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This is mot the first time we Ila ve add?cssed ourselves to Vietnam at
the Center. Eleven years ago, Mr. Ashmore was in Hanoi and lad just
come back from there, when I persuaded him to address the freshmen
at the University of Denver, which he did, to their astonishment,
and, in a sense, to the enlightenment of many who had never thought
of Vietnam seriously enough to understand that they were going to 5&75
to take sides about it. And from those days until today, the problec=s
of that agonizing period in American history have occupied the minds
and the activities of.the Center. Mrs. Laucks, two or three years agc.
became concerned or interested in the impact of the war in Vietnam on
the American style of life and on the American character. Good
questions to raise. The incident is unique in our history, the impacs
of that war on our society is unprecedented. It seems reasonable to
ssume that it created pressures on life in this country, and our view
cf ourselves, and other people's view of us, our view of our mission
here and elsewhere, that are worth examining. And she was good enough

to make evailable to the Center the means to do some preliminary worx.

Vle have had some heated discussions here, and some of that has been
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reflected in The Center Magazine. And there have been som differences

of opinion, which is a very healthy approach that characterizes much
Center discussion. It bgcame clear to us that it would be helpful

if we could go beyond the limita tions of the dialogue, and spend a
few days in examination of this problem, and address ourselves to
some better understanding of where the Center might usefully operate
"in this area, and where other people might usefully engage in researcz
and discussion. And that produced this conference. The entire
activity has been from the beginning under the direction of Professor
Capps, of U.C.S.B. But we are indebted to Mrs. Laucks. And I am
going to introduce her to you in a moment.

Let me apologize for the fact that I am leaving. I very rarely
leave dialogues here, unless I am thrown out. But I have to go to
Los Angeles in connection with the William O. Douglas Inquiry, which
is a Center activity. Some of our chairpeople will be there. Mrs.
Douglas is coming out for a dinner which the William O. Douglas

Aviard, which is not our award, will be presented to Tom Wicker tonight,

and T would like to see her and some of us, and some of my associates
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who are planning the next annual convocatiqn of the Douglas Inquiry
into the State of Individual Frecdom.‘ We think of it at the moment
as being somthing we will hold in Los Angeles, sometime in early
December, and so with somé regret and with a sehsecﬁ‘having been
deprived of an oppoftunity to take part in one of the valuable
experiences of the Center, I have to leave in a few minutes.

Let me introduce to you the, a member of the board of directors
of the Cénter, whose foundation has been generous enough to make
this activity possible, Mrs., I should say Dr., Mrs. Irving F. Laucks.
LAUCKS: Thank you, Mitch. Well, following Mr. Mitchell's remarks,

I just want to remind partiéipants at the outset of the confergnce

of some of the questions we had in mind when the Vietnam project was
first devised. In a subject of this scope, it is easy to ggt mired
down in tangential discﬁésions, which, although they may be important
in themselves, may deflect the original intent of the inquiry, which
was to try to determine the impact of the Vietnam experience on moral
a nd ethical values in this country. Some of the questions that
prompted the project in the first place include. the following.

First, to the extent that the Vietnam war can be .isolated as a

i L
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unique phenomenon, how and to what degree was it responsible for the
significant changes that are now apparent in Aﬁerican attitudes and
values, regarding just about everything from living habits to environ-
mental concerns? I feel that in the time that we have available, we
should not try to sort out all the complexities of the sixties counter-
culture in order to evaluate the influence of the Vietnam experience

on American sensibilities and charaéter, even though all facets of that
era's experiences are closely interwoven. My caveat also is that we
don't get into protracted discussions about the war from the standpoint
of strategy, or try to discover how we got into it or why we didn't

get out of it sooner, or who among politicians were to blame for it,
and that kind of thing.

A second question we had was, how valid is the notion that stamina
and the spirit, the stamina and the spirit of the U.S. .as a nétion
were broken by the ignominious defeat of Vie tnam? Historically, as
you well know, Americans had been used to gaining total victory in
wars, in exacting unconditional surrender. They had also been used to

the good feeling of virtue afterward, by helping pick up the pieces.'

This didn't happen with Vietnam, of course. It's been said, in fact,
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that we Americans are suffering psychologically from unpurged guilt,
for the futile destruction of land and lives in Vietnam. Is this a
myth?

A'third que stion was, po what extent did the information overload
of living the battles day by day in our living rooms, through television
covérage, contribute to changing the moral and ethical values of the
American public, if, in fact, they have changed? My hope is tmat we
might principally focus on such basic questions as these, in order to
coincide with the theme we set when we first.planned this conference.
Thank you. That's all I need to say at the moment.

MITCHELL: Thank you. Walter?

CAPPS: Well, I'll simply repeat what has already been said, and then
add a couple of things about the mechanics of the conference. This is
in every sense of the word, to be a working conferehce. We do not have
papers in advance, except in a couple of cases. You will notice that
there are microphones around the table, and the, all of the remarks that
are being made during the conference, the presentations amd the responses

and all of the discussion is being recorded, and will be transcribed.

And we are hoping, of course, to develop a book of essays about the
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impact of Vietnam from the work that goes on during this, during the

l
conference. And we want to devote at least one issue of The Center

~Magazine to the subject, and perhaps more. So that really is the reason:
for the microphones. Somebody is up in the room, the control room, here
listening to it and recording it.
I think what has been said so far covers the background very,
very well. But there is another element that reaches back into the
history of the Center for the Study of Demécratic Institutions that
aight to be mentioned, I believe. And that is that this Center began
before I had any involvement at all with it, after.the Second World
War, when it was discerned that certain things had happened during
that period which made human life from tha point forward very different
from anything thab had, it had been before. And we refer, of courée,
to Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and-to the Jewish Holocaust, and fto all
that that meant with regard to the restructuring of the institutions
of s;cicty, and really all the institutions of society. And as I have
read the record, Robert Maynard Hutchins and those respénsible for
founding the Center, simply decided that things md to be rethought,

that the function of institutions within the socliety had to be rethought,
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// that evéry aspect of American life needed to be analyzed anew, because

/ |

the situations had changed dramatically. And we probably don't have the
same kind of d¥ama going this time, but one couldldffer the same
ratioﬁale for the subject phat we are addressing ourselves to at this
conference, because there are a variety of ways in which the Vietnam
waf has had the same influence upon American life. It has called for
a reconsideration of the function of institutions of whatever they are,
within our corporate life. And there are even som who have argued
that the time_has come for reconstruction, not simply self-analysis

or critical analysis of these inStitutidns, but it is time to put the
pieces back together again. And it's rather interesting to me that
McAllister College, just two weeks ago, had a conference similar to
this one, on the impact of Vietnam. Professor Lewl participated in
that. That was not a private kind of working conference, like this

one is. It was a public conference. And I would expect that this
subject will become more and more prominent in the next months and
years. I think the time is ripe for that. And I think the Center is

uniquely qualified, or equipped, to do some thing about it.

Now, that's really all I wanted to say except to welcome all,
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everyone who is here, people that I have beqn talking with over the
telephone, whose faces I haven't seen,.and vhom I have been corresponiiﬁg,
over the past months. David Krieger 1s sitting at my right. I have

asked David to prepare a résponse to the first presentation, but

because I didn't get the material to him in time, he is not able to

do that. So that's one part of the program we are going tochange.

David is going to talk, whenever he feels like he'd like to, but he

is not, he is not offering a formal response to the presentation.

The orogram will take place, I hope, as it has been announced in
the schedule. We will be meeting,all the sessions will meet in this,
will take place in this room; There will be a meeting this evening
on veterans' perspectives on the war. I am not sure that David
Langness will be here for that, but the other two persons are present
now, Fred Downs and Shad Meshad, wﬁo are sitting at the table. And
then-tomorrow morning we have a kind of panel discussion, under the
general heading of how did Vietnam‘change things. That is meant to b2
a geﬁbral heading, will enable us to think about change, think about
Vietnam, not simply the war but also the experience. And then in the

afternoon, there are, thére will be two sessions. . Murray KFromson
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is not here yet, but he will be, we hope this evening. He will be

I

here tomorrow for sure, and he will talk about Vietnam in retrospect,
relying upon ﬁis experience as one of the first, if not the first,
tele#isioh reporters and cprrespondents in Vietnam. And before that
time Jim Rosenau and Ole Holsti will report on a project at which
théy have been at work for some time, analyzing beliefs and attitudes
about the war. There will not be an evening session tomorrow, but

we resume again on Saturday morning, with a discussion of values

and moral questions coming out of the Vietnam experience. I am not
certain at this point that Jacob Ngedleman will bé here, but the

other three panelists will be, for sure.

And then we need some volunteers for the final session to sort

of pull things together, under the category, findings of the

conference. And if I have no volunteers, I'll ask various people to
do that for us. And we conclude following lunch on Saturday.

Now, there are a number of housekeeping matters that we ought
to take up aﬁ some point. Those of you wﬁo have traveled in from

outside Santa Barbara. But I don't want to take the conference time

for that. T think there will be other opportunities. So at this time
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it's my privilege to introduce Guenter Lewl, who is professor of
polifical science, University of Massachusetts at Amherst. He has

written a book which has been reviewed many, many times, America in

Vietnam,puﬁlished this year by Oxford Univérsity Press. And he is
Just arrived in the last few minutes. The airline strike has made
it difficult for many people. ‘I am grateful to you for the efforts
that you made to come to the conference. We will ask Guenter Lewi
to make the opening statement, and then it's open for discussion.
Professor ILewi.

