
partly explained by the growing num- 
ber of people who want to reclaini their 
moral principles by cnding the nuclear 
terror. These readers can’t be entirely 
satisfied with the book. Though Schell 
writes firmly and precisely iis he dclinc- 
ales the nuclear problem, firmncss and 
precision disappear as he wrestles with 
finding a way out. His passages plod 
toward some goal. become mired in 
abstractions, and usu;illy arrive iit a usc- 
lcss gencrality. 

Schell’s treatment of  national sov- 
ereignty, which hc regards as a mil- 
jor villain, illustrates the point. On pagc 
after pagc hc tells us that i t  is the 
system of sovcrcign nations. extended 
into thc age of nuclear weapons. that 
has brought us to the cdgc of extinction. 
Perhaps so, but daily hcadlincs providc 
convincing evidence that this system 
isn’t about to scl6dcstruct. What is 
Schell’s solution? “Just ;IS we h a w  
chosen to live in the system ol’ 
sovcrcign states, we can choose to livc 
in some othcr system.” For most of tlie 
world’s people this remark is inaccur- 
ate, and i t  isn’t very useful to iinyonc. 

Fortunately, the clivcrsc groups 
around the world that constitute the 
growing movcmcnt  against nuclciir 
weapons are capiiblc 0 1  fashioning thcir 
own paths toward an elusive goal. The 
need is to incorporate morc and more 
informed, committcd pcoplc in that 
movement. 71~0 Fufr of r h c ~  Earfh niiikes 
an important contribution here by its 
skillful unvciling of thc political ilnd 
moral bankruptcy that underlics cn- 
trenched nuclcar policy. One can only 
hope it rcachcs many morc reiidcrs. 

THE CONDUCT OF JUST 
AND LIMITED WAR 

by William V. O’Brien 
(Praeger; 510 pp.; $39.95) 

Terry Narditi 

One of the morc encouraging devclop- 
ments of recent years is the revival of 
concern for the regulation of warfare. 
We see evidence of this conccrn in thc 
conduct of belligerents, in public 
debate, in international and military 
law, and also in the writings of moriil- 
isb. political theorists, and niilitiiry 
strategists. Although therc will alwilys 
be vigorous disagreement about the 
principles that should guide thc use of 
military force, a serious effort is again 

being made to articulate such princi- 
ples. Indced, in view of the rapid ac- 
cumulation of specialized studies on 
regulated warfare, there is an increasing 
need for general works that consider 
the relation of different traditions of 

Linrircvl War is such a work. 
O’Brien sets out to integrate the 

scholastic just war tradition and the 
secular tradition of positive interna- 
tional liiw. More ambitiously. hc sccks 
to bridge the even wider gap separating 
thcsc two traditions from that branch 
of strategic studies concerned with 
limited war. This latter effort derives 
from the sound prcniisc that justice rc- 
quires the controlled iind discriminate 
application of military forcc: ”there ciin 
hc no just war without liniitcd war 
policies .and cilpabilitics.” I t  is not 
cnougli to clcfinc just witr sl:iIidilrds; 
one must also consider the conditions 
required for them to bc cffcctivc. 
O’Hricn dcvotcs many pages to cilsc 
studies illustrating the extent to which 
just war constraints havc bccn ubscrvcd 
during recent major wars i n  order that 
tlic moral, legal, iind prudential stand- 
;irtLs of the past may be brought to 
bcar on future wiirs. iind i n  particuliir 
how the military forccs of thc United 
Stiitcs should be equipped and triiinctl 
to fight within the limits prescribcd by 
thc traditions of just and liniited WiIr. 

In tlic course of these inquiries thc 
author reaches a series of moral conclu- 
s ions that many readers will not 
welcome. On the issue of Vietnam, for 
example, hc is a rcvisionist. Although 
O’Brien grants that thc Amcrican 
forces relied on disproportionatc and 
oficn indiscriminate firepower. he con- 
cludes that these violations of the rulcs 
of war wcre not so grave as  to make tlie 
Victnam war an unjust war. I l c  gives 
considerable weight to the judgment 
that thc intervention was a juslilied at- 
tempt iit resisting international iiggrcs- 
sion, coniparablc to American resistancc 
to the Communist invasion of South 
Korea, but he ;isscrts this judgment 
with scarccly any supporting argument. 
Looking for even morc trouble. O’Bricn 
gocs on to dcfcnd Nixon’s Christmas 
bombing campaign against North Viet- 
iiiini and the invasion of Cambodia. 

