Saturday Review

Associate Publisher
W. D. PaTrERSON

Science Editor

HarLoweLL Bowser

-?TIHIII.HIIIEIII][IﬁIIIIIIIIlﬂIli‘I]I[lﬂIE’lIIllIIlE||EI|INIIL!IIII.ElIIlEIIIEII\ImlIlﬂ||IHIIIII]IIIIllIIlﬂlIIlﬂllIlﬂ|lTIlII|IlIIIIﬂ]IIIEIIIN]IIImIIIH]IIIBIIIE1IIll]Illl]IIlI|IIllllI|lWI]IlmllmIIIﬂIIIlﬂIIIIIIl!]IIHIIIlﬂIIIﬂlllI]IIIIIIIIﬂIIlIIIIH]IIHIIII]Ilm I

s
Z Joun Lear James Cass

= Production Manager Poetry Editor Book Review Editor
| Prare S. Surrivaw Jomx Cramor RocmeELLE GIRsow
% Ganeral Editor Art Editor Feature Editor

Katoarine Evn

Editors-at-Large
CLEVELAND AMory ¢ HeNry Brawvon ¢ Harrison Brown e Jomn Mason Brown
Frank G. Jenwings o Joser Woop Krutcm e Hempert R, Maves
ELuo Rorrr e THEODORE C. SORENSEN » WALLACE STEGNER o PauL WoopRing

Contributing Editors
GoopMan Ace o HoLris ALPERT ¢ JEroME BeaTTy, 7R. © HENRY HEWES
GranviLee Hicks o Artour Kwicuar
Martin LEVIN o Roriene W. Saar ¢ Romerr LEwis Smavon
Marcarer R. Weiss o Joun T. Winterica

Misc II

e e e

Editor: Norman CousINs
Publisher: J. R. CoMINSKY

Associate Editors: Harrison SmitH, Irving Koronry, Horace Sutron

Managing Editor
Ricuarp L. Tosin

Education Editor

ALFRED Barx

E b1 o i T O e

Patriotism and Vietnam

WO WEEKS AGO in this space

we commented on the absurd accu-

sations made by some speakers at
peace rallies. These speakers charged
that the United States was engaged in
the deliberate and systematic extermina-
tion of colored races, citing the Vietnam
war as a prime example, They also as-
serted that U.S. actions in Vietnam were
indistinguishable from the actions of
Nazi Germany. The point we tried to
make was that there were ample grounds
for criticism of American policies in Viet-
nam without recourse to lamentable non-
sense. '

Now comes dangerous nonsense from
the opposite direction. General William
C. Westmoreland has used the blanket
adjective “unpatriotic” to characterize
American critics of U.S. policy in Viet-
nam. The General did not particularize.
We are left to assume that the more
severe the criticism of the war, the more
open to question is one’s love for coun-
try. Whom did the General mean to in-
clude in his indictment? Did he have in
mind, for example, observers like Mr.
Walter Lippmann? No one has written
more severely or effectively about the
war in Vietnam, nor has any analyst of
U.S. foreign policy served the American
people with greater distinction over so
long a period of time. Did the General
mean the editors of The New York
Times? No publication has questioned
more sharply or knowledgeably the dan-
gers of escalation. No journalist has
pointed more insistently to the inconsist-
encies and contradictions in U.S. state-
ments about Vietnam than has James B,
Reston of the Times.
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Did the General mean military men
like Marine General David M. Shoup,
commander of all U.S. Marine forces in
Vietnam from 1960 to 1963, who has
described as “shallow and narrow” the
official arguments used to justify U.S.
policies in Vietnam?

Did the General mean private citizens
like the late Grenville Clark, distin-
guished advocate of world law and ad-
viser to five Presidents? Shortly before
his death last year, Mr. Clark said the
U.S. Government had not told the Amer-
ican people the truth about specific op-
portunities for getting into negotiations
—despite the President’s own emphatic
statement that the only rational way to
end the war was through a negotiated
settlement, Did the General mean his-
torians like Mr. Henry Steele Commager,
Pulitzer Prize winner, who has not hesi-
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tated to apply the yardstick of American
history and traditions to American policy
in Vietnam?

Did the General mean United States
Senators like J. William Fulbright,
Ernest Gruening, George McGovern,
Vance Hartke, Joseph 8. Clark, and Rob-
ert F. Kennedy, who have consistently
called attention to actions and policies
that are alienating the United States
from a large part of the world, quite
apart from the specific danger of a gen-
eralized world conflict?

