
ON THE NEED TO STUDY WAR 
SOME MORE 
I.. THE CITIZEN 

VOLUME 13, No: 9 SEPTEMBER 1970 

WORLDVIEW Is published monthly [except 
for a combined July-August Issue] by the 
Council on Religion and lntematlonal Af- 
fairs. Subscription $4.00 for one year; $7.00 
for two years; $9.00 for three years. 

Address: 170 East 64th Street, New York. 
New York 10021. TE 84120 

EDiTORlAL BOARD 
James Finn: Editor 

John R. lnman 
A. William Loos 

Editorial Assistants: 
Susan Woolfson 
Kip Zegers 

Contributing Edltors: Donald Brandon, 
Jerald C. Brauer, Emest W. Lefever, 
Bernard Murchland, Edmund Stillman 

CONTENTS 

On the Need to Study War Some More 3 
Editorial 

Six-on Vietnam 6 
David Urtie 

Devil Theories of 

In the Magazines 2 

U.S. Foreign Policy 11 
Ernesf W.  Lefever 

The Needs of Politics and the 
Needs of Socle 14 

Frederick x Thayer 
Letter From Rome 

Desmond QGrady 
17 

“The Climate of Nothingness” 20 
Correspondence 

Readem are reminded that worldview welcomes 
correspondence. Letters may be 8 ecific com- 
ments on articles In recent Issue8 orgeneral dis- 
cussion, bur readen are requesred to limit their 
leltem to 500 wordo. 

Oplnlons expressed in worldview are those of the 
authors, and not nectsearil of the Council on 
Religion and lntemational hairs. Copyright 0 
197OCouncil on RellOlon and IntemeHonal Affairs. 

“Since when is any war moral? What makes the war in Viet- 
nam less moral, provided that any war can be considered in 
this light? Civilians have been killed by troops since time 
immemorial.’’-Thus one respondent to a review by Robert 
Jay Lifton of two books on the My Lai massacre. 

The basic premise of the questions-that all war is immoral 
-is depressingly familiar, and so are the conclusions which 
follow from it. For if all war is immoral then the killing 
of civilians in modern warfare can be accepted as easily as 
it can be expected. Mr. Lifton’s respondent explains why 
this is so: after asking his questions he goes on to speak of 
the “so-called murder of noncombatants.” “I say ‘so-called 
murder’ because a military person under orders has no choice 
but to follow orders, regardless of his personal feelings as to 
the morality of the orders.” There is some confusion or at 
least uncertainty in his mind, however, for in referring to 
those who participated in the killings at  My Lai he writes: 
“The culprits have all been apprehended, tried and con- 
demned. Enough! Let’s get on with the important.” 

Confusion or no, the opinions expressed here are part of 
our general folklore. War is immoral but (or, more precisely, 
therefore) all is fair in war. The thing to do is get the war 
over as fast as possible and forget all the discriminations 
and distinctions fostered by moralists and armchair soldiers. 

In  his reply Mr. Lifton accepted only part of this position 
and did much to clarify the discussion. “Mr. Glasser is surely 
right,” he replied, “in pointing out that all war is immoral, 
and that large numbers of civilians were killed in World 
War I1 and Korea. But Vietnam has the added immorality 
of a special kind of war in which indiscriminate killings of 
civilians become inevitable and predictable.” He also 
pointed out that the United States Field Manual states that 
a soldier must refuse to obey criminal orders. Mr. Lifton’s 
position seems to be that war is hell but some wars are 
more hellish than others and that even ip this man-made hell 
there is room for moral discrimination. This is certainly an 
advance on the position of Mr. Glasser to whom he is reply- 
ing, but the flat assertion that “all war is immoral” is an 
uncertain base on which to make moral discriminations. Is 
all killing immoral? Is war immoral but sometimes neces- 
sary-i.e., does it sometimes appear to be the best altema- 
tive? Or is it immoral and unnecessary-i.e., is every alterna- 
tive including surrender and subjugation superior to warfare? 

