
Correspondence 
‘ ‘ Beyond Vietnam’ ’ 

To the Editors: 1 agree with James 
Finn’s first point in “Beyond Viet- 
nam” (Excursus, Worldview, May), 
that blame for the failure in Vietnam 
should not be placed on those who 
opposed the war nor on Congress for its 
recent refusal to gi-ve military aid to the 
Saigon government. Failure was inevi- 
table because the U.S. was trying to do  
what could not be done: it was 
attempting to create a viable govern- 
ment in South Vietnam, using generals 

. of our own government’s. choosing. 
And their fight was a hard one, for it 
was a fight against Vietnamese 
nationalism as much as it was against 
communism. 

Probably 1 do not disagree very much 
with what James Finn means when he 
speaks of intervention, but in the 
context of his Excursus his arguments 
give a false impression. I was not 
present at the Convocation for Peace 
Finn mentions, and I do  not take 
responsibility for any of the rhetoric 
that came out of it. Yet it would be 
desirable to ask what these people and 
other Americans actually have in mind 
when they say “no more intervention in 
Indochina.” I would say they are not 
excluding the kinds of defensible 

-.interventions Finn mentions. I myself 
would not oppose MY of those on 
principle. If by intervention we mean 
actions overseas that effect some 
purpose for which there is general 
national support, it is obvious that such 
interventions should not be ruled out. 
That would be isolationism. What 
should be ruled out under foreseeable 
conditions (1 am not given to proclaim- 
ing absolute laws or ones that prescribe 
their exact application for all possible 
future circumstances) is any interven- 
tion involving military force or the use 
of the CIA in order to prevent 
somebody’s revolution or to preserve 
institutions of which we approve in 
other countries. I feel even more 
strongly against such interventions 
when they are unilaterai, as our 
intervention was in Indochina and as it 
was in Chile. The attempt to impose by 

force on another nation or culture a 
one-sided American ideology is the 
kind of intervention 1 believe we should 
renounce. The pursuit of American 
aims of “freedom” and “stability” 
without an attendant concern for the 
transforming social justice that is 
needed in half the world has been the 
great error of American foreign policy 
in the Third World for decades. 

Readers may find fault with some of 
my words, and some possible excep- 
tions may suggest themselves. But 1 do 
hope what 1 am saying points to a form 
of intervention that is recognizable and 
that is different from those forms 
suggested by James Finn. He says that 
even his examples of defensible inter- 
ventions might lead to military interven- 
tion. 1 do not see that as a necessary 
step, and 1 surely do not see that the 
intervention need be a unilateral one. If 
it were possible to stop the torture of 
people by a militarily protected airlift 
in Uganda, for example, there might be 
justification for carrying it out. But. if 
there were not some multilateral Afri- 
can cooperation, the whole project 
might do more harm than good. Yet 
even in a cooperative effort where 
military intervention might at some 
point appear justified, the burden of 
proof is on those advocating military 
force, for military efforts, once begun, 
tend to gather momentum and go out of 
control; inevitably, such efforts are 
carried out under auspices that are not 
sufficiently critical of the use of that 
force. We are likely then to end up with 
more victims than there were in the 
original situation we sought to correct. 

John C. Bennett 
Berkeley, Calif. 

To the Editors: I find myself in deep 
disagreement with “Beyond Viet- 
nam.” First of all, 1 believe the issue of 
responsibility is misleadingly posed. 
The Excursus suggests that the military 
collapse of Saigon was a debacle, al- 
though an unavoidable one. I disagree. 
In light of Saigon’s refusal to carry 
out the political bargain embodied in 
the Paris Agreements. the resumption 
of warfare was inevitable. In this 
context the open issue was the duration 
and intensity of the post-American 
military phase. The collapse of Saigon 
came shortly after “the decent inter- 

val” of two years, and its rapidity 
should be an occasion of relief, not 
regret. Hence, if Congressional reluc- 
tance to underwrite Saigon’s insistence 
on prolonging a military option helped 
to hasten the final outcome, this fact is 

.an occasion for justifiable pride, and 
what is called “responsibility” in the 
Excursus should be claimed rather than 
disavowed. 

I agree that Congressional reluctance 
to aid Saigon probably contributed only 
marginally to the victory of the other 
side. But my point is that our 
commitment on any plane and ar any 
level to General Thieu and his regime 
added to the suffering of the Viet- 
namese people since January, 1973. 
The main policy-makers in Washington 
knew (or should have known) from the 
outset that Thieu never intended to 
implement the treaty provisions that, 
after months of negotiations, finally 
created an agreed political process for 
translating a military stalemate into 
nonviolent competition. Thieu’s words 
as well as deeds demonstrated his 
opposition to this Paris approach. He 
denounced the agreement without pre- 
tense, refused from the outset to carry 
out its critical provisions (political 
prisoners, permitting political action by 
opposition groups, formation pf the 
tripartite National Cuuncil of Recon- 
ciliation and Concord), and im- 
mediately launched a military offensive 
in the weeks after January, 1973, that 
temporarily succeeded in capturing 
some 400 PRG-held hamlets. 

Washington understood and sup- 
ported Thieu in his stand. Jndeed, 
American advisors in South Vietnam 
were euphoric. This support for Thieu’s 
post-Paris actions, following upon the 
Christmas ,bombing of the Hanoi area 
and rush of U.S. military equipment to 
Saigon just weeks before and after the 
Paris signing, the failure to apply any 
pressure on Saigon to carry out the 
political provisions, and Nixon’s re- 
cently revealed secret pledge to react 
vigorously to any North Vietnamese 
offensive were all part of the acquies- 
cence by Nixon and Kissinger-despite 
their public claims to the contrary-in 
Thieu’s determination to press ahead 
with the war. Such a repudiation of the 
Paris Agreement carried with it the 
clear realization that the war would be 

(conn‘nued on p .  4) 
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Cprom p .  2 )  
rcvivcd and that i t  would not end well 
for the Vietnamese political factions 
thc U.S. had so long supported. Why 
then did Kissinfer go along with this 
rcpudiatioit'! A fu l l  account will have to 
aunii I'urthcr disclosures, but the main 
prcssurch stem clcar enough. There 
\ {as  no way to get American POWs 
bach and cnd thc direct U.S. combat 
role i n  Victnani except by linking these 
objcctivcb H i t h  !he sort of political 
wttlciiiciit U rittcn into the agreement. 
That 1 5 -  Ntwh I'irtnani and the PRG 
insisted on such a scttlcmcnt as an 
i lbwluic  precondition for rciurning the 
Anicriciiii pilots they held i n  the North. 
Hoitewr.  such a sctilemcnt could no1 
hc iiiadc U itliout Saigon's cndorsc- 
i i iciit,  unlcss the United States was 
prcparcd to makc a direct break with 
l'liicu. 111 cll'cct. Tliicu was induced to 
accede tormall> to the Paris accords on 
condiiion that the political provisions 
could he sal'ely ignored and that 
Saigon's n i i l i i a ry  option would be 
su3iaincd h j  'Anicrican military aid. 
Bui once thc naturc of this bargain 
bccanic clcar. thc othcr side had no 
iiicciitivc \rIiatsocvcr to respect thc 
ccasc-firc. cspccially because its mili- 
tary advantage rcstcd not on numerical 
o r  1actic:il superiority but on its 
ciiraordiiiary cdgc in morale and 
i i i t ) t i va t ion ,  