IEWI: Thank you. The Vietnam war, I am sure we can all agree, was
the most divisive and most difficult war, perhaps, that this country
has experienced. The impact of this war on American society,we can
also all agree, I am sure, was highly dama ging. Among other things,
it has resulted in an attitude of cynicism and distrust of government,
and perhaps still more damaging, it has left the country with a
tremendous sense of guilt, guilty not only because the war was lost,
but because, in the eyes of many, the entire enterprise was flawed,

the war was criminal and immoral. Now, with regard to the last

count in particular, it is my position that the wounds suffered were
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/ largely self-inflicted, and that the American sense of guilt is not

warranted by the facts about the war thch we know today. Given
the limitations éf time, I will be able to present ﬁerely a very
summar& accéunt of this argument. I hope that you may have a chance
to read the fuller discussion which I have developed in my book,
complete with substantiating evidence to which I can only allude
here today.

What I have to say may run counter to the thinking of many of you.
Nevertheless, I hope that the passion of the public debate over
Vietnam by now has subsided and cooled sufficiently that you will be
willing to consider my argument on its merits. Some of my critics mve
painted me as a kind of moral leper, comparing me to those who deny
that the Jewish Holocaust happened, deny that six million Jews were
murdered during that Holocaust. Oﬁhers have considered my work a
job of revisionism which is wuseful in stimulating debate, perhaps,
but otherwise is too extreme to be considered reliable. Needless to
say, I disagree with both of these appraisals, and I ask your attention,

even if my position causes you some unease.
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Peter Berger, an opponent of thq American involvement in Vietnam,
has called my book disturbing, disturbing because it called into
question many of the moral Judgﬁents which.he had made and which he
had considered scttled once.;nd for all. I hope that, like Peter
Berger, you too may be willing to rethink some of your assumptions and
some of the conventional wisdom on the war.

I will touch briefly on three issues that bear on this question
of guilt. First, American military tactics and their légality and/or
morality; secondly, the overall impact of the war on Vietnamese society;
and thirdly and lastly, the question of individual atrocities and
war crimes.

As regards American military tactics, critics Imve considered
jllegal and/or immoral such actions as the bombardment of fortified
villages, the creation of free fire zones, the destruction of crops,
the defoliation of forests, and so forth. Now, it is rather clear to
me, I think, and in this I do not adopt a position that is unusual,

it is rather clear to me that reliance on these tactics, accompanied

by the lavish use of fire power, ignored the political and social



/
{

/‘ IMPACT OF VIETNAM  4-5-79 pm =14~

/
/

dynamics of a revolutionary war, ignored the need to win the proverbizl
hearts and minds. Reliance upon such heavy-~handed tactics may, and
probably does help explain why we lost this war. But in my view, and

I develop this argument in ssme detail in my book, these tactics were
not illegal under the international law of war, and I'll go further

and say that for the most part, in my view, they were not immoral
either. The international law of war consists of treaties,.conventio:“,
.it also includes certain customs and principles that govern the conducz
of war and which seek to minimize the ravages of war. The inter-
rational law of wér codifies certain minimum rules of human decency

in war, and war in general is hell, and is badly in need of such rules.
And because it tries to protect certain minimum rules of human decency,
the international law of war has a moral dimension. And to abide by
the law of war, therefore, means to abide by certain elementary
standards of morality.. Much of the vehement criticism to which ny

book has been subjected probably derives from the critics' acceptance
of th{; link between legality and morality. By showing that American

military tactics were legal, I clearly also undermine the bare

assertion that the American conduct was also immoral.
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Immoral conduct, I think it is obvious, has to involve immoral
intentions. The context and the purpose of an action must be taken
into account, in evaluating it. For example, a motorist who accidentally
kills a child, because he is.a bad driver, has not committed the same
moral evil as someone who abducts, rapes, and kills a child to satisfy
his aggressive and sadistic impulses. The law recognizes this distinction.
It distinguishes between homicide on one side and murder on the other.
'And moral jﬁdgment, I think, similarly recognizes the crucial impatance
of intent and so should, in my view, moral judgment of military actiors.
The terror bombiﬁg of civilian populgtions in World war II, for the
aim of bmaking the moralé of people in my view was'ihmoral. On the
otherhand, military commanders in Vietnam who created free fire zones
and destroyed crops did not intend thereby to terrorize the civilian
population. For the most part, they believed, hoﬁever mistakenly,
that these actions weré essential to win the war, and would indeed
speed up its successful ® nclusion.. These tactics, it is rather

clear now, were shortsighted, if not outright stupid. They will

lose wars, But in my view they did not constitute either
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illegal or grossly immoral condﬁct. ‘The Nuremburg‘tribunal in 1946,

in the so-called hostages case, ruled on the legal aépect of this

issue. "It is our considered opinion,"said -the court, "that the
conditions as they appeared to the defendant at the time were sufficient
upon'which he could honestly conclude that urgent military necessity
warranted the decision made. This being true, the defendant may have
erred in the exercise of his judgment, but he was guilty of no criminal
act." And in my view, such a person was also not guilty of immoral
conduct.

Now? T wan@ to touch br;ef}y on the questiop of the ovgr-all
impact of the war. It has been argued that America committed genocide.
It seems to me, and I don't think it is difficult to make tla t case,
it seems to me that neither in terms of intent nor in terms of result
did American actions constitute the crime of genocide. Intent, again,
is essential under the definition of a genocide code, as adopted by the
United Nations, and of cowr se results are similarly crucial. According

to statistics developed by the United Nations, the population cof South

and lNorth Vietnam, during the course of the war, increased at a rate
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foughly‘double that of the United States in a comﬁarable period.
And that alone, it seems to me, makcé the charge §f genocide, the
inténtional destruction of a whole people, rather.grotcsque.
It caﬁ be shown, and I-try to do this; with some care, in an
appendix of my book, that noncombatants were not killed in Vietnam
in anything like the proportions of Korea, and they probably even
somewhat lower than in World War II. They certainly were drastically
lower in absolute numbers, despite the fact that the war lasted such a
long time. But even the proportion between noncombatants and military
deaths is roughly half what it was in the Korean war, and it is slightly
lower than what it was in wOrid War II.
All of this, it seems to me, casts doubt on.the charge that of
course was often heard during the course of the war, that America was
- devastating and destroying a whole society. That charge, too, it seems
to me, remains unproven and must be rejected.
Now, the third‘point I want to touch on briefly is that of
individual atrocities and war crimes. Atrocities occurred in Vietnam,

of course. Every war has its atrocities. Atrocities happened in

World War II, also. They were largely ignored because that war was
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seen as a crusade against evil, in wﬁich the Allies could do no wrong.
At the same time, after some careful examination of the record, I have
becane convinced that atrocitiés in Vietnam were far less frequent
than was alleged during the.course of the war. Critics of the American
war .effort, like Telford Taylor and Daniel Ellsburg, agree with me
that My Lai was not a typical occurrence. It was something quite
unusual. We also know now that many alleged atrocities, which received
considerable publicity in the media, did not, in fact, take place, but
were staged for a variety of reasons. We know of at least one instance
vhere a dead body was thrown out of a helicopter, a soldier took a
picture, forwarded that piéture with a suitable story ﬁo gis friena;
who submitted it to the Washington §9§§9and that became the proof of
a practice that we all heard a lot about, although not a single case
has been confirmed, namely, the practice of taking Vietcong captives
up in a helicopter, throwing one of them out in order to scare the
others into talking. We know of at least one case where a C.B.S.

cameraman provided a knife to an American soldier, asking him to cut

off the ear of a Vietcong. That was filmed and was a bid sensation on
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the Walter Cronkite evening news. We know that at the so-called
|

ginter soldier investigation of war crimeé, held in the City of
Detroit, early 1971, alleged American atrocities were reported by
alleged veterans, and yet it turned out, in examination and investigation,
that these veterans had never been to Detroit. Some of them were able
to submit sworn affidavits by their employers they had never left thelir
- place of employment. What had happened was that someone had used their
name and serial number in order to read charges or crimes into the
record. We know that the Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars,
trying to outdo the Bertrand Russell war crimes tribunal, engaged in
the following neat trick: at the, at one of the sessions of the
Bertrand Russell war crimes tribunal, testimony was given by a North
Vietnamese investigator that American fliers had been shot down, who
had in their possession maps on which hospitals were marked. Now
that, of course, could be given a quite innocuous interpretation.
Hospitals could be marked on aviators' maps so that the aviators
would not bomb these hospitals. The Concerned Asian Scholars reported
this testimony, slightly changed, namely, American aviators were shot

d own who had in their possession maps with hospitals marked as
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There was laxity of enforcing the rules of engagement governing
combat, and I make some rather severe charges against Westmordand on

that count. But violations:of the law of war were known, were vigorously
court?
prosecuted, by the judge advocate general's corps. Between January,
1965, and March, 1973, 201 Army personnel were convicted by court
: martial of serious offenses agains£ Vietnamese civilians. And during
the same time period, seventy-seven Marines were similarly convictead.
It should be noted that the United States is the first country in
history which triéd its own offenders, while a waf was still going
court?
on. The sexri ousness with which the judge advocate gereral's corps
pursued the enforcement of the law of war is brought out by this
example. In g case involving a Marine lance corporal, who in Augﬁst,
1966, had killed an unarmed villager, allegedly for revenge, the
accused charged with premedita ted murder too the stand and testifiez
that he had been in heavy combat for several months, had seen many
of his buddies get killed and wounded, and finally he decided, "I

had to kill a VC for those guys; I just had to kill one." A

psychiatrist who had examined the accused testified that as a result
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| of stress experience, his ability to édhere to theiright was signifi-
cantly impaired. Another psychiatrist maintainead that this ability
was to.some'degree impaired. The prosecutor, backed up by the law
officer of the court martiali argued that the accused had known what
~he was doing, and that impairment of the ability to adhere to the
right to some extent was not sufficient to exculpate criminal respon-
sibility. "Gentlemen," he told the court, "life is not so cheap,
e ven in Vietnam. It is not so cheap that indiscriminate killing of
a defenceless Vietnamese without justification whatsoever can be
tolerated or condoned." The court found the Marine guilty as charged,
and sentenced him:ta dishonorable discharée, forfeiture of é_l-pay
and allowances, reduction to private, and confinement at hard labor
for-life.

