
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 



again, or i t  should he al~antlonetl as no lorigclr a suit- 
nhlc criterion for determilling n.ho i n  thc .  concrctt- 
these innocents arc’ \\*ho ought ric’\’c’r to hi, killed 
di rcctly.” 

Hartigan notes that “rcccnt litcriiture 1;inients tlic 
fact that. in t h e  considcrntion of the ultim;ite nuc l i~a r  
situation, trnditio~ial nonconihiit;lnc~~ is ignorcd and 
concludes that the only altcrnatives arc ( 1 ) u~iili~terill 
pacifism \vliich \ \ . i l l  1xcseri.e one’s conscience intact 
but possiblg little else or ( 8 )  rnoriil cynicism \r.hich 
condones al~~ndonment  of all norms that seek to limit 
nuclear violence in the nanie of the nation’s right to 
self-defense. Both positions c‘uii legitimutrl!. claim that 
the). iirc premiscd upon vnlues \\,llich are I)ilsic to our 
ethical and political s)~stenis; unfortuiiateljr, the prefer- 
ence for one positio~i and its prime \.nluc. negates the 
\~11ue~ implicit in  the other position. Hereill lies the 
dilemma. Yet i f  both vnlues, the right of the innocent 
person to life and the right of the political comniunit!‘ 
to defend itself against extinction, are  npprcciatcd iis 
competiti\.e priorities, thc~i ;I step may \)CA tnkcii to 
reduce ;I dilemma to n prol)lcm capnhlr of solution.” 

0 

After lengthy ~ U O ~ ~ I ~ ~ O I I S  from his 1956 and ’57 an- 
; i l j ~ ~ , c ~ s  of the hliddle East situation, Hans 3iorgc.ntliau 
lists “three \iihIe altemntives” open to thc. Unitctl 
St;itcs in the \\.ake of the latest crisis in th;1t i1rc.a ( T / / C  
Ncrc Lcaricr, June 19 ). In “asccmding order of prefer- 
eiicc” thesc: are, first, “to accept as ine\.ital)le the cold- 
\var rivalr). behveen the United States and the So\*iet 
Union in the  hliddle East and to use Israel as the 
spearheild in that  ri\.alry - that is, to do esactly \\.hat 
hloscoiv and the Arab states Iii~i.e, \vithout good rei1- 
son, charged thc U.S. is alread). doing. Under the hest 
circumstances, this policy might inipose the restraints 
of the cold \var upon the endcniic \rvilrfiire of thc hiid- 
dle East. hiore likel!-, it \\.auld impart to thc cold u x r  
a new. dimension of instability and thcreby increase 
the risk of a gencral conEagration. 

“The second altcmative is to allon. the nations con- 
cerned to settle their conflicts on the basis of the exist- 
ing distribution of military po\\rer. , . . For the main 
source of instiil)ilit\.‘ in the hliddle List 113s lwen the 
grotesquc discrepancy het\vecn the political order im- 
posed from the outside and the actual distrilwtion of 
military pauper. The discrepancy hiis been revenled 
three times in the arbitrament of war, \vhich has tnvice 
bcm nullified by the imposition of ;I political order 
that took 110 cognizance of it. This alteniativc~ is predi- 
cated upon a genuine hands-off polic). 011 the part of 
the super po\vcrs, a policy not likel!. to be achicbved in 
the present stage of the cold war. 

“The third alternati\re is tl ie imposition of ;I settle- 
ment by the United States and the Soiriet Union, \vhich 
\vi11 at least approximate the actual distribution of mil- 
itary po\f.er and \vi11 take the hliddle East out of the 
competition of the cold \var.” For, says hlorgenthau, 

citing 195s \vintage hforgenthau, “ ‘The LJhited States 
;tiid the So\,iet Union hnrve hvo interests in common in 
the hliddle East. They are both interested in swing to 
i t  that the hliddle East does not strike the spark that 
might ignittl ;i \vorld conflagration; and they are inter- 
ested in settling the outstanding issues that might 
cnusr such ;I spark. Both interests ccin be satisfied only 
through coopewtion and are likely to I)c jeopardized 
I]? militnrjr conipetitioii. . . . . .. 
0 

l\’riting i n  his syndicated column, “The Yardstick,” 
for June 30. Aisgr. Gcorge C. Higgins responded to t\\’o 
\i~ell-kno\rm Aiiiericnn rabbis who “have sevcrcly cnsti- 
gated the Catholic Church in the United States for its 
failure to speak out more Xigorously on behalf of Israel 
during her recent \\riir \rvith the United Arab Republic 
and other Arnh nations in the turhulent Aliddlc E;nst.” 
These critics. hlsgr. Higgins feels, appear “to he argil- 
ing from the premise that the Israel-Arab wnr uras :I 
religious, not to say a ‘hoIy’\var, and that consequently 
the American Catholic ‘establishment’ (i.e., the Amrr- 
icati hierarchy) \vas under some sort of moral obliga- 
tion to support the Israelis without any resenration and 
to do so not merely ils individual American citizens, 
but coIlecti\~el~~ and officially in thc name of Cathol- 
icism and on behalf of the entire Catholic community 
i n  the U.S.” And, further, that “the hierarchy’s failure 
to do so .  . . is prima facie e\ridence that the Church in 
the U. S. is, ;it Iwst, ;i fair-\veather friend of Juda- 
ism. . . . ” 

To hlsgr. Higgins, “what they are sa>ing to the 
;Inmican Bishops runs something like this: You arc 
not our  friends - ilnd \Ye, as Amcricnn Je~vs, cannot 
enter into a genuine dialogue with you in  the cause of 
inter-religious understanding - unless you agree, iu 
idvance, to support ‘oiir‘ side in the Israeli-Aral> con- 
flict and also agree to do SO on our terms and \r.itliout 
any ifs, ands or buts.. . . 1 regard this a s  a form of 
hlnckmail pure and simple.” 

hlsgr. Higgins notes that he “\vas solidly pro-Israel 
in the recent \\par and said so loud and clcnr at t\vo 
public meetings during the early days of the \\*ar.” Hc 
“did not, howewr, regard it as a religioiis, much lcss :I 
‘holy’ war, and \vould have felt no obligation to take 
the side of Israel on ‘religious’ grounds” hnd lie “not  
been persuaded, on the grounds of justice and inter- 
national Ia\r., that  her cause \vas basically right.” 

hloreover, the critics “\vould appear to have a dis- 
torted and grossly exaggerated notion of the conipc- 
tciice and power of the American hierarchy in the 
fjeld of public policy, whether domestic or intcma- 
tional. The Bishops, acting as a collective body, caii 
provide a certain measure of moral guidance on such 
matters, but they cannot force the conscience of their 
people, and if  they were to try to do so, would 1 ~ :  
\videly repudiated.” 

PA hI PHI LUS 