I t  i \  d~iubly ironic that thc main 
poliiical victims nf this American 
pn1ic.g \$ere the 1 hird Force elements of 
South Victnnni. caught in  a tightening 
v i w  bctnccn thc PRG aiid Saigon. 
1 hcw iiiodrratc clcmenis have the 
clowst hinsliip i o  profesxd American 
values.  bui the> were consistently 
sacriliccd a \  ;I conscqucnce of our 
n)iliiari\t hard-line approach to the 
Victnamcsc struggle. \Vc should hold 
our niilitary and political leaders 
rcsponsiblc l o r  this distortion of 
priorities. It might have bccn possible 
t o  avoid ninst of the bloodshcd in 
Victiiaiii biiice 1073 had Washington 
tahcn thc political provisions of the 
Paris Agrccmcnts as scriously as i t  took 
thc Protocol dcaling w i t h  POWs. Such 
a diploiiiatic siaiicc nould have proba- 
bl) led to a11 opcii break with Thieu, ot  
possibly to his early replaccment by a 
d i fie rc n t So U I 11 V ic t n a iiie se IC adc r s h i p 
prepared to carry out thc political 
bargain agrccd upon at Paris.. . . In such 

a context "peace with honor'' might 
have meant what it says, although some 
of those who supported, and were 
victimizcd by, the American involve- 
ment in  earlier years would have been 
antagonized. But is it  not better for the 
country to admit an error and rake steps 
to correct it  than to perpetuate the 
illusion that i t  would all have been 
worthwhile but for the'defeat at the 
end? 

Jamcs Finn's Excursus properly rc- 
sponded to this widespread illusion by 
stating that no one was responsible for 
the defeat. However. this approach, 
while attempting to promote a post- 
Vietnam reconciliation in [his country, 
tends to legitimize the question "Why 
such a dcfear?" Instead. I believc. one 
should have moved the dikussion back 
a stcp and asked "Why wasn't rhe 
itreuirahilir~ of defeat acknowledged. 
and what would have been the most 
constructive b a y  to have dealt with 
it?" These questions highlight the real 
choice that American leaders had had 
since 1973-namely, whether to turn 
the teniEorary cease-fire in  the direc- 
tion of a political settlement whosc 
outcome would inevitably disappoint 
official U.S. preferences. or to allow 
that cease-fire to disintegrate with 
equal inevitability into a ne* phase of 
warfare. I believe our Icaders-and 
w e n  Congress and the media-are 
responsible for their failure to recog- 
nizc the possibility of choosing the 
lesser of two perceived evils. The 
Excursus, 1 feel, obscures these issues 
and hence doesn't free us to act posi- 
lively in the future. 

In  this spirit I thinh the attack upon 
those who oppose future American 
interventions is also ill-considcred. Of 
course, as "Beyond Vietnam" points 
out, no country as powerful as the 
United States ' can withdraw from 
participation in the wnrld, givcn the 
intricate and interdependent global 
setting that nqw exists. But the issuc in 
question is the status of force-that is. 
the use of iinilarernl rniliinry 
itiferveririori to carry out "the national 
purpose." 1 believe the renunciation of 
this option can only be healthy for the 
U.S. and others. The framework of 
constraint built into modern interna- 
tional law is a healthy one, eveti f o r  rlie 
UniredSiares! We have little doubt that 

other governments should refrain from 
using force across international bound- 
aries (unless thiy are responding to an 
armed attack or  are carrying out some 
kind of peacekecping mission au- 
thorized by the United Nations). Then 
why don't we want to insist that the 
United States abandon its discretionary 
attitude toward military power and 
accept the rules of restraint i t  insists are 
good for others and for the world 
community as a whole'! We prosecuted 
and executed German and Japanese 
leaders after World War I I  partly 
because we believed they had violated 
international law. 

There need be no fear that such a 
posture will render us impotent or 
isolationist. There are even numcrous 
opportunities to inter,venc construc- 
tively, provided we defer to appropriate 
norms and procedures, while at the 
same time help build up a set of global 
institutions and expectations that would 
obviate the necd for unilateral interven- 
t i o n  of any kind. A i  least the Vietnam 
experience might help us discovcr that 
wc have neither thc capabilities nor the 
wisdoni to act alone. especially when 
lives are at stake. Our responses to such 
re vo I u t io n a ry a nd co u n te rre v o 1 u t io n a ry 
developments in recent months as have 
occurred in Chilc, Cyprus. and Por- 
tugal make nie skeptical as to whether 
our leadership. no matter how biparti- 
san, would not repeat the errors of 
Vielnam in a variety of new contests, 
given a sufficient dbmcstic political 
inandate and adequate military where- 
withal. Hence, an insistence on the 
limits of l o w  and morality. rather than  
self-serving reminders of our continu- 
ing geopolitical cniiiicncc. is what this 
country's foreign policy cstablishment 
desperately needs and, for this vcry 
reason. deplores. 

Richard A .  Falk 
Center of Internaiiorral Siirdies 
Princ-eron University 
Priricefon. N . J .  

To the Editors: Jamcs Finn's Excursus 
"Beyond Vietnam" condemns several 
responses to "the present debacle" in 
Vietnam as "dangerous" and "con- 
fused." To me the terms;seem to apply 
more aptly to Finn's, formulation of the 
issues. 

He urges that we heed the lessons of 
. .  
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history I\ hilc a\niding "rcspoiisihility 
niongcring." H i 5  charge i b  intcrnally 
inconsistent. 1.1) learn ihc lessons of 
history \\e muhi asse\s  cauhe's ;ind 
ruspon$ibilit\. . But i i i  50 doing \\e must 
take care to di\iingui\h i \ v o  quitc 
diffrrcnt c l c i ~ i c n t ~  of v. hat Finn calls 
"thc present debacle." The firs1 is the 
failure of Anicricaii polic! ; (he weond. 
the t raged! o i  V ict n ; i i i i .  

As again5t Ford. liis4iiiger. et a l . .  
Jameh Finn argues that " I t  i \  not true 
that t h i w  i i h o  long oppi~scd U.S. 
military intervention are responsible Ior 
the failure ot  that venture." In cniitra'st 
I ihinh thcrc i s  cvidciic.c to 3hon that 
opponents 1 ) t '  the Aiiicrican ~ : i r  d o  bcar 
some rcsponaihilit! I'or the Iailurc' of 
the "intcrveiitioii" i that  id. U.S. 
aggrchhion in South Vicinuin aiid the 
related aggrchhioii c l \ ~ b \ \  here i i i  In- 
dochina). Furtlieriiiorc. the! hlinuld 
bear that rc>pciiisihilit> v. irh pride. 