The terror tactics of the Vietnam, of the Vietcong, in my view,
were morally more reprehensible, because unlike American atrocities,
they were officially condoned. And that included such things as
vwhat the Vietcong called the extermination of traltors. The best-
¥novn exomple of that is the massacre of Hue. It included thg mining

of roads used by villagers taking thelr wares to the market. It
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included attacks on refugee camps, several of the% with flame-throwers.
It includea the indiscriminate shelling of cities with rockets, and
- included the torture of United States prisoners, both in the North and
in the Jjungle cages in Soutﬁ Vietnam. Some French intellectuals,
earlier in the forefront of the worldwide opposition to the American
actions in Vietnam, have since acknowledged that they were less than
‘fair or objective in their defense of the Vietcong and the North
Vietnamese. A good case in point is Jean Lacouture, who had an
important influence not only in France, but on the American antiwar
movement as well. In a recent interview with the Milan newspaper

29 ; | :
I1 Journal in Nuovo, Lacouture acknowledged that, and I quote, "With

regard to Vietnam, my behavior was sometimes more that of a militant
certain

than of a journalist. I dissimulated memz defects of North Vietnam

at war against the Americans, because I believed that the cause of the

North Vietnamese was good and just enough, so that I should not

expose their errors. I believed it was not opportune to expose the

Stalinis t nature of the North Vietnamese regime in 1972, right at the

time when Nixon was bombing Hanoi. But if we re-examine the dossier,

it 48 true that T did not tell all that I knew about Vietnam."
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Lacouture goes on to call people like himself, an? I quote again,
"vehicles and intermediaries for a lying and criminal propaganda,

- ingenious spokesmen for tyranny in the name of liberty," and he
admits, and this again is a quote, "my shame for having contributed
to the installation of one of the most oppressive regimes history
has ever known." The last reference obviously is to the Pol Po¥

‘regine in Cambodia, but in Lacouture's view, and I agree with him,
the Communist regime of North Vietnam is a close‘second.

I harbor the hope that American intellectuals may be willing

to undertake the same kind of soul-searching here demonstrated by

Jean Lacouture, and I hope that this re-examination will include

a2lso the conduct of the Americans.

BERNSTEIN: Yes. I am, I must confess I am a little confused by

the course we have takxen. I want to comment on that, before commenting
upon what more deeply troubles me , and that is ogr original injunc;ion,
or mandate, was not to talk about how we got into the war, not to talk

about the military tactics of the war, but rather to talk about the

impact of the war. And now we have heard for roughly now half an
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hour a discussion that requlres, amo?g oUunbﬁdngs, talking about
the.tactics of the war, a discussion that requireé,_in order to assess
legitimacy in the historical context, the question of how the United
States got into the Vietnam:war. Thati; is, we would not ask tre
question how the North and South felt it legitimate to get involved

in a civil war within their country, but if we were talking about a
hundred years ago in America, and we had discovered that a large
European power had imposed itself upon, in that war, we would raise
questions of legitimacy. We might.talk about imperialism, arrogance,
moral outrage, and turpitude of various types. And yet, the very
analysis we have heard today strips the historical context by not
asking the first set of questions. We heard an analysis that talks

of North Vietnam, and presumably there are those other people.

Well, was South Vieham's government legitimate? What was the

N.L.F.? Who invited America? Was that invitation in any way
legitimate? Or was it fundamentally illegitimate? What does one

do with the 1954 settlement? What does one do with the systematic

violation of 1it? What does one do with the systematic--I am not
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prepared, by the way, to document this contcntiTn--the systematic
dissembling by the American government, first under Kennedy, and then
under Johnson, as to the nature of the war and American commitments
in the war? What about the secret war in Laos, a war that American
leaders denied was being conducted, but it was being conducted?

What about the bombing that went on when American leaders denied it
went on? That is, it seems to me.that the analysis we have heard

can be faulted on at least three fundameﬁtal grounds of perspective.
One is, it eliminates history. And yet the basic questions are
historical and the relevance is essential. Secoﬁdly, it looks at

the conduct of the war itself and eschews all questions about-offic;al.
proclamations describing that war. Thirdly, in analyzing the conduct
of the war, it uses as evidence of intent highly selected evidence
from some military people with as good reason to beliéve that there
vwas intended dissimulation, often ﬁpon the implicit directives from
above. By the criteria you use today, what would you do with the

notion of plausible denial, with the C.I.A., for example? People

are told to deny what they are doing. How can you actually use
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literally the document that they cast if they ére‘told not to admit
what they are really doing? Let's take the example which you offered -
of the motorist killing a child, and the importance of intent. Now,
it's true that if the motorist accidentally kills a child, we do not
usually find moral complicity. But let me offer you the following
scenario, to enrich and provide contexﬁ. If the motorist, dashing
across town because he hankers for a lollypop, traveling at eighty
miles an hour in a fourteen-mile zone, and going through two school
areas where there are lots éf kids, kills one, although he did not
intend to kill one, we would makg a ditfferent Jjudgment, basgd upon

. .reasonable and prudential conduct. But going beyond that, ‘your  :
coﬂtention that bombing which to us in America looked very much like
terror bombing, but was not really terror bombing because it was
designed to win the war, indeed the legitimation during World War II
for terror bombing was that in World War II, as a total war, in which
the war was conducted not simply against armies, but against the
political economy in the homeland, it.was necessary to destroy the
industrial base, and the morale, which was esseqtial in various ways

to that industrial base and army in order to produce victory, I would
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contend that the same underlying gonception_ fﬂelcd or directed the
American act;vity in Vietnam, whiéh led to the very acts which you
are prepared to say are not illegal, and thus are not immoral. I

am prepared to say that they are fundaméntally immoral, and if we
want to scrupulously investigate each particular case when complete
documentation is available, and not when the selective documentation
through Freedom of Informtion Act, which can deny as many fhings as
it can grant, is available, we can then conduct a meaningful dialogue.
I think to make a full judgment on the basis of selective dscuments 1

provided by the government about its own prior conduct is to engage

 in an illusory and self-deceptive pursuit. And f think it is

fundamentally flawed. If you read the Freedom of Information Act,
or mandatory declassification review, the two procedures under which
most of these documents have become avallable, we are told that
materias which is in the national security can continue to be kept
secret. So one expects a certain skewed pattern of material to be
made available. How they've gotten some material declassified for
Vietnam, and a good deal declassified in the period 1944 through the

nineteen-sixties, and having probably written over five hundred
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letters to the American
having secured probably
to say, on the basis of
of that trickle and its
getting simply a random
but documents which are

politicai criteria, for
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government over the last éight years , and

close to ten thdusand documents, I am prepared
watching bthe trickle, the selective quality
relationship to politics, that one is not
selection of documents bearing upon the case,
made available on the basis of highly selectives

a pa.ticular purpose. And I tnink that must

be taken into account in even judging the evidence which you bring

to bear.

CAPPS: I think Professor Lewi may wish to wait until he has had

several responses to his presentation. There are a couplé of other’

hands up. David?

