
is poisoning and brutalizing our domestic life. 
Psychological incompatibility has proven to be 
more controlling than financial feasibility; and 
the Great Society has become a sick society.” 

Not all will agree with Senator Fulbright’s 
analysis, and what he terms the intangible many 
wil l  regard only as airy speculation. But those 
who dismiss the intangible of which he speaks 
seem to be those who are most puzzled hy the 
riots, their cause and their unfound cure, and 
who now seek answers in statistics compiled by 
investigating teams. 

Even those who would agree that the relation 
hehveen Vietnam and Detroit is that described 

by Senator Fulbright need not, however, am’ve 
at  his judgment of the war in Vietnam. It is, after 
all, possible to admit that the cost of the war in 
Vietnam is high; that it demands much in terms 
of life, intelligence, money, and resources; that 
its impact on our own society is deleterious - it 
is possible to admit all this and yet say that it is 
a cost we must, as a nation, be prepared to bear. 
But in considering, or reconsidering, our attitudes 
toward the war in Vietnam what we should not 
be able to do is to exclude from our calculations 
the impact of that war on our society and the 
disproportionate impact on the most disadvan- 
taged members of our society. J.F. 

in the magazines 

In the city of Dearbom, hlichigan, the “only com- 
munity to have held a referendum on the Vietnam 
war thus far,” 41% of those who cast their ballots an- 
swered “yes” to the question “Are you in favor of an 
immediate ceasefire and withdrawal of United States 
Troops from Vietnam so Vietnamese people can settle 
their own problems?” 

As reported by Harlan Hahn and Albert Sugarman 
(\i’ar/Pcace Report, hiay), who conducted inteniews 
with n cross-section of Dearborn residents, “the out- 
come of the vote represented more than a simple re- 
sponse to the referendum question. Significantly, a 
small working class neighborhood in the shadow of the 
main Ford plar,t was the only area of the city that cast 
a majority vote in favor of an immediate withdrawal 
from Vietnam. Conversations with a large number of 
Dearbom residents revealed a sh-iking contrast be- 
hvecn relatively high status residents whose opinions 
Lvere sk7ped by ideological considerations and lower 
status voters wlio took a highly personal approach to 
the question. The difFerences between upper middle 
class and lower class people were reflected both in 
their voting on the question and in their attitudes to- 
nwd democratic processes such as a referendum in 
the shaping of U.S. military policy.” 

The authors assert that “in most American com- 
munities probably few legal barriers e.uist that would 
prevent the holding of local referendums on questions 
of tvx and peace. In all three hlichigan urban areas, 

city attorneys advised that the submission of such is- 
sues to the electorate was legally permissible. A last- 
minute effort in the federal courts to obtain an in- 
junction to prevent the Dearbom referendum was 
unsuccessful.” 
0 

“Betrayal” is one among A Catalog of Sins  ~ 4 t h  
which \Villiam F. hlay deals in a forthcoming book, 
R portion of which is repripted in the Spring issue of 
Cross Crrrrenfs. Here May offers an examination of 
the theological understanding of treason; and when 
he relates this spiritual problem to American life, 
he finds a “tension behveen social structure and social 
style.” 

First, “men owe their very existence and well-being 
to God. Apart from him, they would vanish into 
nothing. The creature belongs wholly to God and to 
Cod alone. The protection that God offers, moreover, 
is not a general sort of protection proffered from a 
distance. In redeeming men, he shared the very sub- 
stance of his life with them in the person of his son. 
He extended himself toward men in the way that no 
country could afford to: he died for them. This fact 
is touchingly clear in the rites attendant to a military 
funeral. The casket of a soldier is draped with his 
country’s flag, but when the coffin is about to be 
loivered into the ground, the flag is neatly folded and 
withdrawn. At the last moment, if you will, it betrays 



him. A man may die for his countv,  but the co~nh-)r 
does not die for the man. 

“The. protection of God is subject to no such limit. 
This is at  the center of Christian affirmation. God 
\vent down into the grave, Ivhere no flag c m  go. . . . 
Unreserived protection desen’cs unresened loyalty. 

“Treason in this theological context is a failure to 
qrant to Cod unconditional loyalty. Thus, it is the 
generic feature of all sin rather than the specific sin 
of political treason or personal betrayal. All sins are 
treasonous in character and not just the specific sin of 
political treason or personal betrayal. A man may fail 
to be loyal to God through acts of political treason, but 
may fail equally by nn idolatroiis attitude toward the 
state. He may fail to be loyal to Cod when he betrays 
anotlier person, but equally by R slavish devotion to 
an  authoritarian personality. 

