
Armed Forces, defined his role in all of this? The 
answer here, too, is obvious enough. Like his fellow 
bishops, and despite the additional and specific re- 
sponsibilities imposed by that office, he has been 
silent. Twice now since the facts first came to light 
he has made his ritual, morale-boosting Christmas 
excursions to Vietnam. It would have been a simple 
enough matter to visit the scene of the atrocity and 
offer his own Mass for the victims as an act of 
penance and reparation for the evil committed there 
by men in his spiritual charge. Instead, silence. 

To charge the churches with complicity in this 
atrocity carries implications that extend f a r  beyond 
the criminal acts that took place at this particular 
time :tnd place. We must recognize that a failure of 
this dimension brings into question the credibility of 
their religious teachings as well as their professed 
commitment to the moral and spiritual values they 
proclaim. Many Christians today are concerned, and 
with good reason, about what appears to be an ac- 
celerating “leakage” of young people, especially those 
voung people who have demonstrated their acute 
moral sensitivity and concern for social problems. 
Those who have “fallen away” from the institutional 
churches have made it clear enough. They are leav- 
ing because what passes for the Christian church 
in their experience has given ample evidence that it 
has little or nothing to say to them about such things 
as war, racism, and the extremes of affluence and 
poverty both at home and in the world at large. 

The loss of credibility for the churches in the eyes 
of the young may not be the most immediate threat 
we must consider. Those who occupy the seats of 
temporal power are also well aware of the gap be- 
tween stated principle and effective follow-through, 
and this could lead to even more destructive conse- 
quences. For many years now, moralists and magis- 
trates have carried on a probing dialogue in which 
they have sought to establish guidelines and relation- 
ships between national security imperatives and 
ethics. The spokesmen for religion, sometimes official 
and other times not, have always assumed, as did 
their partners in the dialogue, that the churches were 
represented there because they were, in a sense, the 
keepers of the nation’s conscience. What we should 
have suspected we now know from experience: This 
assumption, so logical in statement, is almost entirely 
without substance in fact. The failure of the churches 
to give voice to that conscience in the face of un- 
assailable evidence of actual war crimes and morally 
questionable military policy has made it clear that 
the magistrates and their strategic experts have 
nothing to fear from that quarter; they are free to 
revise sharply downward whatever weight they may 

have given to organized religion as a possible source 
of opposition and restraint. 

Even Vatican 11’s condemnation of area-bombing 
has not been translated into official denunciation of 
napalm blankets covering 50-square-miles of terri- 
tory or designation of “free-fire’’ zones open to indis- 
criminate aerial strafing and similar forms of wanton 
destruction. Nor: has the established policy of spray- 
ing agricultural areas with chemical defoliants re- 
minded ecclesiastical spokesmen of those old moral 
theology teachings which included “starvation block- 
ades” among the immoral acts of war. And now we 
have My Lai, tying it all together in one bloody 
bundle, with its frighteningly simple lesson and its 
even more frightening implications for the future: 
A church which can be a silent accomplice to these 
crimes committed today is almost certain to find it- 
self accomplice to crimes infinitely worse tomorrow. 

J. EDGAR HOOVER 
BROUGHT US 
TOGETHER 
Rosemary Ruether 

On November 27th, F.B.I. Director J. Edgar Hoover 
charged a group called The East Coast Conspiracy 
to Save Lives, which he alleged to be led by Philip 
and Daniel Berrigan, with a conspiracy to blow up 
heating units in Federal buildings and kidnap presi- 
dential advisor Henry Kissinger. From the beginning 
these charges evoked incredulity from those even 
faintly acquainted with the persons involved. It was 
apparent, for example, that Mr. Hoover did not know 
either the number or the composition of the group 
which he named and was using it as an omnibus term 
for anyone related to the Catholic Resistance. Then, 
in mid-January, the indictments on this charge were 
handed down by a grand jury meeting in Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania. Only one member of the East Coast 
Conspiracy to Save Lives, the Reverend Joseph 
Wenderoth, was even named in the indictment. The 
indictment charged six defendants and seven “co- 
conspirators,” and the list had all the earmarks of a 
dragnet of the religious-oriented peace movement 
on the East Coast. Some of the people named did not 
even know each other, others were involved primarily 
through friendship or support of those who had been 
involved in draft actions, rather than through any- 
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thing which could be even remotely construed as 
”leadership roles.” The logic of such a random nam- 
ing of persons is obscure, and my own suspicion is 
that the F.B.I. has massive data, which they have 
gathered largely through wiretapping, but which 
they have little ability to interpret correctly. But 
that fact only adds to the danger of the situation. 