¥RIEGER: It seems to me, from what I hear you saying, i a broad

framework, is that we are not as bad as we may seem to be, because

our tactics were neithér illegal or immoral by the criteria that you

used to judge them, altuough they may have been bad tactics, since

they lost. I am not quite sure where that argument takes you, I

mean vhere you go after having said that, but I doubt very much that

your initial premise that you started from is correct, or at least



IMPACT OF VIETNAM 4-5-79 pm -29-
I would speak in opposition to it. You suggested that the war is
damaging to American soclety, was damaging to.American society,
because it created a sense of cynicism toward the political system
and a sense of guilt because the war was perceived to be criminal
and immoral. And rather than, I disagree with you fundamentally,
because rather than seeing those as damanging outcomes of the war,
I would tend to look at them as rather positive outcomes. ¥ don't
think it's inappropriate to be cynical toward a political system
*in wﬁich it's demonstrated rather conclusively that there is not,
that there doesnjt seem to be a great deal of difficulty in lying
;on various %gb;eét @gtpe;s to .the bublig,.andJin qhigh.tbe,:ﬁhérgl
seems to have been demonstrated, largely in the Vietnam conflict,
that there was a slipperiness in the justificationgYsed to support
our presence there. You talk about immorality, and you talk ébout
illegality, and'do it in the context of the war without dealing with
some of the things that Mr. Bernstein talks about, but you also
talk aPout without talking about the coustitutionality of ou;
presence in Vietnam. You do it without talking about the fact that

ve supported rather corrupt regimes, whlch a case could cer, you
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know, I think a case could be made rather wcl} thét there is a certain
immorality in supporting an immoral regime. Now, whether or not you,
you know,we go to bat and argue about which side was more immoral,

I think that, I don't think that that is really the point. I think
that is somewhere beside the poiut. If we have a sense of guilt,

as a result of having been involved in Vietnam, I think there is

other things that can be pointed to besides the precise conduct of

the war. And I think that that's not the crite?ia that that should
.be argued on. I think lookiné at the war, for example, in trying to
discern whether or not we were winning by means of a body count, Fhat
there is a certain notAtoo-suBtle immorality in that kind of p}oqeduré,
which permeated the whole country at that time. And I think that

I justi. come up feeling that the cynicism ana the sense of guilt,

quite aside from all the arguments that you made, are quite warranted,
ana may turn out to be the most positive aspects of the war on
American society 1nvthe future.

CAPPS:” Yes.

ROSENAU: I Jjust want to ask Professor Lewl what, i1t seems to me

that much of your analysis is relevant to this occasion, 1f indeed
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there is a pervasive sense of guilt. And I would just like to inguire

w hat kind of, what you mean by guilt. Maybe it's a pervasive sense
of chastisement, or something. Or a variety of other words'can be
used. What you mean by guiit in your book, or some general way,
what kind of evidence one would cite of a pervasive sense of gullt.

Irrespective of whether, as David says, it's positive or negative

- in its consequences.

CAPPS: We've had three responses. Would you want to--want to speaXx
to those, or shall we continue this way.

IEWI: Whatever you want.

" CAPPS: I think the group would liké to hear from you.

LEWI: All right. The subject, our subject, is the impact of
Vietnam. In my view, the sense of guilt is very pervasive in the
intellectual community, to begin with the last issue raised. And
if that indeed is true, and I think it is grue; then this is
something that cannot be ignored. In other words, I think the

i ssues which give rise, which gane rise to this sense of guilt,
in my view should not be swept under the rug. I think we need the

kind of re-examination which at least,as I indicateu somwe French
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intellectuals are beginning to undertake. Now, yéu ask how do we
establish tlat there is this pervasive sense of guilt. You may

have data on this that I do not have. I arrived d£ this.largely

on an impréssionistic basig, simply having lived in the intellectual
community over the last ten, fifteen years. Now, I may be all wrong
in ﬁy impressions, and you may have data which indicate that actually
this is not the case, that most intellectuals do not feel guilty
about Vietnam, or do not think that the war was criminal and

immoral. I don't #now. If you do, it would be interesting to get

this. Perhaps we will talk about this tomorrow. But it was my

impression, it is my sense, and it seems.to be shared by many others, . .

that indeed this sense is rather pervasive in the intellectual
community, and the intellectual community, of course, to some

extent, at least, dictates the over-all Zeitgeist, as it were, of
society at large. So if it is correct that there is this sense of
guilt, then this is an important issue to be addressed,.and it ought
to be addressed, it seems to me, In very substantive terms. Was

it Justified? vas it warranted? And there is thexefore no shortcut.

But to undertake a kind of messy, detailed examination of evidence

——————— q——————
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and legal and moral issues that I could only br%efly hint at here.
ROSENAU:- Could I just, 0.K., and, but we do not have data on that
subject. We haven't even wrestled with what is meant by guilt.

But now, at one poiné&n yoﬁr response, you sounded like you equated
guilt with immorality, a feeling of having engaged in immoral things
in Vieinan.

LEWI: Yeah, right.

ROSENAU: Now, David here is saying, well, that guilt's a very
positive thing. I, would you interpret his remark as an expression
.of guilt?“ ;g, in other words, ﬁome.jngmgnt thgt»;mmorality was
pfaqticed,'thé eqdifaleﬁ%“of'é;éenée'of'guiit?'.Becauée‘I.do ééféé'
with you, if guilt is an appropriate judgment about this, it has

important consequences and is very properly a .subject for discussion

here.

LEWI: All right. Well, then there are two issues here really.
First of all, is there such a sense of guilt in the American
intellectual community today, because of past criminal and immoral
conduct engaged in by this country? And thg second question, that

is, how do we interpret and assess that, evaluate it? Ts it somethinz
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positive, something negative? And that islspmcthing that can be
discussed, of course. I know that a nuﬁbcr of Cerman Protestant
theologians, for example, looked with a sense of guilt on the
attempted assassination of Hitler, the July, 1944, attempt. And
for them this is a very special kind of assessment. It is something
almost positive, because they feel fhat the deed, had it succeeded,
might have been justifiable, and yet it still leaves them with a
sense of guilt, something that can be condoned morally and yet one
.feels somewhat guilty about it. So I agree, the dimension of guilt
and the sense of guilt is complex, and again, I used a shorthand
‘expression.  There mayEbe:rOOﬁ for ekplbriﬁg this® further. =

Yes, I did not address the issue of how we became involved and
was it legal to become involved in what many regard as a civil war.
And I did not do so because it seems.to me there is a clear distinctioun
in the tradition of international law between what we call use
ad bellum and use in bello. The use ad bellum indeed involves the
question, was it right, was it legal, to intervenz in a particular
conflict? Use in bello addresses the question, having intervened,

what was the conduct of the armed forces in that particular conflict?
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And the two are conceptually completely separate, and do not at all
over lap.. That is to say, it 1s possible to engage in a just war
under use ad bellum, and to conduct the war unjustly, and illegally,
undgr use in bello, and vice versa. For example, we regard the
German war effort in World War II as a war of aggression, as an
illegal and immoral war, yet we also know that some German generals
including, for example, General Roﬁmel, got out of this war with
clean hands. Their conduct of the wax pasées muster very easily,
on the criteria of use in bello. So it is possible to discuss, to
examine, to evaluate, how a country conducts its military operations,'
ybether iﬁidoeg.pr.dqgs hét yio%ate canons;bf.use.in bello withouf
becoming involved in the still more difficult question of why did
the country become involved? Was it justified? Was it a civil
war? What about the status of the Geneva Agreement, and is it
significant that South Vietnam was recognized by forty other countries
in tﬁe world? Is it significant that the Soviet Uniop at one time
tried to get both Vietnamsladmitted to the United Nations? Does

that make South Vietnam legitimate or does it not? And so forth and

so on. The issues get very complex. But it seems to me there is no
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need to get into these in order to discuss the issue of use in bello.
Which is what I addressed myself to.

Now, what is the nature of my evidence? I must tell Mr.
Bernstein that hardly any of my documentation was acquired through
the Freedom of Information Act. Some was, but hardly any of any
significance. Most of my documentation was obtained on the basis of
a blanket clearance to examine military documents in possession of
the various offices of military history in the Army, Air Force, and

"Marine Corps. And this clearance was made possible on the basis of
an executive order, issued first by President Eisenhower, later

{ ;onfirmed, pf.;}l people,,by-éresideﬁt Nixoﬁ ih;;972; éﬁd.recently
somewhat watered down in a new executive order by President Carter,
who was elected promising to promote the people'w right to know.

But that's a side issue. This executive order grants the Secretaries
of the military services the discretionary authority to admit:
scholars to classified defense documentation. Once you get this
clearance, and I received it not as a special favor, but simply
because no one else had applied for it. It sounds strange, but is

a fact. Once you have this clearance, you can see anything. And I
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mean anything, up to your level of clearance. My clearance included
confidential, for official use only, and secret. And the only thing
that I could not see immed;ately was top secret, and that was no
more than perhaps four per cent of the total documenta tion. And
even there in some cases I was able to ask for downgrading, and that
was possible. So for all practical purposes, I was able to work with
the complete files that %o one haa sorted, or had removed things
from.

BERNSTEIN: May I respond to that?

LEWI: You may, éf course, but let me just finish this. And I can
tell you that the evidence that comes out of these files sometimes
is devastating. This is not self-serving evidence, because these
are raw data. qu, we do know tlmt even raw data, of course, are
falsified. The most notorious instance is the body count. But in
this case, it was possible to check evidence from different corners,
from different elements in volved in Vietnam. For example, there
existed an organization called the Pacification Studies Group. This
vas a group of troubleshooters who had their own transportation,

who were able to go anyplace in Vietnam without asking permission
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from anyone, and snoop around and report back to the head of the
pacification effort, which was first Mr. Coléman and later Mr.
Colby. And the reports of these people have to be read to be
believed. And much of my most devastating criticism of military
tactics,and there is plenty of that in the book, comes right from
that source. Now, it seems to me that one cannot, on one hand,
welcome internal evidence when it is damaging, at the same ?imc
reject other evidence that may be exculpating. This is of course

'what.happened with the Pentagon Papers. Many critics accepted the
veracity of the.Pentagon Papers when it suited their political
purposes, and rejectgdvas unreliable documents ffom the samg_source
which they did not like. That cannot be done, it seems to me.
BERNSTEIN: Well, I think there are these three issues. First of-
2ll, the Pentagon Papers were classified as top secret and oniy a
little more than a handful of copies were available. Secondly,
the notion that you have seen almost everything because you only
didn'g see four per cent, strikes me as a historian who has worked
through archives for years, as a naive judgment. Because in fact

you have not seen that four per cent which by the stipulated
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designation of top secret, was viewed as mosplli#ely to fall within
the orbit of national security. 1It's fnntamount to going into a
civilian agency, or corporation, and seeing everything but the
president's files and the files of the chairman of the board, but
getting to see the files of all the secretaries in the outer offices
who get to keep the blue copies of the marginal material. So to
say that you have seen everything but, is, it seems to me, 'to beg
a very fundamental question of analysis. I would suggest that if
you haven't seen four per cent, it that's.your estimate, there
is every reason, unless_you-thing tﬁat the security systm is totally
random, in the most‘statiétiéal sense,.that you"haven'f seen the
vital material.