Did the General mean the hundreds of
thousands of Americans who came to the
peace rallies in New York and San Fran-

‘cisco and who responded most strong-

ly, not to extreme statements by a few
speakers, but to reasonable- arguments
by speakers like the Reverend Martin
Luther King, who called on the United
States and all parties concerned to ac-
cept the proposals of U.N. Secretary
General U Thant for ending the war?

General Westmoreland says he is op-
posed to a cease-fire. How can there be
a negotiated settlement without a cease-
fire? President Johnson and Secretary of
State Rusk have called for a negotiated
settlement. Does General Westmoreland
see any implications of unpatriotism in
a military leader who runs counter to
the proclaimed policies of his Com-
mander-in-Chief?

To what degree is Washington polic;\
being vetoed or modified on the spot |
by the U.S. military in Vietnam? In mid- |
November, Ambassador Henry Cabot
Lodge approached representatives of a
central European nation and requested
that they use their good offices to per-
suade Hanoi to come to the negotiating
table. On November 29, the United
States received word that Hanoi was
ready to begin secret exploratory talks.
While arrangements for such talks were
going forward, Hanoi was bombed and
the talks were cancelled. The United
States sent a private message to Hanoi
saying the bombing was accidental and
urged Hanoi to proceed with the ar-
rangements for exploratory talks. While
this approach was being pursued, Hanoi
was bombed again, That was the end
of the exploratory talks. In all, there
were four bombings of Hanoi during
that critical period. Who authorized the
bombings? Who is making U.S. policy
in Vietnam? If the essential question is
how best to preserve American institu-
tions, then one of the most important of
those institutions—control of foreign pol-
icy by the Chief Executive and not by
the military—may now be in jeopardy.

Why does General Westmoreland be-
lieve that his critics are any less con-
cerned than he is about stopping aggres-
sion or containing Communism? Does
he not find it strange that his distaste
for a cease-fire is shared by the Com-

(Continued on page 78)
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Letters
Continued from page 27

interested in receiving examples of such mis-
understandings that SR readers have en-
countered.
Readeys are cordially invited to write to:
Interna% Committee for Breaking the
arrier, 268 West 12th Street,
014,

Language
New York
Sorcur\KaTo,
Executive Director,
International Committee for
Breakin?g\.the Language Barrier.
New York, N.Y.

WuEeN I rReap N.Cs \a\diton’a‘l, I thouzht of
Milton’s Il Penseroso where in connection
with the “divinest Mglancholy” (black
bile) Milton’s conception'\‘{s of the goddess

Whose Saintly visage is tc}Q bright
To hit the Sense of human\sight;
And therefore to our weaker iew,
Ore laid with black staid Wisd\Qms hue.
Black, but such as in esteem, 1
Prince Memnons sister mighk be-
Seem, . . . ‘\
Com pensive Nun, devout and pure!
Sober, stedfast, and demure, \
All in a robe of darkest grain, \
Flowing with majestick train, \
\

And sable stole of Cipres Lawn [black \

lawn],
Over thy decent shoulders drawn.

Here are noble connotations of black. In
my English class we thought of other attrac
tive black things—black evening gowng,
men’s black evening clothes, black horsés,
birds of black plumage, etc. If Il Pensefoso
is still taught in school, it can bring forteful
ideas of different conceptions of words.

As Hamlet says, “There is nothing either

good or bad, but thinking makes it so.”
Even in such a simple way the Enz‘fish class

can sense the purpose of helpinﬁf make “the
world a neighborhood.”

ELIZAM:TL( ConKLIN.
Bloomfield, N.J.

What She Has Learged

Arrer READING “The Dangerous Lure of
Parrotland” by Salvadoy de Madariaga [SR,
Apr. 22], T cannot begifi to express my deep
appreciation for your excellent waaT 1
HAVE LEARNED serief by some of the most
imaginative and unflerstanding men of our
day. The only betfer thing is more.

J MARGI ZABOR.
Philadelphia, Pa

Travel Books

Pavr FrenfAnpER’s article, “Michelin,
Baedeker, Bust” [SE, Apr. 22], on the
type of tratel guides being written today,
deserves Wuzzahs, Mr. Friedlander’s ideas
and inimftable way of writing form a de-
lightful pasis in the desert of cynicism and
cutenesg which surrounds us today.
A. PEPPIN,

San ¥rancisco, Calif.