A >  f o r  "the prcwiit w r r )  3ituatioii in 
Vietnam" (not to he conl'uhcd n i t h  
"the tailurc crl' Irhc U.S. I vciiiurc"), 
this is a direct rchiili ot U . S .  inrcrvcn- 
tion and Aincrican-hacked t L * r i o r  i n  the 
1950'5 in viol;iiicin 0 1  the Geneva 
Agrccniciith. the intenhi1 ic.atio.~i oi the 
American n a r  u n d e r  Kcnncdb.  the 
niassivc inva3ioi i  t ha i  t '~ i I l ( i \ \  c J  with its 
resulting horror\. and U . S .  refusal to 
honor the Pari\ Agrcciiiciit\ 0 1  1973. 
All 0 1  this I i i ih .  I t h i i i b .  b c c i i  ;iiiipIy 

docunitiitcd. A s  1 rciid "the lebson5 of 
histor! ." they teach thai  iliosc \r ho 
suppnrtcd o r  did n o t  piotcst thew 
aktion~--ii i i i l  t'cu can  have a n  easy 
conscience ( i n  t h i 5  !,L.orc-hcar rc\pnn- 
sibility l o r  i l i c  tr;igic aut'l'criiig 0 1 '  the 
pcople o f  V i c t i i d i i ]  th;it \ \ ab  [lie direct 
conwqiirncc 0 1 '  the uiicca.;ing ct Iort i o  

creatc client rcgiiiich i n  lidochina .... 
Asscasi i ic i i i  01' rc>poiisibilitj is a 

necessit! i l '  \ k c  hope t i ,  team tlic Icswn.; 
of histnrj o n  i h c w  iii;iiici'>. though I 
pcrsoiial I! I'ccl that "dcniiri ticat ion' ' 
inighi bc :I niorc apt i s r n i  tliaii FI I I I I ' ~  
"rcspoiihihility nicmgcriiig." I t  i \  u n -  
fortunate rh;tt only dc1'c;iicJ po\\crs arc 
conipclled to undcigo  wch a prows.; 0 1  
se I f-c.ri I ic i .mi . 

Finn proceeds tu c.ondeinn R o n  
l 'oung 's  dcninnd t l i ; i t  opponents o f  
U.S. intcr\cntion in \..'ietiiain "opposc 
and  'struggle again51 U.S. iiitcr\cntion 
riny\vhcic in the irorld." 1 agree \ \ i t h  
Young. but I i l i inh t h d t  ihc issues arc 

narrower than Finn suggests. Thus, 
Finn argues that we should not oppose 
such "forms of intervention" as food 
shipments to the starving. But surely 
Young's comment was not intended to 
apply to such "intervention." As the 
context makes clear, he was referring to 
forceful intervention. I t  is a familiar 
and proper principle that the threat or 
use 0 1  force is illegitimate, specifi- 
cally forceful intervention in the 
internal affdirs of another country. The 
U.N. Charter gives a reasonable formu- 
lation of this doctrine, with the force of 
law in the U.S. Young is urging that the 
U . S .  abide by the principles that we 
quitc properly rely upon in condemning 
Russian aggression in Czechoslovakia 
and Hungary, for example. He is 
entirely justified in insisting that we 
reject with contempt the contention, 
tacit or explicit, that the U.S. is, 
uniquely, exempt from this doctrine. 

The notion "forceful intervention" 
is neither clear nor precise. We are, 
after all. discussing politics, not 
physics. Concepts are vague, and the 
principles formulated in terms of them. 
even where clear, are not absolute. 
Nevertheless, the general principle is a 
fair and valid one, though i t  is regularly 
ignored for reasons that are obvious 
enough. 

I t  is when we try to apply this 
principle that difficult problems some- 
times arise, though there are clear cases 
as well. Thus,  American aggression in 
Indochina' clearly violated the princi- 
pis, and massive food shipments to the 
starving are clearly consistent with it. 
Other cases are more difficult. Finn 
cites "continued pressure on Israel and 
rhc Arab countries to arrive at a 
peaceful settlement" as a relatively 
uncontroversial case of legitimate in- 
tervention. I t  is not. however. His 
formulation is essentially that of 
American diplomacy since 1967, e.g. ,  
the Rogers Plan and the later "Kis- 
singer Plans." all of whjch called for 
an interstate settlement excluding the 
Przlrsrirriaris. Finn's formulation of the 
issue begs serious questions. I t  is when 
these questions are seriously enter- 
tained that we begin to face problems of 
justice. security. and proper interna- 
iional behavior. 

Finn argues that "the United States 
remains strong and has a moral 

responsibility to use that strength." 
Would he be willing to replace "United 
Slates" by "USSR" in this precept'? I 
doubt it. The reason is'that we know 
very well how the USSR will use its 
strength. But the lessons of history, if 
we attend to them, reveal that the U.S. 
is even more guilty of using force and 
violence to impose its will. If we can 
escape the ideological controls that 
prevent us from analyzing the facts of 
current history, we should have no 
difficulty in understanding the reasons 
for this consistent behavior. 

Such questions are, unfortunately. 
remote from the mainstream of political 
discussion. It is a crucial element of the 
dominant ideology that the U.S.. 
unique among the great powers of 
history or of the present, does not act 
on perceived interests of dominant 
social groups, but rather is an intema- 
tional benefactor. The U.S. may 
"make errors" or inexplicably "betray 
its principles." but i t  does not commit 
aggression or use force to establish a 
social order in the interests o f  
American-based capital. 

Looking IO the future, proponents of 
U.S. military intervention in the Per- 
sian Gulf argue that this will permit the 
U.S. to arrange for an equitable 
distribution of the world's energy 
resources. They do not find it necessary 
to justify their belief that such would 
(or might) be the consequence of an 
American invasion. Nor d o  their crit- 
ics. with rare exceptions, challenge the 
assumption. Is the assumption based on 
an induction from history or an analysis 
of the bases for U.S. policy? Hardly so. 
In fact, to an objective observer, the 
question would seem merely ludicrous. 
But in this highly ideological society 
the obvious questions are rarely raised 
in !he press, journals of opinion, or 
academic studies. 

One of the most obscene and 
potentially dangerous aspects of recent 
discussion of the Vietnam war is the 
tacit presupposition that wc remain 
decent and honorable, though perhaps 
we have made "tragic errors," and that 
there is no need even to rethink the 
question whether forceful intervention 
and later direct aggression was a 
legitimate policy in principle. Finn 
asserts that Young's reiteration of basic 
principles of international law is "a 

, 
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policy for disaster:"'But I feel slrongly 
that it is the consistent refusal to apply 
generally valid standards lo the United 
States, or even to be willing to 
undertake rational analysis of U.S. 
policy and the factors that contribute to 
it.  that constitutes the rea€ beuayal of 
the inlellectuals in the c u m n t  period. 
This betrayid will contribute Lo new 
forms of international violence that will 
bring misery and disaster to countless 
millions of people, just as was the case 
in Indochina. 