But thirdly, let us take one of the conclusions, empiriqal
in nature, upon which you have built an argument, both about morality
and legality. That the bombing was not designed for terror, but
designed to win. Well, now, that kind of a judgment is based upon
material you have seen only through secret. And only through secret

and also in the province of the office of chief of military history,

or the counterpart agencics for the other services. In fact, there
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is good indirect evidence to suggest the most intefcsting material

oy uimldd ¢)
does?t even reach them. So what you've seen is four per cent of that
part of the material which they are able to gather, or mmitted to
hold. Now, how does one make a judgment about the intentions of bombing
and who plans bombing, if you can't see the most classified material
on bombing. It seems to me that on the face of it,to reach the
very comfortable conclusion that you did, this was bombing designed
to win, but not bombing designed to terrorize, runs first of all
;ontrary at least to common sense.

Secondly, it seems to me tbat it relies upon a, the dis?inction
between winning and terrorizing, which is dubious. -

Thirdly, it runs contrary to earlier military practices, about
which we have more evidence. For example, we have more evidence,
probably, on the Korean war in the public domain than we do the
Vietnam war. We certainly have more evidence on World War II than
we do on the Vietnam war, and in fact scholars having paid attention
as citizens to the adventures of Vietnam, have gone back and looked

a t earlier wars and discovered things which at the time, scholars

e ither passed by because they seemed uninteresting, or passed by
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because they seemed irrelevant. So let me ask youiprccisely vhat
kind of evidence, stipulate it, if yoﬁ will, permits you to make the
distinction, and what does that kind of a document, or set of
documents look like, where you can say, it'was viewed as militarily
essential to kill civilians, but it was not a part of terrorizing,
that free fire zones were militarily essential, but not a part of
terror tactics. Tell me about the nature of that evidence.

LEWI: Well, first let me correct one misunderstanding. A lot has
been said here about mil;tary documentation. I don+'t think I would
be worth anything if I were to build an analytical judgment simply
on one type'of~documeﬁt; I think I ﬁave'used everything that anyone

else has been able to use, but in addition to that, I have been
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able to use éilitary déc&meﬁéé%iggg ;ﬁich Iﬁéhlnkzis higﬁiy interesting
and valuable. I have, with regard to the bombing of both North

Vietnam and South Vietnam, I have read my way through congressional
reports, and reports 'of Jqurnalists, and diaries of soldiers who

have written about it and so forth and so on. The military documentation
is simply an additional dimension, certainly not the only one.

Secondly, it is probably correct to say that the four per cent
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that are today still considered classified top scéret, for the most
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part involve diplomatic issues. That is to say, relationship with
- the Cambodian government and issues touching on relations with China
and-so forth. They lve hardly any bearing at all on thé issues
that we are concerned with here. So this is Just a brief response.

Now, you asked me how can we judge intent? Well, how does one
-judge intent? One first of all exaﬁines what people themselves
say. And that always has to be taken with a grain of salt. You check
this against the account df others who have observed what was going
on. You loodk g? consequences. You look at results. And in some way
you arrive at a judgment.As regards free firé zones, the intent was

??

to negate what Morrow had called the principle of guerrillas being
like fish in the water, who derived sustenance from the people amoﬁg
which they lived. The inftent was to remove, to isolate, to drive a
wedgg between guerrilla forces and tﬁe population. So the design
was to remove the civilian population from these areas, so that
hopefully all that would be left in these zones would be combatants

who could then be attacked. Now, we know that in practice it didn't

always wvork out this way. Not only this, we also know that the
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practice really was completely counterproductive; But the fact
remains that theintent here was not to terrorize the civilian
population, but in some ways quite the contrary, to remove them

from battle, so that when indeed guerrilla forces are attacked,
civilians will not be hurt. So I think there is really very little
mystery about all this.

I apologize for getting into details, but, and we may want at

some_point simply to say that's not on the agenda. But I find it
.impossible to discuss issues of this sort 1ﬁ generalities. And it
seems to me there is no substitute but for what I called before the

| . ) | in ; |

rather messy job of becoming involved/detail,and trying to be as -
precise about these as possible. Because Jjudgements, moral or legal
or others, that are not based on evidence and this kind of painstaking
examination of detail, in my view are not worth very much.

CAPPS: I want to raise a question. First of all, to clear up one
matter, Professor Lewi has done exactly what I asked him to do.

T invited him to the conference because,I didn't know about Professor

Levii t111 I learned about the book. And I asked him to talk about

the book. So he 1is not in violation of any conference objectives as
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‘I have éutlined them. And I think he's also rlgh£ in saying that

if we address the general topic of tﬁe impact of the war, or the
impact of Vieham, we do have to do some reassessment of what happened,
in order to, because, I mean, that's what~thc conference is about.
But what we don't want: to do is to immerse ourselves exclusively

in fighting one or another battle, and going through the thing in
more and more detail. However, in order to come up with valid
interpretations in this reassessment, we do have fo reflect on what
happened. So he is entirely within the rules of the conference.

But the qgestion that I want to raise, I guess kind of a simple one,

~ and that is, if he -is right in suggesting, I~ say he, I mean youj it
Professor Lewi, are right in noting that there is this feeling of
guilt, or disaffection, of American people with the war, and if itls
also true, as you've argued, that there is no firm basis for that
militarily, and that they were nbt, I mean, there were the usual
violations of the rules of'war, but they are no more unusual in this
case than in any other case of war, then how, how then, and if the
kmerican people had learned, could learn that, that there is not

that basis for their guilt, my hunch is that they would still feel
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guilty about it, and if so, why would they react that way? What I am
\
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really suégesting is that that isn't the reason for the guilt, that
is, you have a war here that is unlike other wars, and because there
are no good analogues for tﬁat, for the Vietnam war, that it doesn't
help us much to draw upon traditional categories of warfare to
alleviate or eliminate feelings of guilt, because probably the

- feelings of guilt are not based up;n that factor to begin with.

Now, that's the way I, I was looking through your book, and I notice
when you come to that point, page 432, it said "a decisive reasoning
for this grow;ng digaffectipp of Amerigan pepple'was a conviqtioq
'that'fhe ﬁar’was not ﬁéiné won, éhdﬂébpérently'sh6WGd.liﬁtlé'b;oﬁpeét'
of coming to a successful conclusion."I am not sure that's the case.
I think even, the other literature that we have come across suggests
that the people who were involved in the war thought there was no

way that the war could be won, because winning didn't megn wha t it
did formerly, or losing didn't mean what it did formérly. It was
because it was a different kind of war. There were no analogues

for it. So traditional categories of warfare have, couldn't be

tapped to explain what was happening. Therefore the guilt is a
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very peculiar kind. It probably cannot be dismi%sed in this way.

HABER: Cén you take yourself back to Korea, and, Valter, I'm really

referring to you, and perhaps to Eulah, too, and discuss, very

briefly, the analogue betweén Korea and Vietnam?

CAPPS: I know, we've been over this one before, and I--

HABER: Well, the point being--

- CAPP3: I don't want--

HABER: No, no, the point being that Eulah said, in her introductory

remarks, that Vietnam was the only war that we lost. And it kind
and perhaps '

of set a tope for me that makes me,imprexsed for others, whicp

makes me wonder juét whéther or not we're, vie've lost the right

track here. You see, if you go back that way, and perhaps you are

too young, but--

CAPPS: Thank you--

HABER: But it, asléome of the people here recall, there was again

a great dissatisfaction that you saw in Vietnam, occurring in the

Xorean war, to the point where, as we know, Eisenhower said he was

going to go to Korea to settle the war. That was a large talking

point. And it seems to me as though if you talked about Vietnam as
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being a singular incident, that that perhaps is not really true.

And therefore, one has to broaden one's view of this, of this moral

problem that you're talking about.

