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Stephen A. Garrett, “The Lessons of Vietnam” The 
Cctilcr hfcigainc, July-August, 1971: “When future 
historians attempt to arrive at  some sort of verdict 
on the quality and meaning of ‘the American ex- 
perience during the nineteen-sixties, it seems in- 
evitable that the great public debate which arose 
oser the American intervention in Vietnam will oc- 
cupy ;i place of prime importance. Perhaps above 
all else that debate will be seen as representing a 
profound crise de conscience within American so- 
ciety, ;I general conviction that the war was es- 
sentially a moral problem raising questions not only 
about the ethical complexion of international rela- 
tions itself but also about the character of a liberal 
democratic society like the United States. The furor 
over h ly  Lai may come to stand as its symbol. 

“In one sense it is hardly surprising that the Viet- 
nam debate should have been waged in moral terms. 
As George Kennnn has pointed out, Americans tra- 
ditionally have had a predilection for regarding 
foreign policy in a ‘legalistic-moralistic’ framework. 
And, quite aside from natural instinct, the rhetorical 
usefulness in  affecting an air of moral certitude has 
proved tempting for many engaged in defending 
their position on Vietnam. This strategy of course 
has not been confined to those outside the halls of 
government. hiany of the policy-makers who were 
instrumentnl in the original American intervention 
explained tlie decision largely in ethical terms, per- 
haps partly because they felt only such a tack would 
he compelling with the general public. Former 
President Johnson established the precedent in his 
famous speech at  Johns Hopkins in April, 1965, 
when he maintained that ‘because we fight for 
values and we fight for principles, rather than terri- 
tory or colonies, our patience and our determination 
:ire unending.’ 

“Yet it would be a serious mistake to dismiss the 
moral concerns in tlie Vietnam debate as simply a 
result of tactical expediency or of underlying public 
nnivetb about the power-political character of inter- 
national relations. There seems to be some tendency 
to do so. Henry Kissinger, for one, maintained in 
late 1969 that tlie problem of Vietnam was not of 
‘sufficient magnitude’ to pose a genuine ethical di- 
lemma. Nevertheless the war in Vietnam has raised 
fundamental normative questions for millions of 
Americans. To ignore this fact amounts to an undue 
cyiiicism ;ibout public attitudes in a democracy. 
hlorcover politics generally-both domestic and 
foreign-is essentially nothing more than tlie attempt 
t o  renlizt. values held by tlie society. 

“For both these reasons, then, a serious assessment 
of the moral issues involved in the debate over 
I’ietnam would seem imperative. Yet to a surprising 
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extent it has been absent so far. And ‘assessment’ is 
used here to mean not another verdict on whether 
the war has in fact been ‘moral’ or ‘immoral’ but  
rather an analysis of what Vietnam reveals about the 
nature of the moral problem in foreign policy. 

“The effort, in short, would try to cut through the 
emotion and clamor of the debate and establish the 
real terms of the argument about morality, defining 
in the process the principal alternative approaches 
evident in the debate on the moral issues involved. 
\\’hether such a task is really possible at  this point 
i n  time is open to cluestion, since historical detach- 
ment and perspective are not yet available. Still it 
seems necessary at least to make the attempt, in the 
hope of elucidating the lessons which Vietnam has 
to offer concerning the relationship between moral 
concerns and the future of American diplomacy. . , .” 

“It’s becoming a junkie Army. For a long time there 
\viis silence-the silence of pretending it was not 
happening, of wishing it would go away, of hoping 
nobody would notice. Now the problem is so big, so 
visible, that the silence has given way to statements 
of concern, alarm, even panic.” So begins “Our 
Junkies in Vietnam” by Erwin Knoll in the July issue 
of The Progressive. 

“Statistics on the extent of addiction in the armed 
services-as in the civilian population-are scarce 
and unreliable, 6ut  a trend can be discerned. The  
National Institute of Mental Health recently 
doubled its estimate of the number of American 
heroin addicts, from 125,OOO to 250,00, but NIMH 
experts admit their figure is, at best, an educated 
guess and probably on the conservative side. The  
true number may be 500,000 or more. Perhaps a 
fifth of them are members of the armed services; 
perhaps a fourth. Nobody knows. According to 
Frank A. Bartimo, assistant general counsel of the 
Defense Department, the use of hard drugs in the 
military has been doubling every year since 1967, 
but he’s guessing too. 

