
Under the clamorous surface of the Calley con- 
troversy another and related theme emerges: the 
continued popular power of that undiscriminating 
puritan view of war which historically has been 
fostered in the American Protestant tradition, The 
past two decades of Niebuhrian attack upon this 
puritanism and upon its companion, that political 
perfectionism which has seen organizational reforms 
as the key to a transformed international order, has 
obviously had little popular effect. In the 1950s and 
1960’s the defense intellectuals and the “realist” 
political scholars and commentators put forward a 
doctrine of limited war which had a very large in- 
fluence upon national policy. They held that vio- 
lence is an inevitable tool of state, and that it is 
necessary to learn to use violence with discrimina- 
tion and limit. But this doctrine was uncongenial to 
Americans. Indeed, the defense intellectuals them- 
selves were responsible for its crucial contradiction. 
Their ostentatiously cool and amoral instrumentalism 
in matters of war set loose the technological jugger- 
naut of violence in Vietnam. 

Under pressure of seven years’ war and frustration 
we now see American absolutism about war re- 
emerge as a popular force. I t  arises on both left and 
right, among both the defenders of Lieutenant 
Calley and in the peace movement. The defenders of 
the hapless lieutenant insist that all war is terrible; 
that Calley wa’s trained to kill; that he was only 
doing his duty. On the Left there is a reply which 
is something like agreement: He is not guilty so 
much as are his superiors. He was indeed only doing 
what he had learned from the example of his 
superiors. The only remedy for atrocities is no war 
at all. As for Calley himself-he told us that had he 
been acquitted he would have made a world tour 
preaching pacifism. 

In all of this the moral proposition is that all 
war is evil; but if you are engaged in a war, dis- 
crimination among the acts of war is futile or 
fatuous. The only possible conclusions from this 
argument, as Calley himself has discovered, are 
pacifism on the one hand, and on the other-among 
those who say, as the majority do, that despite its 
evil this war or some other war has to be fought- 
that any kind of violence is licensed. It is all in- 
discriminately evil. Out of this view has come 
Hiroshima, Dresden, and much of what we have 
done in Vietnam. Out of it comes the conclusion that 
no one man is guilty of an atrocity of war but that 
we are all guilty. Which is an elaborate way of say- 
ing that no one is responsible. 

So deep a popular view is unlikely to be changed. 
It is not without its domestic challenge, as we have 

seen in the letter which Captain Aubrey Daniel, 
Calley’s military prosecutor, directed to President 
Nixon. Yet the power and extent of the popular out- 
cry goes the other way. Seventy-nine per cent of the 
American public, in the first few days after the 
Calley verdict, told the Gallup organization that 
they disapproved of the verdict. Fifty per cent said 
they believed that the My Lai atrocity was an inci- 
dent “common” in this war. Only 20 per cent thought 
that it was not a crime. Seventy-one per cent said 
that others shared Calley’s guilt. Yet fewer than a 
third in the sample thought that there should be 
war crimes trials of the higher officials, whom they 
apparently regard as the ones really responsible for 
My Lai. The contradictions in this are instructive. 

The country undeniably wants out of this war, 
and the country undeniably is disturbed by the 
things that have gone on in Vietnam. But public 
motives and passions remain complex and contra- 
dictory. The United States can be a vengeful country 
as well as a forgiving one, but it is not given to 
moral subtleties. The President and Mr. Kissinger 
should take note that the country longs for simplici- 
ties. Peace is a simplicity, for which much can be 
forgiven. Denied peace, the country in its anguish 
will search for other simple things. 

WHO’LL INVESTIGATE 
THE INVESTIGATORS? 
Roeeniary Ruether 

During these last few months, in the furor surround- 
ing the Calley trial, the Berrigan indictment and the 
exposure of F.B.I. documents stolen from its office 
in Media, Pennsylvania, many Americans have be- 
come aware, on a new dimension of intensity, of the 
way in which our public institutional life has be- 
come corrupted by governmental efforts to repress 
dissent. Much must be blamed on the Vietnamese 
war, to be sure. But public disgust over the war 
merely brought this corruption out in the open. 
Every revelation of the extent of the development 
of an internal police network to repress dissent has 
revealed that its roots go back not only to the early 
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days of the Civil Rights movement but that i t  is a 
survivor of the McCartliy era of Red-baiting. It 
would indeed be convenient to tar tlie disappointing 
heirs of the “new frontier,” Jolinson and Nison, with 
being the source of these efforts, brit every piece of 
evidence points away from that easy solution. 

