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II’e did not need the additional eiidence, but much of the dis- 
cussion which swirled around the hlideast crisis during early 
June confirmed the sad state of general political debate. 

During the long and continuing debates on I‘ietnam many 
people had gro\vn accustomed to using certain arguments, 
concepts and terms as if  they had clear and universal applica- 
tion. But \\.hen they found that the same arguments and con- 
cepts, applied to the Israeli-Arab conflict, could lead them to 
conclusions they regarded as unpalatable, they were bewil- 
dered, Some of the “peace movement” journals continue to 
print anguished letters from people whose recent certainties 
are now overthrown. Scales of innocence haire dropped from 
their eyes; they have, in their terms, gazed on e\d clearly; the!, 
can no longer discern that piire path nfhich once had seemed 
to cut so neatly through the complesities of international iif- 

fairs. For some of these people it is the end of what they had 
regarded as positive political acti1ity; for others it is the be- 
ginning of political education. 

To note these facts is not to mock the people invol\ved. As 
many of them readily acknoivledge, they are esccedingly 1111- 
nerable. Innocent of serious political theory nlid untested by 
history, they formed and raised their arguments unsystematic- 
ally on premises too narrow to long support them. One cannot, 
they leaned, extrapolate from l‘ietnani to a11 other interna- 
tional conflicts. 

But if allowance can be made for those \vho are politically 
naive and untutored, Lvhat can be said about the confusion of 
others - leaders in our society - whose experience and author- 
ity admit no such allowance? For the confusion is evident 
among esperts who defend and esperts ~ 1 1 0  criticize U.S. 
policy in 17ietnam. It is reported, for example, that John P. 
Roche, a special Presidential consriltant, referred sarcastically 
to those who oppose present U.S. intervention in Vietnam hut 
who wished the U.S. to intervene in the Arab-Israeli crisis as 
“doves for war.” Intended as anything more than an ohioris 
and i r r e h m t  joke, such a comment is intellectuall~~ con- 
temptible. It refuses to recognize that different political reali- 
ties require different political action and that, excepting the 
consistent pacifist, one niay see armed intervention justified in 



somc c;iscs but not in others. 
The confusion \viis most clearly revealet1 in the 

st;itcnicnt of Arthrir Schlcsingcr, Jr . ,  1vho refiisetl 
t o  sizii ;I stiitcincnt urging U.S. inter\vention in the 
hliddlc L i s t  crisis saying. “ I  think it inconsistent 
to f:i\wr r.inil;itcral interisention in onc part of the 
\\.oi.ltl \\.lien I’m iilr~ad\.. opposed to lilliliiteriil in- 
tc.i-\rtitioii in nnothcr pnrt of the \i*orld.” And, pos- 
sil)ly rccogiiizing this as  ii not wholly siltisfactory 
s t ; i tc>~~iei~t ,  lie \\’;IS impcllcd to tlic desperate straits 
of iiddiiig tliat his \+nrs on tlic hliddle East were 
iiol)od>r’s Iiusiness. 

The conimciits of hlcssrs. Roche and Schles- 
iiigcr suggcst - altliougli the contrar), Intist surel>r 
1)c the ciisc - that tliey I ~ c l i e \ ~  some single prin- 
ciple ciiii I)c ;I sufficient criterion for decision in  
circiinist;iiiccs of tlic most ixried coniplesities. But 
t l i c ~ r c ~  is 1 1 0  iirii\~ersal political s o l \ ~ w t  that \vi11 dis- 
soh*c ; i l l  iiic.wy situations. no single political touch- 
s t ( H I  (: t 11 ;it \\* i I I d iscrimi i ia  te het !{Teen the just and 
l l i c  i i r i j r i l ; t  coiiflict, the justifialh and tlie unjristi- 
fiiible intcrvention. 

hlost pcople speak in fn\*or of pence; \var is 110 
longer rcgardcd :IS a laudable enterprise. But most 
p c q ) l c  also speak in fa\ror of justice. ;5nd surcl). 
(>i l l> ,  t l i c  politically ohtusc can continue to speak 
; i d  x t  ;is i f  the hvo ncvcr come into conflict. Am1 
wlicn tliey do, no resolution can ignore those his- 
torical particulars which \.ary in every situation. 

1 1 1  his approiicli to :i definition of “interven- 

tion,” ,Ilanfrcd Halpern I I ~ I S  \vritteii: “\l‘e live at 
n time ndien intenpention, 1)). siih\.erting the so\’- 
ercign t ! ,  of 11iiti011iil independence, miiy further 
iindcrmine the onl), rules of the that no\\’ 
mnintnin order. !.et \ then only inter\reiition ma?. Iw 
nlde to restore the frcc operation of these nilcs. 
 sa\^ freedom in a nntioii or, indeed, help to creiltc 
a more seciire and niorc freel!. intcrdcpcndcnt 
\vorld order. In oiir IiTorld, intervention cnii 1)c 
rnoriil or immori11, or simultaneously illegal ;ind 
justifiable. The morality of inter\.ention is deter- 
mined both by the principles it creates or dcstroj’s 
and 1 ) ~ .  the contingencies of circumstmccs. Inter- 
\ ~ i i t i o n  therefore invoh-es ;i renlm of mornlit), i i i  

\r.hich a discussion of principles is esscntinl but i n  
~ ~ l i i c l i  1 1 0  discusssion of principles has relc\~nnce 
for the nest act of inter\mtion or noniiiter\witioii 
until the circumstances surrounding that act halve 
also been discussed.” 

IVhat has been absent in much of oiir political 
M a t e  is a sense of the relation Iwhveen iicccss;ir- 
il!. abstract principles and the “contingencies of 
circiimstances.” This i1l)sence is n flaw which, iip- 
pnrently, cuts across all le\.els of political discus- 
sion. 1 1 1  the discussion of an!. subject \ve shoiiltl 
cspect no greater clarity than the si11,ject itself 
allo\vs. But it  \vould be ~nelancholy to conclude 
that we cannot surpass tlie le\.cl we Iia\.e attained 
in our discussion of the hiideast conllict. 

1. F. 

in the magazines 

Ric1i:ird S. Hiirtigin, in “Noncombatant I m n i u n i h :  
Rc4liictioiis oii Its Origins and Prescmt Status” (Tlic Rc- 
L. i c - iL .  of Politics. Apri l ) ,  advances the  thesis “that the 
rolcb of ci\di;in iiiiniunity ncliicvcd its present form 
primiirily iIs the  rcsult of long custom and practice. 
;iiitl oiily scw~iidiirily iis the result of deducti\rc moral 
rcwoiiing,” and  t l i i i t  “this, in tuni, meam that the ethi- 
C U I  prohibition ngiiinst sl;i>piiig tlie innocent intention- 
;ill!, inny iiot bib perfectly coiigrueiit \\.it11 tlic prilctical 
rulc t l i i i t  distiiiguislics I)eti\.een ci\.iliaiis aiid armed 
forccis.” I I I  su1)port. lie offers n re\.ie\v of the philosopli- 

ical and historical de\.elopment of the principle of 
civilian ininiunih, and concludes t h a t  “instead of en- 
shrining this relative and expediential norm urith an 
nlxoluteness that i t  docs not and \vas never intentled 
to possess, it may be recognized for \\*hat i t  is: a juritli- 
cnl detcmiination that hiis its roots in customary de- 
velopment and expression aiid that i n  a past age \\*as 
easily identifiable \\.it11 an  accepted ethical norm. If 
today its inherent practicability as a rule of limitation 
in modem \varfare is doubtful. then either i t  ought to 
be re-examined carefully i n  order to make it  applicable 