“To grasp the scope of the problem, you need not 
rely on shaky statistics. You can go to your friendly 
neighborhood military base and ask a few random 
questions of the first few men you meet. At Fort 
Bragg, North Carolina, for example, you will be 
told-with something approaching Chamber-of-Com- 
merce pride-that the home of the Eighty-Second 
Airborne now rivals Harlem as a center of the 
heroin traffic. In nearby Fayetteville you will be 
told-with ,something approaching despair-that the 
pushers who moved in to serve the Fort Bragg trade 
have branched out and now do a thriving business 
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such  as Cuba and Guinea, which have stressed public 
o;vnersIiip and egalitarianism, have undistinguished 
growth records, to say the least. One can hold that 
shared poverty is better than growth with inequality, 
hut only if  he is prepared to accept the poverty as 
perpetual. Nor need one be blind to the weaknesses 
of private industry to observe that public sector in- 
dustries, such as the Indian government’s steel mills, 
liave not been notably successful. Huge investments 
have yielded either losses or very modest gains; yet 
if scarce resources are to be devoted in increasing 
amounts to such undertakings they must generate the 
“profits” necessary for their future growth. At the 
same time, Myrdal’s thesis that in a poor agricultural 
society increased consumption by those at the bottom 
will increase their health and energy enough to in- 
crease both growth and justice probably is a valid 
observs tion-prooidcd there are rural work programs 
as well as agricultural opportunities that offer them 
an opportunity to work harder. 

In  arguing the need for agricultural reforms and 
urging that we not be misled by the possibilities of 
teclinological solutions to social and political prob- 
lems, Myrdal stresses the socially disruptive aspects 
of the “green revolution” rather than the hope it 
offers for better living standards. Fair enough, for it 
has initially disrupted rural relationships, increased 
inequality, and led to social turmoil in places. But 
what has happened as farmers have moved to take 
advantage of the new seeds is that they have demon- 
strated that their cultural traditions do not doom 
them to inertia; they have responded to economic 
incentives in a manner not basically dissimilar to 
Europeans or Americans. The social problems re- 
main, but people are stirring; the victory of Mrs. 
Gandhi’s poorly organized part of the Congress Party 
i sbut  one indication that the winds of change are 
blowing. 

As to Myrdal’s analysis and prescriptions regard- 
ing foreign aid, there is little one can say beyond 
agreeing there should be more of it on better terms. 
However, his analysis of commercial relationships 
between rich and poor nations suffers from one of 
the same faults he ascribes to classical international 
trade theory: It is not in touch with the facts, at least 
not all the facts. The East Asian countries, as well 
as those nations with substantial mineral wealth, 
have demonstrated that rapid growth is possible by 
deliberately linking even a poor economy to the 
international market. 

But it would be unfair to close on a critical note. 
For these works have taught us much and have 
pointed out the tasks of research and policy to the 
rich and poor countries alike. As Kenneth Boulding 

has commented: “Twenty-five years ago, in American 
Dilemma, hlyrdal showed a remarkable capacity for 
telling us in this country what we should have known, 
and in a way did know already; that where ideals 
and reality did not coincide one or the other must 
give. Asian Drama has in a sense the same message 
for Asia: that the realities of the situation do not 
correspond to the ideals, the verbal pronouncements 
and the ostensible purpose of these societies.” Only 
the initial scenes of the drama have been played, and 
the outcome of this conflict of realities and ideals 
remains shrouded in mystery. 

in the mgasrines . . . 
(Continued front page 2) 
among local high school students. . . . 

“‘We have the hideous picture before us,’ says 
Senator Harold Hughes of Iowa, ‘of men inured to 
violence and addicted to drugs returning to civilian 
society from the war area compelled to use the skills 
of violence they have learned as soldiers in criminal 
acts here at home in order to support their habit.’ 

“Historians tell us that the techniques developed 
by empires for the subjugation of alien peoples are 
eventually applied against their own citizens at 
home. It may be that Vietnam provides a corollary: 
that problems encountered at the periphery of em- 
pire also return to haunt the mother country.” 

International Understanding Department: From the 
“Man in the News,” New York Times, July 17, 1971: 
“Hardly anyone on his staff was aware of Mr. Kis- 
singer’s side trip to Peking from Pakistan last week. 
Some of his former aides who have resigned in quiet 
unhappiness did so after it became obvious, as they 
inadvertently saw a memo on Mr. Kissinger’s desk, 
that he was not telling his staff all they felt they 
should know. 

“ ‘He’s a guy who believes that if you want to get 
things done you’ve got to keep them secret,’ said one 
of the small but growing group of former associates. 
‘He doesn’t trust the bureaucracy to keep things 
quiet.’ 

“Mr. Kissinger seems to have a perpetually owlish 
look on the face that peers out through horn-rimmed 
glasses atop a frame that is 5-feet-9 and carries 175 
pounds. . . . And he seems to delight in creating the 
Kissinger mystique that has entranced much of the 
capital. 

“On the wall of his office in the White House is 
a curious photograph-a veterinarian about to inocu- 
late a bulldog. Mr. Kissinger admired it at an exhibit 
of Soviet photographs. It was sent to him by the 
Soviet Ambassador, Anatoly F. Dobrynin, with this 
message on the back: ‘Henry, Don’t be too serious. 
Take it easy. Relax.’ ” 
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