Noam Chomsky 
Deparlmenr of Foreign Literatures 

Cambridge, Mass. 
and Linguistics, MIT 

To the Editors: "Beyond Viet- 
nam" is an altogether sound and 
probably courageous comment. It 
draws two correct conclusions. First, 
that it is wrong to lay the blame for 
America's *'defeat" in Vietnam either 
at the feet of those who opposed the war 
or, as President Ford has foolishly tried 
to do, at the doorstep of a "niggardly 
Congress" that refused to authorize 
more funds for military aid at "the 
critical time"; and second, the repudia- 
tion of the idea that "intervention" by 
the United Slates is always wrong, 
immoral, or impractical because it 
proved to be so in Vietnam. 

As one long active in the anti- 
Vietnam war movement, I can only 
wish that we bad been  as influential in 
getting America out of Vietnam as 
those who are now looking for 
scapegoats seem to think we were. The 
truth is, we were not that effective. Had 
those in positions of power, with 
responsibility for shaping American 
foreign poli&y in Vietnam, listened to 
us earlier. we would have been out of 
Vietnam sooner; many fewer American 
lives would have been needlessly lost; 
the coalition "Thlrd Force govem- 
ment" that we foresaw, coming into 
power under the leadership of "Big 
Minb." would have long ago replaced 
the now fled President Thieu, and 
Vietnam could have been politically 
and eponomically btabllized.much ear- 
lier. We said fhen, and pksent de- 
velopments bepr u8 out, that b e  Thieu 
regime was so unpopular and 90 corrupt 
tbat it  would collapse the moment the 
pmps of overt and'covert American 

military might were removed and that 
the vaunted ARVN would disintegrate. 
We were right. 

Now, 1 confess to feeling a 
pleasure-pain ambivalence. I am deeply 
pained by the stories of human  suffer- 
ing to which we are exposed daily. bur I 
am secretly glad that the war is over 
and that Thieu and his cronies are 
gone.. . . 

Who, then, lost the war'? The 
totalitarian govcmment of Saigon! Mr .  
Thieu and his corrupt cronies. That's 
who. Let us at least say that as clearly 
and as definitively as we can. 
Moreover, let us say in all honesty that 
maybe the word "lost" is the wrong 
word to use now. Words like "won" 
and "lost" take on a doublethink 
meaning when set against the reality of 
no more death, no more "destroying 
hamlets in order to save them." no 
more Con Son prisons, no niore 
confident predictions by "experts" in 
the State Deparment and the Pentagon 
of retributional "blood baths." 

I t  is, however. James Finn's second 
observation that I suspect will get him 
into trouble with both his friends and 
his enemies. Many of those in the 
antiwar movement with whom he 
worked to end the war were, and are, 
philosophically and perhaps theologi- 
cally motivated pacifists. They were, 
and perhaps still are, his fricnds and 
allies in other causes. They will have 
trouble with his opposition to the view 
which suggests that all intervention is 
always wrong .... 1 was on the platform 
and spoke at the January, 1975, 
"Convocation for Peace" a t  which my 
friend Ron Young said "we will oppose 
and struggle against U.S. intervention 
anywhere in the world," and 1 winced 
when 1 heard him speak those words. It 
was neilher the time nor the.place to 
challenge that thesis, but it must be 
challenged now. Those who hold this 
view (and there are many in  what is left 
of the antiwar movement) are mistaken 
on two counts: First, they generalize 
from a particular, always a dangerous 
intellectual gambit; second, they be- 
lieve that there can, or ought to. be 
some consistency to America's inter- 
national posture; that the principles that 
operate in one situation can be applied 
universally to all other situations. But 
international affairs do not work that 

way. Every generation id srri geiieris. 
This year's allies arc next year's 
enemies. Onc war's enemies are this 
generation's friends.. . .Thus it was both 
morally and practically wrong to 
advocate intervention in Vietnam be- 
cause of the peculiar and particular 
situations that made Vietnam what i t  
was, not because the principle of 
intervention is wrong per sc. I t  would 
be equally wrong for the U.S.  not to 
have intervened in the Middle East in 
October, 1973. if that would have 
meant. as indeed it  would have, the end 
of Israel. I t  would be wrong for the 
Unitcd States not to continue that 
"intervention" today, particularly 
since at least some Arab states still call 
for the dismantling of Israel. Would 
those who call for univsrsalizcd nonin- 
tervention prefer to see Israel destroyed 
as a result of the application of such a 
policy? Thc response in each of these 
two situations must be different be- 
cause the factors involved are different, 
not because there is any great virtue in 
the universally applied principle of 
nonintervention. Flexibility, not con- 
sistency, ought to be the blueprint for 
American fureign policy. 

It is this commitment to doctrinaire 
political ideology, taken in the name of 
consistency; that frightens me, whether 
it comes from the antiwar activists or 
from isolationists with whom I have 
always disagreed. Neither the Ron 
Youngs of the peace movement nor 1 
want to be ;he bedfellows of a growing 
group of American isolationists. They 
would have kept us out of World War 
11, and they might, i f  successfully 
bedded with philosophical pacifists, 
hamper American efforts to keep the 
world at least in a no-war no-peace 
state. The commitment to noninterven- 
tion by those still in  what is left of the 
antiwar movement is therefore properly 
challenged by Finn's Excursus. I t  will 
bring him much pain. That is why I 
began by,suggesting that it may be as 
courageous as it is corject. I t  sets him 
on a collision course with old allies. 
Perhaps we need some force to 
inremefie and thus to keep the two 
elements from destroying one another. 

Rabbi Balfour Brickner 
Union of Americarr Hebrew 

Congregations ' 
New York, N.Y. ' 

(continued on p .  5,s) 



Briefly Noted 
Two Cheers for 

the Affluent Society: 
A Spirited Defense 

of Economic Growth 
by Wilfred Beckerman 
(St. Martin's Press; 238 pp.; $7.95) 

Cheerful and spirited indeed. A broad- 
side of informed and witty arguments 
against the antigrowth ideologists by a 
British economist who is also an expert 
on pollution. Most of the arguments 
have been made before (as by Peter Pas- 
sell and Leonard Ross, not to mention 
Richard Neuhaus, Worldview's own 
answer to the Club of Rome), but it's 
nice to have them put together in a very 
readable way. 