Can anyone who has not answered these questions in 
more than superficial terms be expected to respond ad- 
equately to the complexities of modern warfare? The fact 
is they cannot, but many people wield their hollow and 
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undeveloped notions about war as if they were 
sufficiently armed to strike down all opposition. 
A citizenry unaccustomed to think critically 
about war is unable to offer real support for 
governmental policies. I t  is even less able to 

uestion the politico-military policies that now 
%ape much of our present world and the future. 

... THE CONGRESS 
When CRIA initiated, some years ago, a series of 
conferences designed to examine secrecy within 
the government and its many agencies, there was 
a strong emphasis upon the citizen’s right to know, 
if not all, at least much that was presently clas- 
sified or hidden. Although there were glancing 
references to the problems that existed between 
and within the different branches of government, 
almost without exception the speakers focused 
their attention and comments on the relation 
between the citizen and his government. That 
remains an area of real concern and it merits con- 
tinual attention. But there is another area which 
is at least as crucial today. As we continue to 
learn, hit by painfully extracted bit, much of our 
foreign-military policy is developed behind a 
heavy veil of secrecy that is almost impenetrable 
even by those who are required to pass legislutiue 
judgment on those policies. 

The case was put directly and strongly by 
Senator Stuart Svmington, a highly informed 
and increasingly distressed critic of many of our 
politico-military ventures. As head of a subcom- 
mittee of the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee he conducted an investigation of our na- 
tion’s foreign policy commitments. “Seventeen 
months of investigating confirmed our already 
deep concern about executive branch secrecy 
surrounding much of our foreign policy and th; 
military undertakings incident to these policies; 
secrecy which has now developed to a point 
where military activities often first create and 
then dominate foreign policy responses.” He 
was not speaking, he said, of negotiation or 
aqeements which deserve a measure of secrecy 
if they are to succeed. “I do refer, however, to 
the continuing failure to reveal, explain or justify 
the true dimensions of our activities abroad, di- 
mensions which are far better known by our 
adversaries than bv the American public-and 
in some cases bv the American Congress.” 

Much of the ehdence for Senator Symington’s 
case is now public; we have learned about ex- 
ecutive and military dissimulation concerning 
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Cambodia, Laos, the Philippines. But after suf- 
fering many repeated rebuffs in its effort to 
get detailed and accurate information, the 
Foreign Relations subcommittee is able to offer 
a chronicle of dissimulation that every citizen 
should recognize as a threat to his already limited 
participation in foreign olicy decisions. 

stant circulation by the “experts” that foreign 
policies can best be formulated and executed 
if the citizen’s participation is kept to a minimum. 
Whatever strength this argument has when ap- 
plied to the citizen, it is considerably diminished 
when it is applied to the citizens’ elected rep- 
resentatives, to those who sit in Congress. There 
is a very real, a very serious question of whether 
the President has the Constitutional right to 
wage war without Congressional declaration or 
-as is now the case in Laos-without even 
Congressional authorization. The present Ad- 
ministration is not the only one that has made 
questionable use of its power to withhold infor- 
mation, but it is the present one. The way in 
which it devises, in hugger-mugger secrecy, 
many crucial policies concerning war and peace 
should be challenged and corrected now. 

There is a highly comp P acent view kept in con- 

... AND, NOT LEAST, 
THE .MILITARY 
Ah, the military! Under such attack today that it 
almost inspires sympathy. Until one recalls how 
thoroughly justified some of the attacks are. 
Given some of the remarkable blunders in which 
the U.S. military has played a part in the last 
decade or more-often aided and abetted by 
civilian advisors-one wonders whether stupidity 
or mendacity has played the greater role. But 
the military has been caught out in direct lies so 
frequently of late that one could realistically 
opt for the latter. 

It is not only the dubious quality of military 
intelligence and decisions and the years-long 
continuing progress reports from Southeast Asia, 
but such things as false information about the 
production and use of various weapons and 
gases that inspire widespread distrust. The 
American people generally, and quite properly, 
trust our military forces. When that trust is 
weakened, as it is today, one cannot put all the 
blame on an unsatisfactory war, an uncertain 
society, or the radical minority. In this case the 
only proper advice is: Look to your own house. 

J. F. 


