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by David Little 

The Lost Crrtscide is at once en- 
lighteiiing and disappointing. The  
book iS highly informative on cru- 
cial phases of United States policy 
i n  Vietnam, and some of the aii- 
thor’s overall assessments are in- 
sightful and provocative. Cooper’s 
book lends substance to the claim 
that much of the important mil- 
terial contained in the publislied 
sections of the Pentagon Papers 
was already avuilable to the pub- 
lic. But Cooper lapses at  times 
into fashionable, but indiscrimi- 
nate, rhetoric about America’s 
“crusuding spirit” and the rele- 
vance of that spirit to foreign 
policy decisions. This aspect of 
the book is less rewardingi 

We may be  grateful for tlie 
lucid way Cooper recounts his 
deep and estended involvement 
in tlie various attempts on the part 
of the U.S. government to ne- 
gotiate a settlement to tlie Viet- 
nam w r .  Cooper’s participation 
in the Geneva Cohference 6f 1951, 
and then his continuing associa- 
tion. with Averill Harriman, Presi- 
dent Johnson’s “peace envoy,” give 
credence to his account. Thus, the 
most valuable sections are Chap- 
ters 13, 14 and 15, in which 
Cooper leads the reader through 
all-the intricacies of the bids and 
counterbids, tlie starts and false 
starts, that surrounded the at- 
tempts of the two sides to ne- 
gotiate. 

According to Cooper, the major 
difficulty with the peace initi a t’ Ives 
-aside from Hanoi’s abiding in- 
transigence--was the serious lack 
of coordination between those con- 
ducting the bombing campaign 
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against \‘ictnam i ind thosc en- 
gaged in tlir efforts at ncgofiation. 
On too mnny occasions, “the string 
ant1 percussion sections of John- 
son’s symphony” clid not plav tlic 
same score. Indeed, this failure to 
intcbgrate the military iind nego- 
ti‘ition ‘aspects of Vietn‘im policy 
is centr‘il to whnt Cooper believes 
was the major flaw in  the wliolc 
policy-making process. “Tlirough- 
011 t [JO~IISOII’S]  Adminis triltioil 
there was no Vietn:im ‘high coni- 
n ~ a n c l ’  tlirough \vhich nii l i tqr,  
political, economic, in telligcnce 
and information progriiins couid he 
coordinated.” There IWS, rather, 
“an atmosphere of uncertainty 
and c,onfusion,” of making “policy 
on tlie run,” which v ~ i s  fostered 
by Johnson’s personal style of 
“closed,” or highly -secretive, de- 
cision-making. 

This profound.lack of coordina- 
tion also took its toll in tlic failurc. 
o f  the Johnson Administration to 
provide e\‘ebi ii plnusible justific.1- 
tion for \’ictnam policy: 

\\’ith l i t t l r  a t t rnt iml  paid 
to resc;irch, ;in;ilvsis, pl;tnning 
and policy formulntion, the 
Johnson ‘ Administration had 
little right to cspect i t  could 
present n convincing ciist’ for 
either its short-twin progress 
or long-term objectives. No 
press confcrcncc., no 11nck- 
grounder, 110 teIeviwd speech 
could pro\*ide the kind of en- 
lightenment that woiild pro- 
duce ;I truly informed public. 

Cooper ;idduces otlier related 
explanations as ,to why the gov- 
ernment did not at least enable 
the public t‘o iinderstnnd, if not 
wholeheartedly to support, what 
it was trying to accomplis11 in 
Southeast Asia. There was the re- 
current over-optimism, the serious 
miscalculation bcirn of impatience 
and resort to quick solutions, the 
reliance on pompous, inflated ant1 
shifting rhetoric, and so on. 