- P e t e r  L .  Berger 

ordain that some should die, the justice 
of man is altogether and always insuffi- 
cient for saying who these may be." 
Unlike many critics of our legal system, 
Black acknowledges that punishment is 
both legitimate and necessary. He is 
also keenly aware that what he says 
about "caprice and mistake" in capital 
cases is applicable to all criminal pro- 
ceedings. His argument hinges on the 
reader's readiness to stipulate that 
"death is different" from other forms of 
punishment. "We have to keep using 
[our present process] as a means of 
choosing for other punishment, even as 
we slowly try to make it better, but for 
the death of a person it will not do, and it 
cannot be reformed enough to do." The 
latter point is crucial, of course, in con- 
nection with the efforts of numerous 
state legislatures to devise laws that will 
get by the Supreme Court's most recent 

Correspondence  om p .  2) 
To the Editors: Though I agree with 
Mr. Finn's general conclusion, particu- 
larly about the future role of the United 
States, 1 am confused by several 
features of his Excursus. First, his 
formulations of the "two separate but 
related responses" to the question 
"Who is to be held responsible" for the 
collapse of the Saigon regime? are not 
quite symmetrical. One response, ac- 
cording to high officials, is that 
Congress in its recent frame of mind, as 
well as opponents of U . S .  military 
intervention in Indochina. are respon- 
sible for the collapse. The second 
response, as Mr. Finn characterizes it, 
is nof an answer to the question "Who 
is responsible?" I t  is, rather, 3 

conclusion drawn from the Vietnam 
experience about the inadvisability of 
all U.S. intervention. Perhaps what Mr .  
Finn means is that. according to the 

strictures, procedural rather than sub- second response, those U.S. policy- 
Burundi: The Tragic Yeus stantive, on capital punishment. Not the makers and their supporters who have 
by Thomas Patrick Melady least value of this little book is the re- favored a general interventionist 

(Orbis; I IO pp.; $4.95) 

Melady was U.S. ambassador to 
Burundi from 1969 to 1972 and is an 
eyewitness to the genocidal slaughters 
that have afflicted that part of Africa. 
Some of the gut-wrenching story told in 
the book has appeared in Worldview (see 
the May issue). Melady writes as a man 
aware of the larger and depressing im- 
plications that events in  Burundi may 
hold for the future of Africa. 

Capital Punishment 
by Charles L. Black, 
(Norton; 96 pp.; $ I  .95 [paper]) 

Jr. 

This year the Supreme Court may rule in 
such a way as to abolish capital punish- 
ment definitively. At least that is what 
many hope and many others fear. The 
subtitle of this important tract leaves no 
doubt about where Charles Black 
stands: "The Inevitability of Caprice 
and Mistake." Black. professor of law 
at Yale, does not dispute the right of the 
state to inflict the death penalty, nor 
does he deny that retribution may have 
some n e c e s s e  role in the scheme of 
things. His argument is summed up in 
his paraphrase of a rabbinic opinion: 
"Though the justice of God may indeed 

spect with which Black treats the argu- 
ments of the proponents of the death 
penalty. For those convinced on other 
grounds of the evil of capital punish- 
ment Black offers important reinforce- 
ment for an additional argument. For the 
undecided he unfolds the caprice and 
mistake thesis in a manner most readers 
should find highly persuasive, if not 
conclusive. 

The Defeat of America 
by Henry Steele 

Commager 
(Simon & Schuster; 164 pp.; $2.95 
[paper]) 

A reissue with post-Watergate updat- 
ing. This distinguished American his- 
torian is inclined to view the ending of 
the Vietnam war and the resolution of 
Watergate as "vindic@tions" of the 
American constitutional system. As we 
face the several gargantuan tasks of the 
last part of the century one wants to 
believe Mr. Commager is right in think- 
ing America capable of "learning from 
these tragedies." This little volume is 
more in the nature of an assertion than of 
an argument. The subtitle is "Presiden- 
tial Power and the National Character." 

foreign policy are to blame for Saigon's 
collapse. Thus revised, both responses 
now answer the same question. 

Mr. Finn rejects the first response as 
oversimple and misguided. But his 
stated reasons for doing so are puz- 
zling. "Contrary to James Schlesinger." 
Finn writes, "American support for 
South Vietnam has not been 'nig- 
gardly' and therefore the 'proximate 
cause' of the present retreat." While I 
am not sure whether Congressional 
restraints on aid to the GVN over the 
past months contributed to the loss of 
confidence and morale among the 
ARVN forces, i t  is reasonable to raise 
the question. and nothing Mr. Finn says 
helps to settle it. 

Indeed. before the D R V  offensive, 
the argument of some congressmen and 
their supporters in favor of restrict 
aid to the GVN was that U.S. 
assistance does more harm than good 
by prolonging the war and the suffer- 
ing. In  terms somewhat akin to Finn's 
own, they contended that the results of 
a DRV victory "will probably entail 
less evil" than the suffering and killing 
produced by continuing the military 
conflict. The point of .the argument 
was, as I understand i t ,  that the U.S. 
should reduce aid and allow the "less 
evil" result to happen. 

1 do not know how influential or how 

c g  



“proximately causal” Congressional 
restraint was on events in Indochina. 
But if i t  nus influenrial. then propo- 
nents of the argument just given would 
not, if they are consistent, wish to 
eschew responsibility or to consider 
themselves unjustly blamed for their 
share in recent developments. This 
observation is not meant to contribute 
to a vindictive brawl over “Who lost 
Vietnam?” 11 is intended to help keep 
straight who has been saying what. 

As to the second response, rephrased 
for the sake of balance, it is unclear 
how Finn would treat the matter of the 
responsibility of policy-makers and 
supporters for the failure of U.S. 
intervention in Indochina. Assuming 
from the article that he would not 
address the problem by attacking 
interventionism as a general principle, 
does he or does he not think we ought to 
deal with the question of responsibil- 
ity? To suggest (rightly, in my view) 
that intervention must be dealt with on 
a case-by-case basis is to avoid the 
question “Who is to be held responsi- 
ble?” One might argue that an attempt 
to assign responsibility only produces 
deslructive recriminations and vindic- 
tiveness and therefore ought to be 
avoided. If  that is the argument, then it 
needs to be stated and defended. On the 
other hand, one might argue that in the 
service of the sort of enlightened and 
careful case-by-case determination of 
future U.S. intervention recommended 
by Mr. Finn we need to address, in 
depth, the question of responsibility 
both for intervention in  and extrication 
from Indochina. I t  is impossible to tell 
from the Excursus which of these 
positions is Finn’s, or whether he holds 
still another view of how we should 
deal with the responsibility of U.S. 
policy-makers and their supporters. 

1 belicve the duestion of responsibil- 
ity is important and, if only from the 
point of view of historical inquiry, 
unavoidable. But one hopes that any 
thirst for vindictiveness will be mod- 
ified by taking to hean Mr. Finn’s 
profound words; “there can be no 
‘good end’ to the war.” If that was ever 
in doubt i t  is no longer. 

David Little 
Department of, Religious Studies 
University of Virginia 
Charlonesville, Va. 

To the Editors: Events have moved fast 
since the May Excursus “Beyond Viet- 
nam.” The issue now is what lessons 
are to be learned from this whole 
experience and in what way the United 
States should reconceive its role in the 
world. Theologians like Reinhold 
Niebuhr and John Bennett have pointed 
out that biblical realism falls midway 
between cynicism and sentimentality in 
its view of human nature and history. 
Realism knows both the heights and the 
depths of which humankind is capable. 
Therefore the topic should be ex- 
amined, not from a “demonic” or 
“angelic” viewpoint, but from an 
“ambiguist” one. Most U.S. policies 
and actions spring from very mixed 
motives and are productive of very 
mixed results. A realization of this fact, 
I suggest. is the first step toward the 
possibility of making discriminating 
judgments about foreign policy. 