As Seymour Melman has demonstrated in his 
useful book Pciitrrgori Capi td im ,  the managerial 
revolution ;ind present orgnnization of the Defen.se 
Department were central to Kennedy policy. It \vas 
Uol)by Kcnncdy \vho bugged the phones of hlartin 
Luther King, Jr. Tlie network of police surveillance 
of civil rights workers began i n  the South in the 
carly sixties, ;ind the “Rudical desk” in the ilmly 
intelligence system arose shortly after tlie Berkeley 
Free Speech hioverncnt. Urbiin riots, beginning in 
1965, gave a new impetus to this domestic intelli- 
gence ncxt\\mk. To be sure, tliese efforts have grown 
enormously i n  the Inst five years, but the seeds were 
planted long before. Indeed, we must recognize that 
tlie “know nothing” mentality which supports re- 
pression ( or, rather, supports whole configurations 
of racist and imperialist policies, and regards as 
tre;asonoiIs d l  efforts to criticize these policies) goes 
very deep into our national liistory. 

Americans today must deal frankly with the fact 
h i t  the basis of a homegrown American fascism 
lias ;already been laid. \Ve have an uncontrolled 
system of police intelligence which affects every 
citizen and a vast sentiment in “Middle America” 
ready to clieer :a killer in Vietnam and deplore the 
fact that the National Guard gunned down so few 
students at Kent State. This is not to say that there 
tire not good hearts in hliddle America, but the 
smile might be said of the good Germans who sup- 
ported Hitler. The political base of reactionary, mili- 
tary states .in modern liistory cannot be understood 
if we continue to assume that it takes a nation of 
monsters to bring about such atrocities. It does not 
take monsters to create national atrocities, but only 
ordinary people, pious and good in their private 
life, who are nevertheless willing to condone murder 
wlien confronted with “foreign” matter which they 
cannot understand. The fascist goose-step is the 
product of fear of the unknown, deliberately culti- 
vated through Manichaean interpretations of past 
political power and thwarted national pride. These 
elements are all abtmdantly present in the current 
American scene. In this respect it is precisely those 
nations who have the most aggressive and utopian 
self-images that fall tlie hardest. 

The forces of dissent, moreover, are the product of 
that same self-image, only, in their case, disappoint- 
ment with tIie conflict between image and reality 

produces a hIanichaean reversal so that the nation, 
instead of being painted in the colors of the savior, 
becomes instead painted wit11 tlie colors of the 
“enemy,” the “\VorId Pig” which rises from the sea 
\\.it11 all power given into its hands, and blasphemous 
names written i n  blood upon its diadem. The inter- 
action is both mythical and real, for each side of this 
negative and positive identity enters into a peculiar 
symbiosis with the other, both escalating the de- 
mands for righteousness and producing disorder at 
tlie same time. 

I n  order to stop tlie terror before it advances any 
farther (and I believe we are still in a position 
where it could be checked), it is essential that the 
dissenters develop two characteristics which they 
have been conspicuously lacking in their inove- 
ment until now: (1) political and organizational 
acumen which can locate and use the real power 
that is lying in tlie streets in Middle America to 
make a concrete counter-weight to the present mili- 
tary-intelligence establishment; and ( 2 ) a wedding 
of  anger with an empathy which can struggle against 
disorder in a \ray that does no! escalate but exor- 
cises tlie myths and spooks which feed the ethos of 
repression, bDth at home and in the foreign peoples 
who are tlie objects of our counter-revolutionary zeal. 

\\re must recognize that our struggle among the 
“white left” in America is the complimentary reverse 
of the struggle of revolutionary peoples, and rhe- 
toric and tactics designed for revolutionary peoples 
may be totally dysfunctional in our struggle. Our 
struggle is not to throw off an oppressor and make 
a democratic, developmental revolution in our so- 
ciety. i t  is to cut our country down to size as one 
nation in a family of nations and to recover much 
of the democratic and developmental balance which 
is institutionally available in our present system but 
which has been distorted through false priorities. 
I am inclined to think that the tactics and language 
of the New Left in the U.S. have been inappropriate 
borrowings from other situations. We must make the 
kind of analysis that is appropriate to our real situa- 
tion and goals. 

