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SINGLE ENTRY MORALITY. The peace forces 
of the Left are commonly accused of practicing 
double-entry moral bookkeeping. The atrocities, 
even the unpleasantries, of rightist regimes are 
condemned as unconscionable oppression, while 
the atrocities of “liberation forces” are excused by 
“revolutionary necessity.” Beginning shortly after 
Hanoi’s victory in the spring of 1975 and rapidly 
increasing in recent weeks, the world has been 
confronted by convincing reports of the Vietnamese 
regime’s severe and systematic violation of human 
rights. Reliable estimates of people detained and 
imprisoned for political reasons go as high as 
250,000. Ironically, many of those whose fate is 
unknown were prominent leaders in the anti-Thieu 
“third force” of intellectual and religious leaders who 
worked in close liaison with U.S. peace groups. The 
dreary tale in which alleged liberators, once in 
power, turn out to be the new oppressors seems to 
be repeating itself. 

This presents a kind of moral litmus test to antiwar 
leaders here who professed a concern for all the 
people of Vietnam, without regard to ideology. Hap- 
pily, a substantial part of the former peace move- 
ment seems to be up to the testing. The American 
Friends Service Committee (Quaker) has arranged 
a private meeting with the unofficial representatives 
of Vietnam at the United Nations in order to express 
that group’s concern about human rights in Vietnam. 
As of this writing, other groups are planning a public 
demonstration in New York in early November to 
mark the first anniversary of the self-immolation of a 
number of Buddhist monks protesting the oppres- 
sion of the new regime. Most promising, staff mem- 
bers James Forest and Thomas Cornell of the 
Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR) are coordinating 
a public protest and appeal to the Government of 
Vietnam by prominent American antiwar leaders. 

The first public action, to our knowledge, was 
taken by the Board of Directors of SANE on Sep- 
tember 18. In a public letter to the leaders of Vietnam 
SANE called on Vietnam “to give prompt and full 
accounting for all those imprisoned and detained for 
political reasons, to permit international inspection 
regarding the protection of rights in accord with 
international agreements, and otherwise demon- 
strate to the world your sincerity in fulfilling the 
humane policies to which you have in the past 
pledged yourselves in both formal agreements and 
numerous personal conversations with peace 
forces in this country and elsewhere.” 

The moral credibility of peace forces in this coun- 
try is closely tied to the exercise of candor with 
regard to what is happening in Vietnam. Many 
antiwar leaders had few illusions about Hanoi’s 
respect for dissent and elementary human rights. 

For others candor will be more difficult, since they 
are on record as having proclaimed the revolution as 
the alternative to all that was ugly and brutalizing 
about the former Saigon regime. ‘Those who care 
about moral discourse and moral credibility in 
America will watch closely to see who does and who 
does not practice double-entry bookkeeping in 
speaking out for the people of Vietnam. 

JAMAICAN BLUES. At last year’s Assembly of 
the World Council of Churches in Nairobi Prime 
Minister Michael Manley of Jamaica sternly lectured 
the churchfolk on the immoralities of capitalism. He 
insists his own government is not Communist but 
“democratic socialist.” Whatever it may be called, it 
is in very deep trouble indeed. In recent months 
emergency rule has put more than a thousand 
Jamaicans into jail without charges. Some go in and 
out of jail, some stay. Those who stay are hung upon 
outmoded notions of civil liberties and have a pen- 
chant for saying or printing things that, according to 
the emergency law, are “likely to be prejudicial to 
the public safety.” Predictably, Prime Minister Man- 
ley sees the hidden hand of the CIA in the “destabili- 
zation” of Jamaica. What is known is that Jamaica’s 
money reserves are quickly being depleted (in a 
country with a $1 billion annual budget, it is esti- 
mated that $225 million has been illegally exported 
in recent months) and an unemployment rate of 25 
per cent is fast rising. Tourism used to be a big thing 
for Jamaica, bringing in $135 million in foreign 
exchange in 1975. This year it is expected to nose- 
dive. The Tourism Minister assures visitors that if 
they are caught in the curfews or cordons of 
emergency rule they “will be treated with courtesy 
and understanding by the security forces.” But 
those who want to relax outside the sight of barbed 
wire will likely go elsewhere this season. Talk about 
“democratic socialism” went over big with many 
people at the Nairobi Assembly. Back in Jamaica, 
however, the mark of creative leadership is to ad- 
vance the economic well-being and protect the 
human rights of Jamaicans. 