Despite the many recent signs of 
America’s reduced ability to work its 
will in the world (the fall of Cambodia 
and Vietnam, the oil embargo, the 
debacle of the “Year of Europe”), 
America still possesses enormous 
power-milimy. economic, diplomatic. 
This power is being exercised and 
will inevitably be exercised for good or 
ill.  America’s giant corporations. for 
example, are not suddenly going to 
cancel their overseas operations. 
Rather than ask “Should the U.S. 
intervene?”-a question that implies 
that power can be turned off and on at 
will-we should ask “How can this 
power be used responsibly?” 

In any discussion of these matters the 
category of the “national interest” is 
inescapable. What troubles me, 
though, are the questions “How shall 
the ‘national interest’ be defined?” and 
“Who will do the defining?” What we 
have learned from Vietnam is that it is . 
futile to define the national interest in 
terms that run counter to the revolution- 
ary dynamics of the peoples of the 
world, especially the Third World. 
There is a tide of history running 
toward national determination and to- 
ward some form of socialism in all 
parts of the globe. How can America, 
which is still the citadel of the most 
untrammeled capitalism and which in 
the 1970’s has lost most of its own 
dynamic for social change, properly 

identify (and identify with) the currents 
of the “authentic revolution,” rather 
than, Canute-like, try to hold back the 
tide? 

A policy of intervention in the hands 
of a Richard Nixon or a Gerald Ford is 
one thing; a policy of intervention in 
the hands of a Ted Kennedy or a Fred 
Harris would, presumably, be another, 
since it would proceed from a different 
set of sensitivities as to where 
America’s true long-range interest lies. 
The struggle over foreign policy is at 
the same time a struggle over 
America’s soul-its self- 
understanding. Since we are so unclear 
about the latter, we had better be 
cautious about the former. 

,There must be a via media between 
the posture of “fortress America” and 
“policeman of the world.” Rather than 
a general stance of interventionism or 
isolationism. the U.S. needs specific 
policies tailored to specific regions of 
the world.. . .These policies should be 
designed to identify not only the 
American interest but the human 
interests that are at stake. The U.S. still 
has tremendous power. It will never be 
used wholly innocently, but it can be 
used responsibly. 

Franklin Sherman 
Lurheran School of Theology 

at Chicago 
Chicago, Ill. 

To the Editors: James Finn’s Excursus 
on the rout of the Vietnamese refugees 
and the collapse of the Saigon regime 
asks the question “Who is to be held 
responsible?” The Administration’s 
efforts to lay the blame on Congress is, 
as Finn points out, a travesty that 
reflects neither the events of the last ten 
years nor the present denouement, 
Marquis Childs sums up Ford’s unen- 
lightened approach to this colossal 
tragedy: “At times President Ford 
manages to look like that man dropped 
from Mars onto the White House 
without any prior knowledge of the 
American past” (Wrrshingron Post, 
April 8 ) .  In stirring up a controversy 
over who is responsible for the fiasco, 
the President seems unaware of the 
present state of American public opin- 
ion, unacquainted with the history of 
the war, and utterly devoid of any 
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knowledge of what the "Who lost 
China?" debate did to America in the 
McCarthy era.. . .The President chooses 
to point a finger at Congress-a body 
newly elected for the most part and 
without any legislative role in the war 
itself ... .Congress simply saw the light 
at the end of the tunnel and moved in 
that direction, refusing to prolong a 
bloodbath by providing the where- 
withal for continuation of the slaughter. 

I fear we will have to listen to a 
plethora of political smears over the 
Vietnam issue as the 1976 campaign 
gets under way with our old foreign 
policy unraveling under the pressure of 
debates o n  Capitol Hill designed to 
substitute a new policy for the old. I d o  
h o p .  however, that the new policy 
planners will charge the old with bad 
judgment, not with war crimes. The 
architects of U.S. involvement were 
guilty of romanticism rather than 
crimes; John F. Kennedy's rhetoric 
about going everywhere to save free- 
dom was a noble sentiment, albeit a 
more catastrophic mistake than the Bay 
of Pigs escapade. 

I would like to see America turn its 
face steadfastly toward peace and away 
from military adventures in foreign 
lands, but, to be realistic. i t  H o n ' t  
happen in our time. U.S. history shows 
an ambivalence on the part o !  our 
people vacillating between war and 
isolationism, but 1 think the present hue 
and cry about neoisolationism seenis 
unwarranted. There is not a ghost of a 
chance that Americans will suddenly 
become a nation of total pacifists. They 
are fed up with the Vietnani disaster, 
not because America got involved in a 
fratricidal civil war that was none of its 
business, but simply because they had 
given up any hope of ever winning it. 
The antiwar movement made headlines, 
but made little or  no impression on thc 
thought patterns of Americans. This 
was notably true of Catholics. The 
antiwar militants exerted little influ- 
ence on the great body of middle-class 
Catholics and antagonized them by 
exotic, lawless demonstrations (such as  
blood-pouring) rather than winning 
them over by educating them patiently 

e injustice of the American 
inv vement. Congress, reflecting the 
mindset of  America, is more impressed 
by what the war did to our economy 

in F 

than by its awareness of what it  
wrongfully inflicted on'the peasants in 
the rice paddies of Vietnam .... 

Isolationism? We have a global 
military mission written into our 
treaties with nations such as Japan, 
South Korea, and the Atlantic coun- 
tries. James Schlesinger proclaims that 
" i t  is the highest law of our land" that 
an attack on U.S. forces supporting the 
alliances will immediately bring to bear 
the ful l  weight of American military 
polber. Does anyone object'? Americans 
seem to take i t  as part of the price of 
being human. There is. however. 
aniong Americans a dcep vein of 
generosity that can be appealed to in 
support of American intervention i n  
foreign lands i n  the form of develop- 
ment aid. But evcrlasring vigilance is 
needed to keep U.S. policy planners 
from injecting political and military 
aims into developnicnt aid programs.. . . 
We should make sure h e  aid is used 
for nonpolitical purposes: to facilitate 
social change and a fair distribution of 
wealth according to the genuine needs 
(It' the developing countries. America 
has a moral responsibility to use its 
strength. but its main strength is not  in  
its weapons of war but in its ideals of 
q u a l  justice. frcedoni. and human 
compassion. 

John B. Shecrin. C.S.P. 
Washington, D.C. 

To the Editors: The destiny of the entire 
Vietnamese people is now i n  Com- 
munist hands. No longer can the 
Vietnamese modernize their society in 
harmony with their highest ethical 
value of phrc diic. or Buddhist 
merit-virtue, which requires indi-  
vidualism and private property. To- 
talitarian regimentation and forced 
socialist development will be their lot. 

The flight of millions of ordinary 
South Vietnamese citizens before the 
invading North Vietnamese troops as 
Saigon's army collapsed merely con- 
firms what the antiwar niovement here 
has refused to accept, namely. that the 
South Vietnamese people did not want 
a Communist victory. They preferred 
continued war in defense of their way 
of life to enforced surrender. 