Cooper also refers to Johnson’s 
“unwillingness to have Congress 
play n meaningful role in his Viet- 

nam policy,” ii point underscored 
by thr Pentiigon Papers. Coopcr 
nirntions soinc~ of tlic covert op- 
cwtions mountcd iigi\inst North 
\’ictnamcse infiltration iictivities 
in 1961, thcwby ;inticipnting the 
revelations containrd in  the 
Pcntagon Papers. lhit he gives no 
rc’iissiir;incc that the Jolinson Ad- 
.ministration \\‘;is inclined to dis- 
c i ~  candidly the cstent and 
clliirilc tcr of t I ~ C W  ol)crii tions \vi th  
Congrcw in ortlcr to inform tlicir 
tlccision rcgartling thcl Gulf of 
Tonkin Resolution. Coopcr  doc^ 
f r d  that the Resolution w i s  
tlriiftcd and rccluc>stetl “in good 
fait 11” by t he At1 minis t r ii t ion, pos - 
sibly iiiipl>ing that ;i frank dis- 
closure of U.S. actions and 
projections in 1964 would not 
Iiave iipprecia1)ly ;iltcred Congres- 
sional r e s p k e .  Ncverthrlcss, thc 
tone o f  Cooper’s remarks is dis- 
tinctly critical concerning tlie Iiick 
of open cxclimge lietwcen the 
Presitlcnt and Congl;css. 

Onr may infer from Cooper’s 
account that, for sevciral purtly 
:ivoidablc rcasons, thc Johnson 
:~~liniiiistrntioii failed to m;ikc tlie 
one case i t  might pIaiisibIy hiive 
made, that “Vic~tnnm presented the 
United States ivith an infinitely 
complex problem.” In ncting :ind 
speaking iis though the prohlcni 
\\ere subject to ready resolution, 
the Administration created a gen- 
eral climate of over-simplificfi- 
tion, impnticncc and .hastiness of 
j u d p “ .  Given sricli a climntc, 
i t  was not really surprising that 
many of the opponents of John- 
son’s policies were, on their side, 
also incapable of dealing with 
ambiguity and complexity. 

Cooper illustrates-vividly at  
fimes-.the fact that determining 
foreign policy, including Vietnam 
policy, is complex in the sense 
that the policy-maker is frequently 
torn by conflicting values and 
obligations. Even his ‘nest de- 
cision” is often bought at  con- 
siderable cost to other legitimate 
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concerns. For example, Cooper 
contends t1i;it tlie way the war is 
settled, or is perceived a s  heing 
settled by the American people, 
ivi l l  Ii;ivc> “gr;ive impliciitions” for 
:Imerican domestic and foreign 
policy. “Evcm i n  tlie aftermath of 
tlic \.iolent spring of 1970, it is 
too simple to say that all that 
corints is tliat \ve get out of Viet- 
nam. period. Even less convincing 
is tlic ;irgumcnt that only :in 

ignominious retreat from Vietnam 
\ \ r i l l  escu1p;itr our original sin. 
7’1ic  issues m d  circumstances are 
riot t1i;it clmr cut.” He argues that 
tlic onc objective we are obligcd 
to attniii Iicfore Irnving is “to per- 
mit the \’ietn;imcse to choose 
frcvlv tlicir futurc course.’’ To 
;iccomplisli t l ia t  end, President 
Nison ought to try to convince the 
:Imeric:in people tlint the god is 
ivortli the costs, and lie must per- 
sriatlc the Siiigon government and 
t l i c  Cornmrinists to slide IIV tIic 
clioicc. 

0 

Unfortuniitclv. Cooper’s reconi- 
mcndations rcliarding the w:iy 
tliat truly fair. conclusi\re mcl ef- 
fective clcctions can take p l x c  
;ire li:ist!- ;und incomplete. He> has, 
liowevcr, gone on to e1;iborate his 
reconimcntl;itions in tivo articles 
for tlie NCIL* lTor.k Tinies (April 19 
;ind 20. 1971 ) .  IIercb C o o p  pro- 
poses conditions for open elec- 
tions, siicli ;is making room for 
“all ivlio choosc to run or vote,” 
tl int  ;ippcw cstrcmely nmbitious 
given the present situation there. 
He tils0 hnrliors unrealistic es- 
pcctntions reprcling tlie likely re- 
sponse of tlie Viet Cong and the 
North Victnnrnese to open elec- 
tions. The prospect he holds out- 
tl int  ;I popular, non-Communist 
sricccssor to Thieu, like Duong 
Van XIinh. “\vould seck to end the 
fighting through bi1:iti:rd negotia- 
tions or (lc fncto ari .ingenients”- 
:ippeiirs no\v to have been dashed 
h v  the mnchinations of President 
Tiiieu and the cohsequent witli- 
dra\val from tlie elections of 
Cencral l l i n l i .  This turn of events 
is doubly cniel because of the es- 

tensive range of political prefer- 
cwcc and opinion that will be 
denicd tlie sort of effective es- 
pression Cooper properly has in 
mind. 