CAPPS: Well, I want to pass on that if I can. I saw Professor

de Conde's hand up, and--

DE CONDE: May I raise a few questions here? Well, I don't, I find
the conversation intellectually disturbing. I don't think -Professor
Lewy enswered Professor Bernstein's questions. I saw no effort to
discern the difference between terrorism and winning. I think that
question was completely bypassed. .And phen, secondly, when one
talks about getting down to the messy detgilé and-docdmentét{on,-

it seems to me that what I've heard is the fuzziest of generalizations
here. There was one cited evidence in the opinion of a French
journalist. Opinion is not evidence. Furthermore, one talks about
specific data. The American people felt this way or felt the other
way. It's utter nonsense. We don't know what the American people
felt” There is no firm documentation on this. We have an idea of
vig: it might be. On the mat?er of guilt, I don'p know how one can.

analyze this except within the context of an entire society and
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a philosophy, or within a segment of a society. . And then lastly,

to Professor Capps' comments, I think there are gumerous analogues
in the Amcricdn past concerning this war . You can find it in the
Mexican war, you can find it in the War of 1812. All you have to do

is read a book that's almost, well, one My Lai after another. All

yoﬁ have to do is read Bury My Heart at Wounded Knee, and you get an

idea of what happened. And furthermore, the matter of guilt and the
Vietnam war, I think it was one of the healthiest things that ever
happened in the American society. It made a number of people, a
number of scholars, as Professor Bernstein indicated, look into the
pas; andAfiq§:that Qhere.werg.ﬁ%a?k'rgcqrdg ip"thc'bagﬁ thagx?gq'bésg.
buried by American scholars and American intellectuals. And so I
“can't see where one can look upon this as anything particularly
unique. In other words, it seems to me that much of what happened
in the Vietnam war is about as American as cherry pie, and I think
this is the thing that we should address ourselves to, rather than
trying to look for some uniqug or some aberration in the past that
vas pristine. I said my piece.

CAPPS: Mr. Flacks.
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FLACKS: Just, there is one piece of data on American intellectuals.

There is a book called The American Intelleclual Elite, by Charles

 Kadushian, which is an interview study of people he identified as
the‘leading figures in the Aﬁerican intcllgctual community, focused
a large part of the $tudy on Vietnam. And one of the things he
remarks in cénclusion with respect Fo that study is that there is
‘relatively little basis for thinking that the intellectuals, mos t
of whom opposeal the war strongly, did so on moral gmunds. In fact,
he, I gathered frqm reading that particular interpretation of his,

it was with some surprise and chagrin he found that most of the

” 280 T

people that he interviewed datedifheir obposition'to the'war on
much more, much more in terms of the cost of the war, the policy
implications of the war, the fact that we couldn't win it, they

3T than
had a political analysis, policy analysis, rather/ a moral analysis.
And these are the people who I am sure you have in mind, although he

doesn't name them. That is, these are the people who put out the

New York Review of Books, and other journals of that kind. So I just

put that forward just to indicate that there is some data with

respect to this question, since you specifically referred to
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intellectuals. But I, you said the word guilt wés‘a shorthand.
I am wondering what it's a shorthand for. I think it's a shorthand
from what I heard underneath your statements, was it's a shorthand
for your distress that there is so much resistance among intellectuals
and other Americans to , repeating the Vietnam type of experience.
That is, you wish, I take it, that there was less public resistance
to American involvement in foreign conflict. Because that is, I mean
a so;t of behavioral statement I would make, that I think has a lot
;f support for it. There is resistance, whetner it i; based on guilt
or scme other e@otion or considergtion, the;e is a resistance throughout
-t he society to movement by'this'éouﬁtryfin a direction that would-
lead to, quote, another Vietnam or something like that. And I take
it that either before you started the book or after you finished
doing it, one of your intents, since you are interested in intention,
was to try to overcomé that resistance in some sense. It's not just
a question of guilt, it's a question of the policy results of what
you cZll guilt, namely, that it seems to reduce the flexibllity of
some people in the American government and you don't like that.

Some of us like that. And I would say that we might like it on
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three distinct grounds. One, some of us are opp6§ed to the institution
of war and wish that the human race would make some.fundamental
progress in abandoning it. Therefore, a resistance by a population
that previously was, had moré mixed feelings about its untry's
mil;tary posture seems like a healthy sign. Secondly, some of us
feel that the American empire ought to be dismantled, that no
empire should, we are past the stage when empires are a guarantee
of anything decent for humanity. And on that score, would find it
healthy that there is resistance to further military adventures
_.that seem to prgserve the.boundarigs of ?he.?mpire.

" And third, fﬁefé'a§e'peoﬁlé°ﬁﬁé'moré'particulériy,'yéﬁ'know;'
react to the war itself and want to make sure that people don't
forget it in some sense, because it happened, it was at least a
thirteen-year involvement of the, of the American people, in an
adventure which, as you indicate, they regard as in one sense or
another as immoral. But the immorality question, I think that during
the war period I must have made several hundred speeches against
the war. So I am one of your young intellectuals vho certainly

was trying to shape opinion about it. I don't think I ever tried
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" to rest the argument about the immorality of thelwar primarily on
what the United States was doing in Vietnam. Wh;t vie viere doing

in Vietnam wa§ a by-product, in my argumentation, a symptom of

a necessafy consequence, if you will, of the fact that we were

in Vietnam, and that the immorality issue, as well as the practicality
iséue had to do with whether we ought to be there in the first
place. So to try to define the issue primarily in terms of the
conduct of the war itself is, well, sort of bypasses the whole point
of the debate as it was going on during that period and, I think

as Walter was indicating, bypasses probably what most people think
was fhg les#énjg? Vig£ném;'it waszhofuphat.ye.didgyrgné things.;n.:‘
Vietnam that was fundamental. Once we were there, we had to do
those things. And it's, for the most part. You may disagree. It

may have been a cleaner effort, this, perhaps, but you know, many

of us were not that interested in defining what'was legal and
illegal with respect to the war so much as defining the whole
operation as something that was morally and practically, and those

are intertwined, really, things that should be ended.

Now, one final point about, that I would like to ralse about
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éenocide. I think the word genocide, of coursc) is, was used in
part as 5 rhetorical device. I am willing to grant that a colad
analysis would not lead to that conclusion. But one person has
often been quoted who, witﬁ reference to our policy in Vietnam,
Professor Huntington, often quoted, same quote is often used, spoke
of a policy of forced urbanization. And that was really the intent
of the bombing. Forced urbanization, meaning movement of a whole
people from the countryside to the city. And I‘am quite sure that
when many people use the word genocide, they had in mind not just

_ this physical dgstruction of human beings, but the tota} dis;uption_
of a waynéf 1ife,  becausé we felt that that ﬁés'iﬁ our policy intérééﬁg.;
And that's the second point about intent that I would make and close
with.

In reading the Pentagon Papers, one of the people that I always
rely on to define American intent, the name just slipped my mind, tz=
assistant to McNamara, was killed in a plane crash--McNaughton.
McNaughton impressed me because he was so clear and I think clear,

perhaps, for good reason, that is, to make some other policy-makers

see what their intent was. And at one point, if I recall correctly,
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in listing the reasons we are in Vietnam, he said most of the reason
had to do with the preservation of American pover, not the saving
of the people of Vietnam. Now, one might well raise questions about
the morality of everything that was done in Vietnam, whether it was
done within the terms of the legal definition of war, you know, the
decent behavior of war or not, onthat ground, that is, did, is it
not somewhat bordering, if not fully genocidal, to move a whole
people around, using bombing as the technique of inducement for

the purpose of preserving America's credibility on a world scale.
ASHMORE: It_seems to me that goes ba;k to the question of tbe
morality of'the‘intefventién;miﬁescapably,-no£ what-you've beén’ -~
talking about, which is the conduct of the war, once we were there.
I can't, I mve great difficulty equating genocide with the tactical
decision and the bombing. It seems to me that that's a leap I

can't make. True, it would reérrange the society, but then any

vwar would do that anyway. Any war is characterized by great dis-
placeéments of pecople. I can't imagine how you'd fight one that
didn't have that. I don't, it seems to me genocide is something

ve might talk about, if T might suggest it, and see if there is any
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support for the notion that there was a moral element of genocide.

. does
FIACKS: Well, what does, what xx the code of genocide say about the

definition of genocide, do you have that in your appendix?

LEWI: Yeah-=-

FLACKS: Because, I'm, that, I mean that's the only, it's a legal
term, I--

LEWI: The crime of genocide is defined_in the unamimously adopted
resolution of the United Nations General Assemﬁly on 9 December,
1948, as "committing with intent to destroy in whole or in part,

a national, ethnical, racial, or religiqus group as such. Acts
such as kiliing'mémﬁefé of the éroub;.ééusihgfééribﬁs gsdilyﬁér.
mental harm, deliberately inflicting on the grap conditions of life
calculated to bring about a physical destruction in whole or in part."”
So what is crucial is, physical destruction in whole or in part and
done with thelintent to destroy in whele or in part, a group for
being what it is. And of course the prototype of genocide is the
final solution, the destruction of European Jewry for no other
reason but because they were Jews.

FLACKS: Deciding that a peasant society which harbors guerrillas
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should no longer exist. I am not willing to ge; up in a ourt of
law and, this kind of debate doésn't make me partigularly comfortable.
And it's somewhat unfortunately semantical. But it, you, maybe there
is no definite crime invoived under existing statutes and maybe there
ig, but it seems to me a very questionable moral posture for a

great power to be in, that is, deciding that this present society

is untenable for our reasons, and therefore we will force the
urbanization of that society, is it something that raises a question.
I mean, I still have that question. I am not being rhetorical now,

I don't have to convince anybody.

LEWi: I don't'thinktﬁbd are quoting'éaguéi‘Huntington'correcély;

- Mr. Flacks.

FLACKS: Do you know the quote?