Yet American will. this time in 
Congress. has determined that surren- 
der was to be imposed upon them. 

Some level of American military 
assistance could have maintained a 
military balance where Saigon would 
not lose. Congress placed a price tag on 
South Vietnam's right to survive and 
found it too costly. 1 believe that very 
reasonable levels of aid for four more 
years would have been sufficient. 

There is as much unconscionable 
hubris in Congress's failure to provide 
adequate assistance in 1975 as  there 
was in Lyndon Johnson's decision in 
1965 to send American combat troops 
to fight the war for the Vietnamese. 
Neither decision was correct; neither 
had the best interests of the South 
Vielnamese people in  mind. Both 
responded to American misconceptions 
rather than to Vietnamese reality. 

I t  is ironic to note that we are able to 
celebrate as a nation a two hundredth 
birthday in large part because a 
despotic French monarch sent our 
forefathers sufficient military assis- 
tance to sustain their fight for o u r  
independence. 

At no time have Americans under- 
stood Vietnamese nationalism. At no 
time have our people been told about 
phitc duc. RespQnsibility for this 
intellectual failure lies with our 
academics and our journalists. Both 
groups have accepted without question 
the assumptions about Vietnani offered 
by French scholars. Practically no 
original research on Vietnamese 
nationalism using authentic Viet- 
namese sources was ever done by 
Americans. Our journalists in  turn 
relied on this limited scholarly tradition 
to criticize the policy of assistance to 
South Vietnam undertaken by five 
administrations. Because of this per- 
spective derived from the French, the 
antiwar movement grew up based on 
the notion that there was nothing 
worthwhile for Americans to support in 
Vietnam. Given that belief, i t  is no 
wonder that Congress decided to 
strangle the flow'of aid. 

Yet the collapse of South Vietnani 
shows how wrong the antiwar move- ' 
ment is. There was no political victory 
for the NLF or PRG. There i s  no longer 
significant South Vietnamese popular 
support for either of Hanoi's fronl 
organizations. Hanoi was compelled to 
rely on an invasion by its home 
divisions from North Vietnam. Support 



from Moscow and Peking-not from 
the South Vietnamese people-made 
its conquest possible. When Thieu lost 
political support, he was out of office 
in two weeks, thus showing that he 
ruled with Vietnamese rather than 
American assent. There has been no 
Vietnamese expression of pleasure over 
Saigon’s collapse. 

American intellectuals who have 
provided the justification for abandon- 
ment of South Vietnam’s cause bear a 
moral responsibility for their actions, 
particularly since they have acted in 
ignorance of Vietnamese desires in a 
betrayal of their trust as intellectuals. 
They must be called to account for their 
mistakes, just as Richard Nixon was. 
Our public life cannot proceed success- 
fully if justice is not done, and justice 
requires that those responsible for 
America’s failure to aid Vietnam’s 
nationalism atone for the blood which 
has now been shed in vain. 

There is little America can do now 
about its foreign policy after. the 
Southeast Asian collapse. Events are in 
the saddle, and mankind can only ride. 
Since American power and purpose are 
no longer trustworthy, a fixed point of 
reference in world affairs has been lost. 
Our objective must be to establish new 
points of reference so that international 
relations can become predictable and 
the intercourse among nations more 
relaxed and less insecure and tense. But 
since a point of policy is only as fixed 
as is the commitment of our people to 
sacrifice on its behalf and since our 
people are willing to sacrifice for very 
little these days, few points of refer- 
ence will be established. It is easier, to 
prescribe a limited American role in  
world affairs than it is to effectuate 
such a role. Once loosed. the flow of 
power follows its own destructive 
logic. 

The loss of Vietnam is the end of an 
era. We can only hope that events will 
be kind IO us. I am drawn now to the 
words of the sixteenth-century Viet- 
namese poet Nguyen Binh Khiem: 
“Why waste breath talking about the 
world? It’s better to be drunk and 
singing poems by the river.” 

Stephen Young 
AID worker in Vietnam 

New York, N.Y. 

. 

. 

f o r  three years 

James Finn Responds: 

In my Excursus 1 criticized two notable 
responses to the sudden rout of the 
Saigon forces and the imminent 
collapse-now accomplished-of the 
Saigon regime: ( 1 )  the assignment of 
responsibility for that debacle to the 
present Congress andor the peace 
movement; (2) the inference that ”U.S. 
intervention anywhere in the world 
must be opposed.” 1 regard both 
statements as wrong and harmful. 1 
appreciate the expressions of agree- 
ment and will respond to disagree- 
ments, some of which ate real, some 
only apparent. 

David Little, Richard Falk, Noam 
Chomsky, and others believe that we 
should assess responsibility for the war 
and the grievous damage i t  inflicted on 
the participants. So do 1. I t  is because 1 
believe that we have a profound 
intellectual and moral obligation to do 
so that I criticized recent statements of 
Ford, Kissinger, and James Schlesinger 
as “responsibility mongering.” Be- 
cause l believe this l reject the question 
“Who lost Vietnam?” as a sound basis 
for debate. Vietnam was never ours to 
lose and is not lost now. Whatever the 
character of its regime it will now be 
independent. I reject, in other words, 
not the task that needs to be done, but 
what we were being offered by high 
government officials. 

Mr. Little raises as a question of fact 
whether Congressional restraint on  
events in Indochina was “proximately 
causal” to the sudden collapse. Fair 
enough. The Indochina Resource 
Center says that since the Paris accords 
of January, 1973, the U S .  has spent 
$6.6 billion on the war; Russia and 
China together have spent $2.7 billion. 
And from the Pentagon there are 
judgments that place major responsibil- 
ity for the rout on Thieu’s bungling 
orders. I believe these facts properly 
designate the “proximate cause. ” 
Nevertheless, to the degree that Con- 
gressional reluctance to extend further 
support was a factor, Congress bears 
responsibility and corresponding blame 
or credit. The same statement, mod- 
ified, applies to the entire war and the 
peace movement. To the degree that i t  
inhibited the war and hastened its end 
the peace movement is responsible. As 

one who long opposed the role of the 
U.S. in that war. I think that to be a 
ma t td fo r  pride. But the peace move- 
ment at best influenced-it did not 
determine-the outcome. Were 1 to 
develop reasons for the failure of U.S. 
policy in Vietnam, 1 would do so along 
the lines suggested by John Bennett in 
the first paragraph of his letter. 

Richard Falk says in his first 
paragraph that he is in deep disagree- 
ment with me on this point. But I did 
not state or intend to imply the position 
he so .strongly attacks. While there 
were serious violations of the Paris 
accords by both sides, 1 accept Falk’s 
argument that American leaders had a 
choice since 1973 of turning the 
cease-fire into a political settlement or 
allowing the development that took 
place. The first, which Falk advocates, 
could have taken place, however, only 
if the U.S._had effected the removal of 
President Thieu (elected with approxi- 
mately the same percentage of popular 
votes as was President Allende of 
Chile). 

