
Response I1 
Opening a New Discussion 

David Little 
ne of the indubitable,benefits of the Carter 0 administration is to have brokeh open the 

discussion of morality and diplomacy. Mr. Clubb's 
thoughtful overview is an instance. For too long, thanks 
to the incautious formulations of Hans Morgenthau and 
George Kennan. we were encouraged to conceive of an 
unbridgeable chasm between the two notions. This was 
particularly confusing because these figures themselves, 
like many of their disciples, regularly moved back and 
forth over the chasm on bridges that were hidden from 
view. For his part Henry Kissinger seemed unable to 
make up his mind as to whether he believed at all in the 
"chasm theory." In any case, he did not find the 
problem of relating morality and diplomacy worth much 
attention and. deliberately or not. appeared to presup- 
pose the reality of the chasm for most practical purposes. 

The statements of President Carteiand some of his 
administration have, at last, prompted American citi- 
zens, and others, to begin to examine consciously the 
ways morality and diplomacy bear on one another. 
Whatever the outcome of this reflection, i t  seems clear 
the chasm theory has been put aside. That is hardly the 
end of our problems, of course. In some respects i t  is the 
beginning, as Mr. Clubb implies. But at least the new 
mood prevents us from continuing to misconstrue our 
problems . 

However, i f  the Carter approach to morality and 
diplomacy is heartening in clearing away old confusions, 
i t  is not without its own difficulties. For an administra- 
tion that, in the words of Ambassador Andrew Young, 
seeks "to make the American people think about the 
world in  creative terms," the Carter people show only 
the most fi tful  interest in.encouraging care and sophisti- 
cation along with the creativity they wish to promote. 
For example, Mr.  Clubb alludes to "the inherent vu l -  
nerability" of Carter's human rights policy. I t  is vulner- 
able to the charge of inconsistency: on the one hand, civil 
and political rights are declared to be universally appli- 
cable; on the other hand. the U.S. selectively tolerates 
and cooperates with regimes that systematically sup- 
press those rights. Or, as Mr.  Clubb again implies, the 
achievement of civil and political rights may work 
against the achievement of "economic human rights." 
Finally, for the U.S. to advocate fair distribution of 
wealth and resources on a global basis appears to put a 
strain on traditional free enterprise mentality. 

To date the president has done very little to indicate 
either that he appreciates the full  force of these conflicts 
and discontinuities or how, in hard cases, he proceeds to 
th ink  his way through to a resolution. Carter's speeches 
mostly give voice to "general aspirations" (Clubb's 
words), and his concrete pronouncements have a 
sporadic quality about them: Now Lou hear about human 
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rights, now you don't. Having aroused the public, he has 
not edified them. 

Within the administration Secretary of State Vance is 
alone in having attempted to elevate the discussion of 
human rights. His Law Day speech is notable in this 
respect. I t  showed, for once, some cognizance of the 
perplexities of figuring the human rights factor into 
diplomatic determinations, and suggested some 
guidelines and procedures for making decisions in hard 
cases. Vance distinguishes three classes of human 
rights: a right to freedom from governmental abuse and 
cruelty, a right to basic nutrition, shelter, and education, 
and a right to civil and political liberties. He also 
mentions some procedural considerations in making 
human rights decisions, such as painstaking attention to 
the particulars of each case and a careful calculation of 
"the prospects for effective action." TO follow ,.these 
recommendations, of course, is to allow that in 'given 
instances certain rights may be adjusted or accommo- 
dated to difficult circumstances without hypocrisy or 
deviousness. In  fact, in warning against the dangers of 
self-righteousness and oversimplification, Vance points 
out that absolutist policies may often be self-defeating. 

u t  as elevating as Vance's speech is, espe- B cially when compared with other admini- 
stration utterances on human rights, there are two discon- 
certing things about it. First, if Vance's words are to be 
taken seriously, then we have a right to expect that every 
significant U.S. foreign policy decision will have ai- 
tached to i t  a "human rights impact statement," care- 
fully wrought according to Secretary Vance's decision 
procedures. That is, in my view, an excellent idea, but I 
see no evidence that the Carter administration intends to 
implement it. For example, recent official utterances 
concerning U.S. policy toward South Korea, Cuba, or 
Vietnam have not contained any references to the human 
rights impact, let alone sustained, detailed discussion. 

Second, even Vance, after sorting out three types of 
rights embodied i n  human rights literature, asserts that 
although "[tlthere may be disagreement on the priorities 
these rights deserve, ... with work, all [of them] can 
become complementary and mutually reenforcing. ' 
This statement is an example of the very oversimplific a - 
tion Vance seeks to avoid. - In a world of scarcity and 
contention the starting point for serious human rights 
discussion is that these various rights do cotzflicr with 
each other, and tiof that they can be harmonized readily, 
at least not in the here and now. So long as the Carter 
people, even in  their desultory attempts to be disciplined 
about these matters, begin thinking anywhere else than 
with this starting point, the bridge they build between 
morality and diplomacy will not be secure. 

These comments are intended to reenforce and detail, 
in one aspect of the Carter foreign policy, Mr. Clubb's 
perception of both the promise and the perplexity of the 
Carter administration. 
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