LEWI: Yes, I do know it. I know not only the published quote,

but I also know a paper which it is on the same subject, which

was promptly classified for stupid reasons. A paper for the

State Department after this same visit, which he then based his

published article. I don't think you are interpreting him

correctly.
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ASHMORE: It seems to me that loglc comes outtthat if you can't use
this kind of approach, or somethiﬁg like it, you can't fight a
guerrilla war. Therefore, anybody that has a guerrilla war, ve
can't morally engage in dny kind of military action against them.
Isn't that where you come out with this?

CAPPS: Mr. Flacks=--

ASHMORE: That means we just ruling out the whole war as being
immoral, which is all right with me, but it will be a short meeting.
LEWI: Can I just, could I jwt respond very briefly to some other
poin?? I did not set out to write this book in order to prepare
American for new Vietnams, evéh"thbdgH:SOﬁé'bf'm&zéritics'ha&e
suggested this to be the case. I have no desire to resurrect the
American empire, or anything of that kind. I don't want more
Vietnams, any more than you do, nor do I like wars any more than
you do. But that, I don't think, is the issue. The slogan, no

more Vietnams, strikes me as inane and empty. It doesn't provide .
guidance for foreign policy. The slogan, no more Vietnams, I think,

is symptomatic for a mood of neo-solationism, which is why it

apread in this country, as a result of Vietnam. And I for one
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do not consider this a healthy phenomenon. I.do not think that the
world is a better place if the United Stﬁtes is weak. And you may
agree with me, perhaps, Mr. Flacks, tlmt for example, American
influence and strength displa&ed rarely these days, but when it wvas
displayed, with regard to the Israeli-Egyptian negotiations, for
example, our leverage may have in the long run some beneficial
results. And there are other areas of the world where perhabs
American strength would lead to consequences tﬁat you and I would
be, would be willing to consider beneficial‘:.Altogether it strikes
mg_that g;ven the suffering'of the.people.of Indochina today, it is
' nétucoﬁpleﬁeiyvsﬁupid fojtﬁiﬁﬁ tgét-tﬁemAﬁeriéan iﬁté?&egtion; even
though it was not only based on that of course, may not have had
some moral justification. It was always said, if only the Uni#zd
States would get out of Indochina, peace would be restored and the
suffering of the peoplé of Indochina would come to an end. Vell,
you and I know, and this is in part what I think has led to the
reassegsment that I quoted on the part of Jean Lacouture, you and

I know that the suffering of the people of Indochina today, after

the United States is out, is in many ways infinitely worse than
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what has preceded. Peace has not come to Indochina after the United
States hag had, withdrawn. So, I just want to, not to be misunderstood,
I do not like war, I do not relish making comparisons about a loss of
life in different wars, and.yet it seems tg me when one engages in

m oral assessment and moral judgments, again these are the kinds of
considerations which I think are important.

BERNSTEIN: I'd like to suggest a more profitable line of inquiry, at
least I hope will deflect this from some of these polluted streams.
And that is, let'; go back to the very shrewd question asked earlier
about Korea and Vietnam, and let's ask, let me begin by asking it
this way. Given the fact that each, it can be argued, was a civil
war, that each represented, or was constituted by, massive American
intervention. The numbers of troops are almost, well, they are

quite similar. Given the fact that in each case many concluded

that. America could‘not win, at least could not win within the
constraints without violating alliances and ultimately escalating

to danger. Given those three salient similarities, we should ask,

if we are going to address matters of the impact of Vietnam, why

does Koree produce in American society such a different impact, such
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a different set of values? Think about the striking similarity.

Is it in each case a lesson for some time, is learngd, absorbed, or
believed by the American people, that a limited war, and some kind
of small-scale invasion, is undesirable? 6ne can argue that it's
that very lesson of Korea that not only shapes American mentality
or perception or ideology during part of the Eisenhower years, but
also constrains the President himself and constrains the Army from
giving advice during Dien Bien Phu, suggesting,the Air Force said
bomb, the Army said, don't go in,get into a land war, the same type
of advice McArthur had given earlier. But if you go beyond that,

to the larger quesfion,:why doesn’t'the‘Kdrean'war raise questions
of legitimacy in America, the morality of authority, why doesn't it
raise questions about the nature of the war? That is, when Americans
argued about the Korean war, they argued, escalate or pull out. Or
can you conduct a limited war? There is almost no argument in the
main body of the American politic, 1950 to 1953, about, is this a
moral war, are we conducting it in the right way, are we killing too
many people, is bombing the villages immoral, et cetera, that

is, a2ll the questions that you address in your book, and where you
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find America largely innocent, and where historiaﬁ;could go back and
find at least the same level of evidence for the Korean war.
Nevertheless, the American peple did not even come to those conelu-
sions. There was no dialogﬁe on that matter. So we can ask, it seems
to me, at least a reasonably pointéd question, and that is, why does
the massive intervention of 1950-1953 have one set ogiimpacts upon
American society, and the prolonged and seemingly more enervating
intervention of roughly 1961, some of you may want to start it earlier,
but 19561 to 1975, produce a very different set of responses? Well,
one could say that length had something to do with it. But that's

" not terribly useful. Why is it that n.lc‘)ra'.l. sl 1éga£1 and governmental
authority questioned in a second case? Is it that the events occur
in an already markedly different culture, which is prepared to
receive evidence and translate it? Is it the evidence received,
whether correct or not, is very distinctive, that is, did the media
play a very different role? Is it both, plus what else? And, going
it one step further, what has happened to the Amaican

intellectual, let me phrase it differently, what has happened

to the consensus on anti-Communism, and the narrowing of intellectual



IMPACT OF VIETNAM §-5-79 pm -.62- \
dialogue on the academies? If you were to compare 1950 to 1953,
with 1961.to 1966 or 1967, could it not be that a major difference
is there is already various openings to broader theory and left or
radical theory, as the Vietﬁam war heats up? But there's a subtle
interpkay between the two, but if one thinks back to the McCarthyite
period, this whole construction of ideology had already been orecluded
- from American dialogue. By 1950, there is no Left in America. By
1950 there's a very truncated dialogue, where really the issue of
who's a better anti-Communist is a question which everybody searches
for credentials. And that as a result, Vietnam occurs, as I say,
in this Qéfy different climate, ﬁﬁéré'pebpie'afé prepafed.ﬁéﬁfead ¢
evidence differently, and in addition they receive rather different
evidence; If one goes, let me just, one paragraph more, and then
I'11 cease.

If one goes back to the Korean war, and reads about the treatment
of bombing, even in the major newspapers, the official versions are

normally accepted. For example, in 1952, twice in July and twice in

August of 1952, Pyongyang vas bombed. The capital city of North
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Korea is bombed four times and three out of the four attacks are,

I believe, are up to that date, the largest attacks by bombers in the

war. Thaqgives you some notion. Nevertheless, The lNew York Times
reports that only military targets were hii, or only military

objects were targeted, I guess, is the way it's put. The imp lication
clearly is, civilians didn't get killed. Well, we know at least two
things now. One is we know tha£ surgical bombing has never been
precise. The question is only the level of imprecision. Secondly,

we now have evidence on the Korean war where we know that there was,

as the official history puts it, a policy of terror bombing, psycho-
loéical wérfareighrougg’ﬁdmbing, tﬁe.official history b& Frank Fuﬁféll,
tells us about the Korean war period of this time. But The New

York Times did not. Now, when the bombing of cities occurred, and

‘villages, in Vietnam, at an early stage, certainly by 1965, it was
described as killing civilians. It was either described as, or there
vas at least the subtle, lurking attribution of intent, that it was
designed to kill civilians. And I suggest that that tells us something
very critical about the differences in the reception of the two wars.

And for that reason I think the Korean war 1s a useful analogue.
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It's one of those rare cases where one has an analogue only a decade
short. it‘s very rare in history that you can get sort of nice
comparisons of, despl te the asymmetrical features in other wa ys, they
are reasonably nice comparisons. And I think it's very shrewd question
that was asked earlier.

HOLSTI: Well, I'd like to try at least a partial response to.the
question. I might begin with just the point that I think it's at

1l east a, we might debate whether both were civil wars. But I,

it seems to me there are some differences, and I suspect that they

are crucialt In the'Ko?ean case, while there were border skirmishgs
that took piacé:béfdré Jﬁhé 25, 1950, the fact is that kdféahldoked

in same respects in its origins like World War II. Massive infantry
and armored divisions crossing what was at least intended to be

a temporary froﬁtier. I suspect that those who argue that it was a
civil war would not accept if VWest Germany had crossed into the
Eastern zone at that same time that that too was a civil war. I

think that the origins of the war were much less ambiguous in the
¥orean case, They looked much more like something that we had

become feamiliar with, World Var I and World War IT. That's one thing.
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I think a second thing, and a point of legltimacy which was
raised, I think it's %yery salient point. But I think there is a
difference here. Whatever one might thing of the United Nations,
the fact is that there waé, for a variety of reasons, including
the accident of Soviet absence, considerable international support
for the intervention. Sixteen nations became involved. Now,

w hether that makes it legitimate or not, it lends something to the
enterprise that was clearly missing in the Vietnam case. That is,
we had some client states, by and large, providing assistance for
the enterprise, but I think that was largely missing. I think a
very salient quéstiOnihéie‘is»faised'byia re;ént'article by George"

Quester in the Political Science Quarterly, which tries to go back

and look at how the world was viewed, not only by American.publics,
but by publics in a whole variety of other nations, some American
allies, some neutralist nations, and so on. I think the world in
1050 was viewed rather differently, by a whole lot of publics, that
what” looked like a legitimate enterprise in 1950, by 1953, 1961,
whatever starting point you want to make, looked less so. Well,

vhy was that? I think one of the reasons is the international
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context. I think that one would not necessarily label somebody in
1950 who saw the world as bi-polar as a total madman, who questioned
whether there was a fair degree of solidarity within the members of
the so-called Communist bloc. That was a position that could be
taken, I think, with some degree of evidénce that could be cited.