Monkeyhood

Goopman AcE in his column, “Turning
78

Mother On” [ToP oF My HEAD, Apr. 22], :

comments that “all these new discoveries ;
seem to be making a rhesus monkey out of
motherhood.” It seems to me everybody is |
making “a monkey out of motherhood.”
What the sociologists and psychologists
haven’t done in that direction, Husbands |
and fathers have. For example: /

1) If a mother stays at home /and takes!
care of her children she is lazy and does!
nothing but push buttons all /day in her!
perfectly mechanized home,

2) If she attends suchforganizations as
PTA, she is a social clighber interested in
furthering her career aé a clubwoman; if
she doesn’t, she is stupid, not interested in
community affairs, anf doesn’t care for her
children for whose /benefit the PTA pre-
sumably exists.

3) If she loves gnd protects her children,
she is overprotettive, possessive, and in
great danger of/becoming a “Mom.” If she
doesn’t, she & unnatural, and has no
motherly ins

A better
the time
with the

ay for these scientists to spend
ey waste trying to do away
other instinet would be for them
some of their little radio gadgets
ains of the politicians, labor union
{ the Vietcong, etc., and see if they
could’t accomplish something constructive
in the way of changing the “natural” cupid-
it'y/%)f some of them.
(Mgs.) MarcareT KELLY.
armington, N.M.

Reprint Salisbury?

RRISON SALISBURY'S splendid article, “Is
There a Way Out of the Vietnam War?”
[SR, Apr. 8], should be made available in
reprints. The issue of political settlement
versus escalating war involves so many
dangerous implications, not only for the
United:States and Vietnam but for the en-
tire world, that this article should be very
widely réad.

\ GeorcEs M. WEBER,
Carmel, C'qlif.
&
i

i
Epiror’s noTg: Mr. Salisbury’s article is in-
cluded in his hew book, “Behind the Lines
—Hanoi,” published by Harper & Row.

Who Was “Memorable’?

Ir RoBERT BENDIN\ER thinks that “the mem-
orable names connected with the WPA
Writers Project can ke counted on the fin-
gers” [“When Cultiye Came to Main
Street,” SR, Apr. 1], he will have to use
other people’s fingers as\ well as his own.
In my capacity as Natignal Coordinating

Editor of the WPA Writers Project, 1937-
39, I observed a number'of memorable
writers other than those listed by him and
by Curtis D. MacDougall and Anthony Net-
boy [LETTERS TO THE r-:nrror%,. Apr. 29].
Amongz those that readily came to mind:
Kenneth Rexroth, Harold Rosenberg, Lionel
Abel, Nathan Asch, Miriam Allen e Ford,
Gorham Munson. . . .

JERRE MANGIONE,

Associate Professor

of English

University of Pennsylvania.

Philadelphia, Pa. d

Editorial

Continued from page 26

munist Chinese? All the arguments ad-
vanced by the General for pressing to-
ward military victory—privately as well
as publicly—are even more rigorously
espoused by the Communist Chinese on
the other side of the war, The Chinese
Communists believe that the longer the
war in Vietnam continues, the greater
the strain will be on the United States,
internally and externally, and the great-
er the chance that other Vietnam-type
situations can erupt throughout the
world, bleeding the United States.

The General talks about the threat of
world Communism. If the General can
look beyond Vietnam, surely he must see
that Vietnam is having a unifying effect
on the Communist world, making it
stronger, not weaker. Few factors affect-
ing the security of the United States are
of greater significance than the ideolog-
ical split between the Soviet Union and
Communist China. But the kind of pol-
icy the General advocates is doing far
more to narrow the split inside the Com-
munist world than anything the Commu-
nist statesmen have been able to do by
themselves.

There is no indication in anything
General Westmoreland has said that he
recognizes any danger to the United
States, or to the human race, in a course
of action that would involve the Ameri-
can people in a war against China—a
land war that could chew up millions of
lives, a war that could touch off a need-
less nuclear holocaust. It is because of
this real and present danger that Presi-
dent Johnson has repeatedly declared in
the past that the United States has lim-
ited objectives in Vietnam and intends to
pursue them by limited means. But the
General has made statements against
that policy that have the effect of raising
the question whether he is making de-
cisions in the field that can commit U.S.
policy to a contrary course,

The fundamental issue is not between
General Westmoreland and those who
are opposed to the war in Vietnam. The
fundamental issue is between General
Westmoreland and those who have ac-
cepted the President’s stated aims in
Vietnam. The President has said he is
opposed to unilateral withdrawal from
Vietnam. Most Americans will agree. He
has said he feels the best way the war
can end is through a negotiated settle-
ment. Most Americans will agree. Does
General Westmo gree?

—Finally, the issue has to do with wha
is being said and what is being done. If
the announced policy of the United
States is no longer the real policy, then
what is happening in Washington is of
even greater consequence than what has
been happening in Vietnam. —N.C.
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