Cooper also suggests that slo- 
gans like “No hlorc Vietnams” 
will not contribute much to tliink- 
ing through most of tlie difficult 
foreign policy (pestions confront- 
ing the U.S. “The decade of the 
seventies,” he siiys, “will b e  
c1i;iracterized h y  more rather than 
fcwer of the kinds of problems 
\ve have been nddressing here.” 
A s  i n  Vietnam, complesity is likely 
to be tlw continuing order of tlie 
t1;iv. 

T-licw is, then, much sane re- 
flection and helpful information in 
Tlic L o s t .  Cr.rr.smtlv. Hut this book, 
like most discussions of Vietnam, 
1i;is its disconcerting side. As is 
popular today, Cooper lays em- 
hasis, especially i n  liis first and 
last cliapters, upon tlie tradition of 
“rnissionury zeal” or “crusading 
s~~irit”-evungelic~il anti-commun- 
ism. self-righteous moralism, e tc .  
--as the underlying explanation 
for U.S. action in Vietnam. Ap- 
pwling to underlying ideological 
commitments in order to explain 
the behavior of the United States 
is not necessarily wrong. I t  is only 
that, in tlie hands of people like 
Cooper, these “esplanntions” are 
so vague iind unsophisticated that 
they actually espluin veiy little. 
Furthermore, this sort of esplana- 
tion is not carefully or integrally 
related to his other, more promi- 
nent, tlierne: that a11 along the 
line \’ietnam posed policy-makers 
with irreducibly difficult ques- 
tions. 

For example, Cooper discusses 
the development of American 
foreign policy since tlie late nine- 
teenth century in the following 
terms: 

. . . [Blefore [the U.S.] 
could s;isor those first tasty 
fruits of our new imperialist 
role, \ye lind to sugar tliein 
\vitli n sticky coating of liu- 
nianit:irian ism, sen timen tnlitp, 
and righteousness. \Ve were 
on God’s sidc. And we’ve 
st,iyecl there in all our foreign 
adventures since. iF%en we 
weren’t fighting the heathen, 
\\.e fought others to save (and 
hopc~fully convert) him. 

Is it really this sort of outlook 
that exclusively can account for 
(111 American military involvements 
since tlie turn of tlie twentieth 
century, including participation in 
\\’orld \I’m I1 and the Korean 
\\’ar? It would be hard to defend 
sirch a proposition. Actually, w e  
shall need to look at  each case on 
its o\vn merits in order to deter- 
mine wliat actually esplains par- 
ticular policies. IVe  may be able 
to identify the salience of Ameri- 
can missionary zeal at  specific 
points, but we shall be entitled to 
such i i  conclusion only after care- 
ful esamin. ‘i t‘ ion. 

In short, it is not obvious that 
every militarlr action by the U.S. 
since the turL of the century has 
h e n  simply and uniformly a “crw 
sntle,” which is to say an unjustifi- 
iible application of force. Nor is it 
olwious, and certainly not from 
Cooper’s account, that all aspects 
of U S .  activity in Vietnam may 
simply and uniformly be depicted 
;is ;i “crusade,” motivated solely 
by evangelical zeal. For instance, 
Cooper’s sketch of gradual U S .  
invol\*ement in Indochina during 
thc immediate postwar period 
makes clear that ripprehension 
over possible Communist arbi- 
trariness in international affairs 
w a s  not \vitliout foundation. The 
fact tliat the Communist Chinese 
were training and equipping I’iet- 
mid i  troops in 1949 and 1950 ap- 
peared ominous even to thought- 
ful observers, especially when 
viewed against the outbreak of 



the Korean War and the insur- 
gency in Malaya. Moreover, as 
Cooper makes abundantly clear, 
it was not necessary to share the 
worldview of John Foster Dulles 
to perceive the critical period of 
1954-56 rather differently from the 
way it was later interpreted in the 
1960’s with the advantage of 
hindsight. 