‘ I .  . , The fact that n l l  sin is treason against God 
dors not mefin t h t  all :icti\*ities legally defined as 
treasonoris a re  in fact sinful or that \vhen they are 
sinful they, alone, ilre sin. Indeed, precisely liecarise 

siri is treasonous, not all political treason can he 
charactcrizcd as sin. Unconditional Ioyalt). to God 
means that loyalty to n particuliir country, govem- 
ment, or party can never I I C  unconditionnl.” . . . 
“In contemporary . hc r i can  society,” Professor hiay 

states. “the shape of the spiritual problem of Ioyalh 
has both changed and  intensified. It has changed, in 
that pul~lic treason and personal betrayal arc more 
distinct from one another than in the distant past. 
Pu1,lic treason is an impersonal act directed against 
the national state. Retrn!d of the person, menmvhile. 
is a private act, directed, most typically, not against 
those superior to oneself but ag:iinst one’s equals. In 
equalitarian America, betrayal is one of the most 
troubling - and yet unexamined - of sins, directed, 
most typically, against one’s friends. 

“Not since Josiah Royce, however, has the problem 
of personal loyalh and disloyalty rccei\*ed much at- 
tention from American moralists. This oversight has 
its own serious consequences, not the least of which is 
the tendency of people to he especially self-righteous 
toward those accused, or found su i lb ,  of political 
disloyalh. The Fur>. of a nation totyard its traitors, 
real and imagined, may reflect not simply the serious- 
ness of the crime but also men’s uneasiness toxvard 
their onm daily. hut unexamined, treasons.” 

0 

A new monthly called IRITERPLAY of Etimpcan! 
American Affairs was born in June, to comment upon 
the “supranational convergence of problems,” and 
especially those which arise hehyeen Western Europe 
and America where “the process of economic and 
social integration has already gone so far as to pose- 
serious political dilemmas.” According to an editorial 
in the first issue “the future relationship behveen the 
t u o  a r e s  (and the preliminary question of the form 

in Ivhich Europe can hasten its own inekitable inte- 
gration) ilre the prime subjects of a discussion for 
which Iiitcrplay hopes to provide forum. Behind the 
immediate debate lies a historical process which is 
already far advanced and which provides the context 
in \vhich this niagazine has been created.” The pub- 
lication’s editorial advisory board reflects this ~ V O -  
cont inent  approach 3s do the contributors to Vol. 1, 
No. 1. (US. o$ce: 200 \Vest 57 Street, New York 
10019. $6.00 for one year.) 
a 

In the wake of the Cuban missile crisis came a 
So\Get-..tmeriran understanding that nuclear war is 
to he avoided; noli‘ the two “have been developing 
areas of coninion interest, as yet unformulated, against 
the incidence of small wars, and fa\*oring agreements 
on ways of avoiding them,” Seymour Melman writes 
in the June I9 issue of The Nation. Because of this 
shared “interest in tr).iIJg afresh to come to grips with 
the main world security problem of our time: ’small 
wars,’ and the absence of any reliable mechanism 
for dealing with small Lvars,” hfelmati thinks it  timely 
to suggest “some of the innovations that may be appro- 
priate in  designing an intemational pcace-keeping 
force,” ni th  some hope of its success. 

Ono, solution, he says, is “an automatically triggered 
security sj’stem,” much like R ‘%ig-city police force,” 
Ivhich \vould send ap inspection team to any area 
from n number of team centers around the world. 
Their duty would be to determine “whether there is 
indeed an armed conflict, or an imminent confiict” and 
also “whether the dispute is international,” according 
to “rigoroi~sly defined” criteria. If the latter, “the 
peace-keeping force itself arrives at the site. declares 
and administers ;I cease-fire. . , . Thereafter, within 
a fixed tinie limit, the international force could be 
required to turn ocer the dispute at issue to an ap- 
propriate body.” Provisions are made by the author for 
“the reliability of operation of the intemational se- 
curity force,” and for its “impartiality.” 

‘4s XIelman sees it, “in the short run, an international 
pescc-keeping force could .be composed of highly 
niobile niised units of the U.S. and Soviet armies. 
Until the international peace-keeping machinery is 
fully formulated and established, this force could be 
deployed for peace-keeping operations at the joint. 
decision of the President of the United States and 
the Chairman of Soviet Socialist Republics.” 

night now, he suggests, “this temporary force could 
supenise an armistice and/or cooling-off operations 
in the hliddle East and in Viemam, for example, 
while diplomatic processes are operated. The termin- 
ation of these \{‘an and \var crises, as part of the move 
to a Lvider agreement, will enhance the prestige and 
moral authority of the govemments that undertake 
this action.” 
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