By 1961, 1963, whatever date you want to put, 1965, when the
bombing started in Vietnam, that assumption clearly was open to

the most serious kinds of questions. In other-words, somre of the
assumptions about the nature of the international systems had
changed. Now, this is not, I am not trying to argue here against
Bart Bernstéin and hig;'agd'hiS‘viéwAthat Américan”édciety had

also changed. I think it had. I think that's quite right. But

I think other things,I think some of the parallels, I think we

can go too far in seeing parallels between Vietnam and Korea.
I_think the world between, say June 25, 1950, and February 7, 19935,
vhen the American bombing started, the world had really changed.

And the perception of the world having changed, I think was crucial.
I think that's where we can tie up, maybe, some of the things that

Bart Bernstein is saying about the internal, the domestic.side, ani
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the international side. I think that's perhaps where there's a
tie between the two of them.

CAPPS: We're coming near the end of the time we allotied for
this, and I think you, I phink we should allow Professor Lewi to
have the last word. And there are several things to respond to.
ILEWI: Well, just that I don't want to engage in any summarizing.
I don't think htat's possible. ’I, I prefaced my initial remarks
with a statement that most likely what I have to say will not
piease very many people here, and this clearly has been confirmed.
But that's neither here nor there. I guess I was asked to make
.this'statgmenﬁi wiﬁh Walte; Cappé'knowing full vgll that~t§i§-is~'
the way ;t would be. And I d;n't have.any bad feelings aboﬁt that.
I do think that in due time there will be the kind of reassessment
that I am asking for, and I do think that when it is all done,

the sense of guilt and self-flagellation that has occurred will
pass,will weaken, and I think, in my view, this will be all to the
good. I don't relish the idea of feeling guilty about eigher
something I have done personally or that the society of which I

am a part has done. I don't see anything positive in feeling
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guilty unless I am convinced, of course, that I have done wrong.

If that were the case, obviously the éituation would be different.
I, let me Jjust add one, two points with regard to question of
Korea, how different was Korea. I think it was different in the
sense that it did not really lead to a lost war. It resulted in a
stalemate. The old borders were reaffirmed, and South Korea remained
a going concern, whereas South Vietnam no longer is a going concern.
In.that sensy the end of the war in Vietnam was a smashing defeat
for the United States, which had tried to protect South Vietnam,
whereas the American effort in Korea, while it did not ke ad to
'vthe achie§emént of all %h;'ﬁar aims, that -some haa,'neverthéless

did mt end with a loss of South Korea. South Korea, for whatever
it is worth, is still a going concern. And perhaps another factor
that we have missed, and perhaps that will come up tomorrow, the
&ietnam war was the first war seen on the TV screens. And in living
color, to boot. And blood is red, and it doesn't look good. And
wherT you see it every night, there develops a cumulative effect.

If World War II had been shown on the TV screens every night, and

if the Xorean war had been seen on the screens every night, I
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would speculate that Americans might have felt somewhat differently
about these two wars as well, because it is something very difficult
to stomach, especially when it lasts for a long time.
CAPPS: I think we've doné it once again. The, it of ten happens at
phe Center that we'll be talking about moral atrocities, or genocide,
or profound sense of guilt, and then we come up to the time when
it's time to quit, and we all sit down and have lunch together,
or supper. And what we are doing tonight, if we don't change it
quickly, is to do that before we've even introduced ow selves to
one another. I didn't ask that, for.thgt inﬂthe‘beginn;nga becap;e..}
we wereﬁ't‘at full strength. wé, a.number of people who are not
yet here, whom I knew were coming. But I would like to take the
time now, if you are willing, to simply work around the circle here
and have each one introduce who he or she is, where you have come
from today, what your normal line of work is, and then we'll stop,
and do something else.
KRIEGER: I'm David Krieger. I'm a political scientist and a

vriter, and I used to be associated with the Center in a full-time

capacity, and now I simply live in Santa Barbara and continue to do
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my work on my own. k

MESHAD:- I'm Shad Meshad, and I'm a Vietnam veteran, and I also a
psychiatric social worker. And I've been dealing with Vietnam
veterans for about eight &ears, out of Los Angeles, and have one

of the only programs designed especially for readjustment problems
for Vietnam veterans in the country. And I like California.

FREX: So do I. I am Cyntha Frey. I am trained as a political
scientist, but I, in my work for the National ﬁndowment for the
Humanities I spend most of my time giving away money to philosophers,
among othe?s. How much dq yop need?
RO?HMANQ I am ‘Stanley Rothman. I am in'politicél science at Smith
College. I have been working mostly on the student movement of the
nineteen-sixties. But I have done also work on American intellectuals.
And I think Séﬁta Barbara is very lovely.

LEWIS: My name is Michael Lewis, and I am with the Calicornia

Council for the Humanities in Public Policy, which like Cynthia, I
give away money, but only to Californians. How much to you need?

ROSENAU: I am Jim Rosenau, a teacher at U.S.C, international

relations and political%cience. with Ole Holstl, we've been involved
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for somc.four or five years on a major project inyestigating elite
attitudes toward the impact of Vietn;m, or the lessons of Vietnam.
BERNSTEIN: Bart Bernstein. I teach history at Stanford, and I do

some writing on the World War II and postwér period, seeping into the
nineteen-sixties.

LICHTY: I am Larry Lichty. I am a professor of communication arts at
the University of Wisconsin. But I haven't been there for three

years, because I am, currently work in the national public radio.

DE CONDE: I am Alexander de Conde, professor of history, American
foreign relations, University of California at Santa Barbara.
tPIﬁéISéALZi:..ﬁiehoi;swPié;i;;éléi;:gféféggg; frém Wright‘s£éte'
University in Dayton, Ohio. And I a m spending N.E.H. money here

this year, on a sabbatical leave.

GRAHAM: I am Otis Graham. I teach history at the University of
California, Santa Barbara, and ém involved in directing the program
here at the Cente?,_except that I had nothing to do with this, although
by Saturday, if it keeps going so well, I may claim something.

FADIMAN: I am Clifton Fadiman, consultant to the Center, and I guess
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the only token nonacademic that the Center ha; to boast of.

HABER: I am Bernard Haber, and I have td challenge Clifton's remark,
and classify myself the same way. I am an engineer by training and
experience, and a Center associate.

HOLSTI: I am Ole Holsti, of Duke University and also the University

~ of California at Davis, and as Jim has said, we have been collaborating
on a study for some time. If there are people who are willing to
support continuation of that here giving away money, be glad to

accept. And I also vote for Santa Barbara. First time I have been
here. It's great.
DOWﬁS; I'm Fred Downs, the7as§istén;idire;tor ;;r the é;;tefgé Q;;
Mexico for the Veterans' Administration, as of a month ago. I Jjust

got transferred there from Washington, D.C. I am also a writgr. i
wrote a book about Vietnam, and I've written a number of articles

about Vietnam velerans and the impact on those people.

FLACKS: Dick Flacks. I teach sociology here at U.C.S.B., and currently
em trying to write about the relatiqnship between American political

consciousness generally and the Left in the United States.

HUTCHINS: T am Vesta Hutchins. I am a director of. the Center, more
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correctly the ™and for the Republic.

DOUGLAS: I am James Douglas. I am a director of the Fund for the
Republic. I have been 1nt9rested in Center activities closely for
the last ten years. Before'that, perhaps relevant to say that I
was in the Air Force in World War II and spent the Eisenhower
Administration associated with the Air Force.
. HUTCHINS: I think that's a very moéest statement.
GRAHAM: Misleading, in fact.
HUTCHINS: Misleading, indeed. Would you care to expand?

DOUGLAS: No, not at all.
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GRAﬁAM: Secretafy of the Air Fdrce would not care to expand.
COMSTOCK: I am Dick Comstock, and I am a professor in the Department
of Religious Studies at U.C. Santa Barbara.

ASHMORE: I am Harry Ashmore. I am an Associate of the Center, and

I ezpect I am the only person here whose experience in Vietnam

was wnolly in the North. I never got to South Vietnam, only to
Hanoil.

LAUCKS: I am Eulah Laucks. I am also on the board of the Center.

CAPP5: Ve have met Professor Lewl. I am Walter Capps. I'll take



/ PAGE 1

GUENTER LEWY:

Thank you. The Vietnam war, I am sure we can all
agree, was the most divisive and most difficult war, perhaps,
that this country has experienced. The impact of this war
on American society, we can also all agree, I am sure, was
highly damaging. Among other things, it has resulted in an
attitude of cynicism and distrust of government, and perhaps
still more damaging, it has left the country with a tremendous
sense of guilt, guilty not only because the war was lost, but
because, in the eyes of many, the entire enterprise was
flawed, the war was criminal and immoral. Now, with regard to
the last count in particular, it is my position that the wounds

suffered were