Othcrs will bc put off by the author’s 
treatment of nuclear deterrence and 
nuclear war. rejecting as naive his 
rather sanguine view of the efficacy of 
deterrence and his cautious dcfcnsc ol‘ 
the moral acceptability, in certain cir- 

thought. T h c  C ’ o n h r ~ t  of Just a d  

cumstances, of limited nuclear war. 
Although no new arguments are pre- 
scnted, he rcstates thc familiar case for 
“flexible response”- the development 
of  a capability on the part of thc United 
States and its allies to wage limited 
counterforcc. t h e a m ,  and tactical 
nuclear wars. O’Bricn’s discussion of 
the only limited nuclcar war to have oc- 
curred so far, the atomic bombing of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, is also un- 
satisfactory. I t  merely repeats thc old 
justifications without even considering, 
much less rcbutting, some of the most 
powcrful objections that are offered 
against dropping thc bomb. llcrc. as in 
the case of the Vietnam debate, one 
senses that the iiuthor has given up try- 
ing to persuade those who do not share 
his biisic assumptions. 

I t  is unfortunate that O’Bricn has 
felt compelled to push his moral in- 
vestigetion of past cvents to such firm 
and. I think, unwarranted conclusjons. 
The book’s simplistic conception of 
moral reasoning as the “application” of 
general “prescriptions” to particular 
performances is equally unsatisfactory. 
Yet these defects arc pcrhaps of little 
momcni. given the author’s main inten- 
tion. The book is, and should be read as, 
an effort to clcnionstrate the mutual 
releviincc of  the just war iind !imited 
wir traditions iind to get Amcrican po- 
liticnl iind military leadcrs to pay more 
attention 10 the accumulated wisdom 
cmbodied in them. What these tradi- 
tions tcnch hiis less 10 do with the 
correctnkss of particular verdicts than 
with thc ovcrriding importance of 
res1riiincd. principled conduct in war. 
O’Brien is entitled to his version of the 
piist. l l is  readers-some of them 
prcsuniiibly those officials to whom the 
book is addressed and upon whose 
fiitcful uecisions \vc all depend- must 
drilw thcir own conclusions for the 
future. li’l* 

THE HOUSE AND FOREIQN POLICY 
by Charles W. Whalen, Jr. 
(University of North Carolina Press; 
193 pp.; $18.95/S9.95) 

Rohcrr E Drititin 

The author of this thoughtful study wns 
ii Republican congressman from Ohio 
in thc ycars 1967 to 1979. Immediately 
aftcr lcaving the Congress he become P 

Democrat. He confesses in this volume 
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that he is a “maverick” and that he has 
“probably done as much as any politi- 
cian to erode America’s two-party 
system.” During his dozen years in 
Congress Mr. Whalcn scrvcd with dis- 
tinction on the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee, where he was one of the most 
consistent and articulate opponents of 
the war in Victnam. 

A professor of cconomics and politi- 
cal science before and after his years of 
service in the Congress, Mr. Whalen 
writes in a painstakingly scholarly way 
about thc turmoil in procedure thai 
characterized the Congress of the 
1970s. He traces the origin and cvolu- 
tion of each of the major proccdural rc- 
forms in the House+nd notes how all 
of thesc led to decisions on the floor of 
the House in matters of foreign policy 
that he judges crroncous. Among thc 
floor actions he cites are thosc that im- 
peded aid to Nicaragua and led to 
legislation that “slowed thc flow of 
Soviet emigres.” In Mr. Whalen’s view, 
the Executive branch of govcrnmeni 
should be permittcd grcater discretion; 
it is “not possiblc for Congress to dc- 
velop a concept that orchestrated into a 
cohesive plan of action.” He laments 
the fact that in ten years, 1969-79. the 
number of floor amendments on 
forcign policy matters escalated from 44 
lo 155 and concludes that “by attempt- 
ing to placate a public which does not 
take the time to inform itself, llouse 
members ... often subvcrt our broader 
international interests.’’ 

While the author laments the frag- 
menting effect of a House of Kcprcscn- 
tatives that. more strongly than ever be- 
fore, was asserting its claims to be 
heard in the area of foreign policy. he 
gives inadequate coverage to a spcc- 
tacular fact: that for the first time in 
history Congress terminated a war by 
defunding it. ‘This unique accomplish- 
ment might have been impossible but 
for the very reforms in procedure hc 
decrics. 

Mr. Whalcn recommcnds threc 
changes lo modify what he deems the 
balkanization of the House into 148 
committees and subcommittees. Ilc 
proposes that 44 members, rather than 
25, be present on the floor before a re- 
cordeo vote becomes obligatory. He 
also wants consistent application of the 
principle that an appropriations bill 
contain no extraneous legislation. In 
addition, he wants the Rules Commit- 
tee to expand what is called a “modified 
open rule” by which amendments con- 
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lniry to the thrust of American foreign 
policy are ruled out of order during 
I louse consideration of a bill. 