Tlie first keynote of this struggle is that the dis- 
senters must struggle publicly. They must clearly, 
and at all times, identify themselves with majority 
interests and authentic national traditions and 
identify the present government’s policies as contrary 
to those interests and traditions. When federal in- 
vestigators lurk in the shadows, everything dissenters 
do must be in the center of the public forum. Where 
the Pentagon and F.B.I. hide behind a veil of secrecy 
about the extent and nature of their real activities, 
dissenters must seek to expose everything to full 
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view, and in a way that can win a political majority 
to their side as the expression of the “true w i l l ”  and 
“true traditions” of the country, I t  is fairly evident 
that the government itself is too compromised to 
undertake such a public investigation of the thorough- 
ness that is needed, although some partial efforts of 
this kind are underway. 

There is only one institution that is both suffi- 
ciently powerful, sufficiently independent and also 
sufficiently identified with the whole society to 
undertake such an investigation, and that is the 
church. I would suggest that the National Council 
of Churches, together with the Jewish and Catholic 
and other national religious bodies, convene a na- 
tional forum on war crimes and repression, to bring 
before the public both our real record in Vietnam 
and the actual picture of our distorted priorities in 
defense and political-repression spending at home. 
G.I.’s now in civilian life, F.B.I. agents under a 
cloud, and a whole host of other persons with 
knowledge of these activities, should come before 
this body to give us a clearer picture of our situation. 
Such a public forum could also be the place where 
a new self-understanding and a way to reorganize 

our society around such a new self-understanding 
could be developed. Such a national forum must 
then feed into a political process which would have 
consequences both at the voting booth and in in- 
vestigative and reorganizational activity within the 
government. But it seems that a forum that is tnily 
radical and thoroughgoing, that will pull no 
punches, is necessary to provide the public discus- 
sion and pressure to create such il response. 

I can see no other national institution of sufficient 
power, independence and concern for reconciliation 
capable of doing such a job, except that joint re- 
ligious institution. I believe the religious instihi- 
tions are moving to a point where they might see 
themselves as both capable and called to such a 
role, and it is up to many Christians and Jews who 
are concerned with the present trends to provide the 
stimulation needed to prod the churches and syna- 
gogues to play this important, even crucial correc- 
tive. It may be heroic to imagine oneself a Bon- 
hoeffer; underground and in prison as a resister of 
the Confessing Church. Far more important is for 
the churches to act now to prevent the necessity for 
such an underground church. 

POLITICAL SURVEILLANCE AND 
THE CONSTITUTIONAL ORDER 
Paul W .  Blackstock 

It is a truism that knowledge is power and that 
secret knowledge is secret power. Both are a threat 
to democratic governments. One of the reasons why 
the totalitarian gavernments of both Stalinist Russia 
and Nazi Germany were able to enslave their peo- 
ples was the fact that their security police and intel- 
ligence agencies expanded their legitimate security 
functions to include widespread political surveil- 
lance of all persons suspected of being “subversive.” 

Inevitably, in an atmosphere of heightened po- 
litical and social tensions, one man’s liberal is an- 
other man’s subversive. The definition of “subver- 
sive” can easily be expanded to include anyone who 
in any way opposes government policy or criticizes 
the established political and social order. By delib- 
erately creating spy scares, Red Scares or a combina- 
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tion of both, governments have been able to produce 
highly flammable mixtures of deep-seated fears, 
frustrations and patriotism. The unleashing of such 
dark forces led ultimately to such internal political 
holocausts as the Great Slave Labor camps of both 
Nazi Germany and the USSR under Stalin. While 
minor by comparison, the hysteria of the McCarthy 
period in the United States left deep scars in such 
key government agencies as the State Department. 

It would be a mistake to dismiss this Orwellian 
prospect as irrelevant simply because these monu- 
mental examples of human folly took place in what 
today seems the remote past. As the American 
philosopher, George Santayana, has observed, those 
who refuse to learn from history are condemned to 
repeat its mistakes. What in essence were the mis- 
takes? What are the legitimate functions of the in- 
telligence and security police agencies in a demo- 
cratic state and society? How do they differ from 
similar agencies in what we call totalitarian or 
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