooted in conditions of peace. It calls for 
unusual tact to say anything about war experience, 
from a literary-crjtical point of view, that will not turn 
the reader’s stomach with a sense of blasphemous 
triviality. Jones is not experienced enough as a critic 
to avoid those dangers. We soon sicken at hearing 
that, for instance, Stephen Crane “blends epic de- 
vices and a romantic protagonist with naturalistic 
action that reverberates with the advent of technol- 
ogy in warfare.” But the appropriate tact could only 
be derived from a true sense of the situation-from 
imagining all the elements involved in a situation 
that includes literary criticism and war. So I am 
inclined to blame his teacher rather than him for his 
failure. 

Rosenthal tells us he first became aware of Jones 
in a graduate seminar, where the latter wrote a 
paper on La Condition Humaine, a novel that was 
one of the great romantic touchstones of Rosen- 
thal’s youth. Jones’s paper taught him a great deal, 
simply by correlating the individual characters and 
events with the larger military situation depicted. 
That military situation was something Rosenthal 
hadn’t imagined, often as he had read the novel. 
Well, I recognize myself completely in Rosenthal 
there, but I accuse both of us of a fatal triviality. 

Marfin Greqn is author of Transatlantic Pqtterns. 

AROUND WASHINGTON 
OPEC GROWING MORE POWERFUL: MORE 

OIL... While plans for the new Cabinet-level Energy 
Department are in their final stages, US. depen- 
dence on foreign oil is escalating, calling into ques- 
tion the goals outlined in the Carter “National En- 
ergy Plan.” 

Oil imports early this year reached the level of 50 
per cent of our consumption, about 9 mbd (million 
barrels per day): This is more than twice the amount 
imported in 1975 and more than seven times what 
was imported just seven years ago. 

An important Library of Congress study released 
in June predicts that by the mid-1980’s the U.S. will 
require about 7.4 mbd from Middle Eastern and 
North African countries alone, nearly three times the 
current amount from these sources. The US. de- 
mand for all foreign oil is expected to be near l l mbd 
in 1980 and 16 mbd in 1985. 

With such a situation just a few years off it is no 
wonder the Library of Congress study predicts that 
“the OPEC oil cartel will become stronger than it is 
now by the 1980s.” 

Thirty energy analysts worked over a nine-month 
period to complete the study, “Project Interdepen- 
dence: US. and World Energy Outlook Through 
1990,” which was headed by Dr. Herman T. 
Franssen. As yet unexplained are a number of major 
contradictory findings between this study and the 
assumptions relied on by President Carter last April 
in presenting his energy plan to the nation. 

For instance, the president stressed a greater 
reliance on coal. His plan is to displace oil imports by 
raising coal production to 1.1 billion tons by 1985. 
But “our analysis of coal is far more pessimistic,” Dr. 
Franssen stated .in June. “lndustriai users simply 
will not convert from oil and natural gas to coal 
unless they are forced to convert.” Yet Carter’s plan 
is basically one of incentives, not coercion. 

The Library of Congress study also takes issue 
with a publicly released CIA report to which the 
president drew specific attention. Whereas the CIA 
concluded that the Soviet Union and Eastern bloc 
countries would import up to 3.5 mbd of oil by the 
mid-l980’s, the Library of Congress study states 
that “The Soviet Union is not expected to become a 
net exporter or importer of energy throughout the 
1980’s.” 

The U.S. strategic oil reserva has just begun to be 
stored, and within a few years the US. will have in 
the ground oil to get us through-at least for a few 
months-an embargo or any disaster that might 
affect oil supplies. Still, American reliance on foreign 
oil, and increasingly on OPEC oil, will affect our 
political and military postures for some time to come. 

... AND PETRODOLLARS. OPEC’s importance 
as a source of oil itself is only one part of the 
organization’s still accumulating muscle. The finan- 
cial power represented both by unprecedented 
spending programs and stupendous financial re- 
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