There is no doubt in the mind of this writer that 
the indictment is a false charge, but also that it has 
been prepared with excessive care by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation over a considerable period 
of time, through an elaborate scheme of informers 
and entrapments which the persons involved were 
innocently unaware of. It will be the job of the at- 
torneys to expose this “conspiracy” on the part of the 
F.B.I. It is much more important for concerned 
Americans to focus on the implications of such San 
event for themselves. 

The F.B.I. has given us a new and chilling danger 
signal about the lengths to which our government 
will go to repress dissent. But it has also given us a 
new platform and opportunity to expose this repres- 
sive direction by the government and perhaps avert 
it before it is too late, Somewhere around the middle 
of the past decade, the working alliances between 
liberals and radicals broke apart, and all efforts to 
mount any struggle for social change with broad 
impact in this country has floundered ever since- 
with some exceptions, i.e., the Farm Workers. Radi- 
cals generally blame liberals for this, and the blame 
is largely justified. But assigning blame never evokes 
much sympathy or response. A rhetoric of exclusion 
can only become a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

It is a rhetoric of inclusion, an appeal to as broad 
an audience as possible, that is the prerequisite for 
any broadly based response both to present dangers 
and potential possibilities. The radical gives up noth- 
ing by such a rhetoric of inclusion, for his principles 
are, in fact, highly conservative ones in which a large 
sector of the American population has a stake and 
for which it has an affinity. A rhetoric of exclusion 
serves little purpose except sectarian self-validation, 
and runs directly counter to the existing political 
possibilities in the United States. 

This author has been a critic of the Catholic Left 
for its tendency to practice a rhetoric of exclusion 
and for making a dualism of action versus mediating 
communication and political organizing. The gift 
which Mr. Hoover has given us is an issue which 
can supercede and unify this split. Far from dis- 
crediting these radicals, Mr. Hoover has contrived 
an indictment which can bring home the possibilities 
of political repression to even the most moderate of 
liberals. He has turned idealistic and ineffective ac- 

tivists into % Ztims and has created a situation with 
which many people far removed from such action 
can identify. In short, he has posed a question to 
which even the reform-minded president of a sub- 
urban P.T.A. must respond: Do you want to live in 
a society of informers? After having, for many years, 
conjured up the image of our “enemy” as that society 
h e r e  citizens live in constant fear of the midnight 
knock on the door, and having used this “enemy” as1 
the basis of our counter-revolutionary foreign policy 
around the world, we are fast turning ourselves into 
the image of that same “enemy.” We are destroying 
the very basis for our crusade far more effectively 
than any “enemy” could have done. 

The most important thing that those concerned 
about this indictment can do is to get this message 
across to their constituencies. If enough Americans 
can learn from this indictment that “it can happen 
here,” we still have the political machinery to avert 
it. Only mass political organizing has a prayer of 
doing that job. This is why it is disastrous to separate 
radical action from mass communication and or- 
ganizing, for both must be parts of a unifiedstrategy. 
These two sides can come together around a unified 
strategy on the occasion of this new evidence of 
government repression, but only if there is a con- 
certed effort by radichls to bring them together. 

NIXON’S 
GRAND DESIGN 
Donald Brnndon 

For a generation now, America has played a signifi- 
cant role in world affairs. Until Pearl Harbor a re- 
luctant belligerent in World War 11, this country 
was also slow to respond to the challenge of the 
Soviet Union in the immediate aftermath of that 
gigantic conflict. But for almost twenty-five years 
American Presidents have been more or less guided 
by the policy of “containment.” Eisenhower, Ken- 
nedy, and Johnson all introduced variations on the 
multiple themes of the policy adopted by Harry 
Truman. Yet each concluded that the world situation 
allowed no reasonable alternative to an activist 
American foreign policy in most areas of the globe. 

More and more Americans have come to believe, 

Dr. Brandon, B toorldviero regular, writes from San 
Francisco. 
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