POLITICS AGAINST ECONOMICS. A blue- 
ribbon joint committee of Canadians and Americans 
recently issued their report, “A Time of Difficult 
Transitions: Canada4.S. Relations in 1976.” Not- 
ing the traditionally friendly relations between the 
two countries, the report finds that recent changes 
“are largely the result of Canadian initiatives to 
redirect the relationship.” Then the nut of the prob- 
lem: new Canadian policies are “designed to over- 
ride the tendency of natural market forces to inte- 
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grate further the two nations.” The fact-some think 
it demonic, others providential-is that Canadian 
prosperity results from past and continued depend- 
ence upon the U.S. Economically, Canada is an 
appendage of the U.S.; politically (in Canada), this is 
intolerable. In part because i t  has given priority to 
the political, the Liberal government of Pierre 
Trudeau has slipped to a 29 per cent rating in 
popular support, the lowest of any government since 
1958. The report notes that “Canada’s current ac- 
count position in its bilateral balance of payments 
(with the U.S.) deteriorated sharply from a deficit of 
$840 million in 1973 to one of $4.6 billion in 1975.” 
Not only is less American money being invested in 
Canada, but Canadian capital, confused or fright- 
ened by Trudeau’s policies, is increasingly flowing 
to the U.S. economy. Among the more sober find- 
ings of the committee is that “momentum for posi- 
tive, forward-looking bilateral undertakings appears 
to be spent, at least for the time being. Too little 
attention has been focused on how to resolve bilat- 
eral issues, perhaps because of fears that sugges- 
tions for cooperative action will be misinterpreted as 
‘continentalism’ (a nasty word) in Canada or will 
otherwise offend national sensitivities in either 
country.” That, one suspects, is putting the matter 
rather delicately. Pushed to a choice, the Canadian 
people are not likely to purchase national pride at 
the price of economic collapse. Perhaps Trudeau’s 
cabinet reshuffling in September means he is not 
going to push the nation to that choice. As for U.S. 
policy, we should not grow weary in proposing and 
considering new formulas that would make it less 
humiliating to live next to the giant that is us. Out of 
current tensions with Canada (as with Jamaica) may 
come the healthy reminder that people do not like to 
be taken for granted. That reminder cuts both ways. 
Since ours is the greater power, ours is also the 
greater responsibility. But both power and good will 
are useless unless others are open to the possibility 
that cooperation with a stronger partner need not 
diminish self-respect. 

STRIKING FOR FREEDOM. While we share the 
general dislike of lawyers, William B. Ball of Harris- 
burg, Pa., is among the notable exceptions in our 
books. He was instrumental some years ago in 
securing the rights of the Amish to educate their 
children as they wished. More recently he has 
successfully led the charge in the Whisner case in 
Ohio, LaSarge in Vermont, ancPBear v. Mennonites 
in Pennsylvania. In the first two the issue was the 
right of parents to give children an education that 
was not “approved” by the state educational 
bureaucracies. “Approval” of a school, the parents 
and their churches argued, really means state con- 
trol. In upholding the parents the Supreme Court of 
Vermont wrote: “The United States Supreme 
Cou rt... long ago decided that a state could not com- 
pel all students to be educated in public schools 
.... That court has also stated that compulsory 

school attendance, even in an equivalency basis, 
must yield to First Amendment concerns.” The third 
case was Robert Bear’s appeal for legal relief from 
the “shunning” practiced by his fellow Mennonites 
in Cumberland County, Pa. The case received na- 
tional attention in the news magazines and on 
television. As bizarre as “shunning” and other prac- 
tices may seem to most Americans, the Court clearly 
saw that, if it granted Bear his requested injunction, 
this would be a direct restriction upon free exercise 
of religion. The comment of the Ohio Supreme Court 
in the Whisner case applies with equal force to the 
other two, and indeed to all such cases: “At 
this ... time in the history of our nation, it is crystal 
clear that neither the validity of what a person 
believes nor the reasons for so believing may be 
contested by an arm of the government.” Since, 
unhappily, that principle is not “crystal clear” to 
many government officials, Mr. Ball and those who 
share his concern will not likely be taking a rest any 
too soon. 

“POLITICALLY IRRELEVANT.” One of the most 
repeated and most curious remarks about the abor- 
tion issue in current politics is that the issue is 
“politically irrelevant.” Do those who make this 
statement mean that a Constitutional amendment is 
not possible? Or do they suggest that a President 
can neither advance nor retard the passage of such 
an amendment? The answer is, yes, both argu- 
ments are made and both are patent nonsense. The 
more serious contention, however, is that abortion is 
“politically irrelevant” in the sense of being outside 
the proper purview of public debate and policy. But, 
of course, that view assumes the correctness of one 
side of the debate, namely, that abortion is purely an 
issue of individual rights and not of societal respon- 
sibility for the protection of life. It seems obvious to 
us that, in all the above senses, and whether we like 
it or not, the one thing to be said about the abortion 
issue is that it is painfully relevant. 

THE CLASSIC FORMULA. The person, whether 
infant, unborn, or fully grown, is apparently not to get 
in the way of lndira Gandhi’s grand designs. In 
dealing with population growth and other matters, 
says Mrs. Gandhi, “We should not hesitate to take 
steps which might be described as drastic. Some 
personal rights have to be kept in abeyance for the 
human rights of the nation: the right to live, the right 
to progress.” The transfer of personhood from indi- 
viduals to the nation is the classic formula of authori- 
tarianism, right and left. Paraphrasing a general who 
headed the Brazilian “economic miracle” a few 
years ago, “The nation is doing very well. Only the 
people are suffering.” 

Abraham Martin Murray is the collective name of those 
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