Or again, with all the appro- 
priate criticisms of various dimen- 
sions of U.S. policy, Cooper’s 
description of the decisive points 
of escalation under Presidents 
Kennedy and Jbhnson does not 
make it obvious that the purpose 
of continued involvement in In- 
dochina was only the fabrication 
of a crusading spirit. It ought to 
be added that Cooper’s examinn- 
tion, in Chapters 11 and 12, of the 
escalation of 1965 would have 
been greatly improved by setting 
that decision in the context of 
regional developments in 1964, 

especially regarding the threaten- 
ing dktente between Jakarta and 
Peking. (Arnold Brackman has 
shown conclusively the relevance 
of these events to Vietnam policy 
in his indispensable book, Thc 
Comnntnist Collnpse in Ztido- 
ti esia . ) 

Finally, Cooper’s own way of 
defending political free choice for 
the South Vietnamese raises ques- 
tions about the adequacy of his 
attempt to reduce all aspects of 
U.S. policy to a “crusading spirit.” 
Cooper justifies this objective 
more in terms of the need Ameri- 
cans have “to perceive that some- 
thing of value was accomplished 
in Vietnam” than in terms of the 
interests of the Vietnamese. A de- 
feat in which nothing at all was 
salvaged would be “alien to our 
history and our nationid per- 
sonality.” Crusaders need to feel 
that their crusade wasn’t a total 
loss. 

in the magazines 
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threaten if not the continuity of the race then surely 
our claim to value as human beings.” 

Both in literature and in the reality it reflects, this 
condition seems to “require a heroism commensurate 
with the v+tness of desolation in our time,” says des 
Pres. “And we begin to ask whether, in the struggle 
to preserve and extend the human realm, circum- 
stances may not arise in which it is better-more 
useful and courageous, less self-indulgent-to stay 
alive than to die. If it is right that men should die to 
preserve ideals without which the human enterprise 
could not sustah itself, it is also true, as men in 
power like to think, that to kill an idea we need 
simply kill those who hold it. And with the applica- 
tion of this policy, with the ideology and technology 
of genocide ready at hand, the man who survives may 
be more valuable than the thousands who die. Here 
the excruciating wisdom of the DiaspOra becomes 
apparent: when men must live against overwhelming 
odds and death is a condition of life, when mere 
existence is miraculous, to die is in no way a 
triumph. . . . 

“In time of crisis. , . the issue of survival moves 
from background to the centre. Each thought and 
gesture, for those in the concentration camps, each 

But this is a misleading way to 
put the matter. At the heart of 
much of the debate is the ques- 
tion of whether the principle of 
self-determination, of being free 
of arbitrary forceful intervention, 
is or is not applicable to ilffairs in 
Indochina. Are there or are there 
not political entities or potential 
entities in South Vietnam, Cam- 
bodia and Laos which ought, if 
possible, to have “the right to de- 
termine their own future free of 
outside interference”? Is that right 
seriously threatened or is it not? 
If one’s answer to these questions 
is nffirmative, he will not be dis- 
posed to picture military interven- 
tion as simply a crusade. For 
Cooper to prove that U.S. policy 
in Vietnam is nothing more than 
ii crusitde, he will first have to set- 
tle these prior questions about the 
applicability or inapplicability of 
the principle of free choice. 

m .  a 

nuance of feeling and expression is directly a matter 
of life and death. When extremity prevails, a11 men 
become self-consciously survivors, engaged in a strug- 
gle whose single aim is to carry on, to come through. 
But here a distinction arises, for a man may live in 
more than one way, at his own or at others’ expense. 
In extremity, that is, survival involves moral choice: 
. . . Nature red in tooth and claw is not the human 
way. This is the crucial difference, and to describe 
the way in which a man survives without betraying 
his innocence is to define the human, as opposed to 
the Darwinian, survivor.” 

And finally: “Why one man survives‘and another 
does not, is not fully esplicable; chance and character 
play their part, but something else as well, a sort 
of grace. And what the survivor arrives at by reach- 
ing past despnir and hope would seem to be similarly 
unnameable. But surely he comes on something, an 
entrance to the heart of being, the furious purity of 
an endless ehergy, of life in itself, something un- 
expectedly uncovered when the spirit is driven down 
to its roots, a11 insolence lost, and through its pain 
brought to a pristine concentration, and to a sense of 
finality and quietude that, once again, surpasses 
understanding. In another age we might have called 
it God, God the bleak, the rush, the final point of a 
vibrant, unshakable peace.. . .” 

PAM PHILUS 
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