Which brings me to the second 
response-that of intervention. Having 
spent much time with groups in the 
peace movement, I am unpersuaded 
that all who applauded Ron Young’s 
statement accepted the narrow defini- 
tion of “unilateral military interven- 
tion” that 1 am told he clearly intended. 
But speaking only on those narrow 
grounds, 1 would associate myself with 
John Bennett’s comments and with 
Falk’s statement that “the framework 
of constraint built into modern interna- 
tional law is a healthy one even f o r  the 
United States.” 1 would work to 
strengthen those constraints. Given the 
present international system, however, 
such constraints cannot be translated 
into absolute prohibitions. Intervention 
can be moral or immoral; it can be 
simultaneously illegal and justifiable. I 
am grateful for Balfour Brickner’s 
reference, on this point, to the Middle 
East, October, 1973. 

For the sake of brevity 1 will employ 
several sentences of Noam Chomsky to 
comment on the future of U.S. foreign 
policy to which almost every writer 
referred. He asks skeptically if 1 would 
be willing to substitute USSR for 
United States in my assertion that “the 
United States remains strong and has a 
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Zahn himself. Zahn' first became a 
conscientious objector during World 
War I1 on the theological grounds of 
the just war. While. in the camps he 
fluctuated between a just  war  and 
pacifist rationale. Finally, he became 
convinced of the pacifist position and 
was able to reconcile i t  to Catholicism. 
I t  is his personal pacifist witness, 
strengthened by his Catholic faith, that 
provides the strength of Zahn's posi- 
tion. I t  pervades all of his writing on 
peace. Yet paradoxically, i t  is this 
strength that is also his weakness. His 
position bars the way to an analysis of 
the "links" and "differences" within 
the American peace movement. 

Let me give a few examples. First, 
Zahn completely dismisses the role of 
the internationalists during the 1930's. 
Granted they, like their irreconcilable 
companions the isolationists, lost their 
peace witness once war was declared. 
But as Charles Chatfield has demon- 
strated in For Peace and Jusrice. they 
are still significant in  understanding 
the American peace movement during 
the 1930's. 

Next, Zahn devotes much space to 
the traditional peace churches, indicat- 
ing that he does not mean to ignore the 
Fellowship of Reconciliation and the 
War Resister's League. Yet Zahn fails 
to credit the radical members of these 
two groups in the camps and prisons 
with the development of nonviolent 
resistance-so characteristic of the 
American scene after World War I I  in 
combating injustices. 

And finally, i t  is the clarity and pu- 
rity of Zahn's own personal pacafist 
witness that incapacitates him in deal- 
ing with the 1960's. The 1960's were 
marred by diversity, especially among 
Catholics. Clear and pure lines could 
no longer be drawn between religion 
and politics, and the old categories of 
pacifism and just war were inadequate 
to deal with the range of individual 
responses-ven nonviolent resistance 
could not cover adequately the new 
form of opposition that emerged. 

Despite these criticisms, I want to 
say again that praise is due Zahn and 
his labors for peace. 

Patricia McNeal 
Department of History 
Indiana University 
Sourh Bend, Ind. 

moral responsibility to use that 
strength." The answer is yes, I would, 
for the corollary to my assertion is that 
there is a responsibility to use that 
strength morally. But we know that 
nations d o  not always follow moral 
dictates-our  histories are bloody and 
cruel-and we need the constrainis 
Falk mentions. Proving that one man's 
mainstream is another man's eddy, 
Chomsky says the dominant ideology 
exempts the U.S. from traditional 
criticism and presents i t  only as an 
international benefactor. Let him try 
that on in Washington, in the U . N . .  in 
embassies in Asia, Europe, Africa, and 
Latin America. And while 1 do not agree 
wjth Stephen Young that "American 
power and purpose are no longer trust- 
worthy," it would be foolish to deny 
that the way in which the United States 
conducted and ended its role in the war 
has seriou'sly undercut confidence in 
America and its foreign policies. 

Pace Vietnam and Watergate, the 
United States is no more exempt from 
the burdens, temptations. and vagaries 
of history than any great country. But 
through the confluence of many histori- 
cal streams i t  has produced a system of 
great strengths and valuable ideals that 
benefits not only its own citizen< but 
those of many other countries. ( I  
bypass, regretfully, crucial questions 
concerning the economic and political 
nature of the "system.") John Bennett. 
John Sheerin, and Franklin Sherman 
indicate some of the avenues to be 
explored i f  we are to best employ these 
strengths and ideals in a shifting w,\rld 
order. 

Peace Witness 

To the Editors: Gordon Zahn's article 
on "Peace Witness in World War 11" 
(Worldview, February) was magnifi- 
cent. This is hardly surprising. Dr. 
Zahn himself was personally a most 
active witness, and he has done a good 
deal of scholarly research on  the whole 
subject. However, it may be that he is 
too modest in assessing the effect of 
his own heroism and the heroism of his 
fellow C.0 . s .  

At least it seems to me that the cli- 

mate of opinion changed significantly 
between World War I1 and the Viet- 
nam war. 1 can think of at least three 
striking facts. 

1 .  Protest against the Vietnam war 
was unpopular at first, but it was al- 
w a y s  more  o r  less  respectable  
nevertheless. Those who were quick to 
disagree with government policy were 
not automatically written off as  traitors 
as  all protestors were during World 
War 11. The morality of the war could 
at least be argued in public. 

2. The bombing of civilians was 
frankly approved by the government in 
World War I I .  Harry Truman was 
proud of Hiroshima. But since then of- 
ficials have gradually become ashamed 
of the strategy. When pictures came 
from Hanoi showing bombed schools, 
churches, and residential districts, the 
official comment was always that a 
"mistake" had been made. Our planes 
were sent only against military targets. 
Too bad if their aim was poor. 

3. People were shocked at the Mylai 
massacre and at the official cover-up 
that followed. Surprisingly enough, 
public opinion does not now always 
condone murder, even murder by our 
own troops. 

Come on,  Dr. Zahn, don't be too 
modest. Admit that you and your allies 
had at least something to d o  with this 
new point of view. 

Paul Hanly Furfey 
Emerirus Professor of Sociology 
Visiting Professor of Theologj 
Catholic University of America 
Washinglon, D .C .  

To the Editors: Gordon Zahn is the 
most significant Catholic spokesman 
for peace to emerge from the Civilian 
Public Service camps. His pacifist 
witness has endured for the past thirty 
years. In 1962 Thomas Merton edited 
Breakthrough to Peace: Tnelve Views 
on the Threa t  of Thermonuc lear  
Extermination. Originally Merton de- 
sired the essays  to  be written by 
Catholics. but he was forced to turn to 
representatives of the broader Judeo- 
Christian traditibn because he could 
find only one Catholic of significant 
stature who opposed nuclear warfare. 
That person was Gordon Zahn. 

..." Peace Witness in World War 
11" deserves praise, and so does Dr. 