Some commentators will disagree 
with Mr. Whalen that these three pro- 
posals would correct what he considers 
the undesirable results of the explosion 
of procedural reforms enacted during 
the past decade. Others will not agree 
that the results Mr. Whalen laments are 
in fact undesirablc. But this carefully 
crafted volumc by someone who is 
thoroughly knowlcdgeablc !bout the 
subject matter and has had some twen- 
ty-five years of experience in various 
legislative bodies will deepcn the ad- 
miration of those who have followed 
Mr. Whalen’s’ academic and profes- 
sional career with profound respect and 
gratitude. WVj 
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DOROTHY DAY: 
A BIOQRAPHY 
by William D. Mlller 
(Harper & Row; xv+527 pp.; $18.95) 

One memorable night during the trial of 
the Catonsville Nine, 1 drove Dorothy 
Day around Baltimore. Occasionally I 
looked at her column in The Catholic 
Worker, and I read The Long Loneliness, 
her autobiography. Ultimately, how- 
ever, what l know of her is what I have 
seen reflected, darkly or brightly, in the 
faces of her friends, colleagues, and ac- 
quaintances. But we need history with 
almost the same urgency as we need 
progeny, and I looked forward to read- 
ing Miller’s biography. Miller, unfor- 
tunately is not very interested in histo- 
ry. He has tried to makc a fireside tale 
from his subject’s writings and from his 
own recollections. He has used inter- 
views with people who knew her to 
confirm her own versions of events. 
The advantage of .his work is that his 
subject speaks for herself. 

The disadvantages are rather more 
numerous. Miller’s documentation of 
sources is not helpful to the student of 
Dorothy Day’s life who would like 10 go 
beyond the text. His interest in Doro- 
thy Day as “subject” ignores the fact 
that her opinions and biases became ob- 
jcctivc contributions to the dialogue 
that formed the community of the 
American Catholic Church in her 
lifetime. Miller tells the stories of her 
various arrests as though they took 
place in a political vacuum. We learn of 
Dorothy Day’s feelings about the ar- 
rests, that she was somehow more 
ashamed to have been arrested in an 
IWW boarding house than with advo- 
cates for women’s suffrage. But we do 
not see how these arrests were related 
to each other as political actions. And a 
Dorothy Day without politics becomes, 
here, a woman afflicted with the disease 
of random indignation. 

Though Miller professes concern 
with the theme of “community,” the 
concept remains empty. He mentions the 
difficulty certain families had sustain- 
ing a long association with the Catholic 
Worker, and he details the counterpoint 
of Dorothy Day as mother of her 
daughter, Tamar, and mother of Catho. 
lic Workers. But the information availa- 
ble to him cries out for some develop- 
ment of the idea of community in its 



relationship to family life in the Catho- 
lic Worker movement and in American 
Catholicism . at large. We learn that 
Dorothy Day came to the conclusion 
that family responsibilities conflicted 
with participation in Catholic Worker 
life, but there is no sense that American 
family life itself, its rituals,, its hierarch- 
ical structure, and even its modes of 
emotional interaction undcrwcnt any 
development during the fifty years of 
the movement. While Miller tells us of 
Dorothy Day’s reaction to aspects of 
the ’60s sexual rcvolution. we get no 
comparison of this with the sexual 
revolution of the Bohemian Greenwich 
Village. Community, family, and sex 
are reduced to the personal; this most 
political of  women is denied her 
politics. 

There are friends and followers of 
Dorothy Day, perhaps including Miller, 
who would hold that Dorothy Day the 
saint did no1 have a politics, that she 
had let go of that world sometime in her 
youth, perhaps with her conversion to 
Catholicism. In many senses of the 
word polirics, this estimate is correct. 
She was not partisan, for instance; nor, 
as time went on, did she  smploy an ex- 
plicit class analysis. However, actions 
have objective conscquenccs, cvcn if  
largely in the development of the lives 
of others. The  more “personal” the 
person, the  more “political.” T h e  
politics of Dorothy Day can be found in 
the lives of the people she has touched 
and even shaped. It is this objectivity, 
this historical factuality of Dorothy 
Day’s life that William Miller has not 
developed. 

-J. F. DotIt1d!\l 

AMERICAN FREEDOM AND 
THE RADICAL RIGHT 

by Edward L. Ericson 
(Frederick Ungar Publishing Co.; viii+ 
117 pp.; $4.95 [paper]) 

The  author is chairman of the board of 
leaders of the New York Society for 
Ethical Culture-a “secular humanist” 
as  the radical Right would style him. 
Bricson, on the other hand, considcrs 
himself sympathetic to religion and, in 
the face of  challenges from the Right, 
asks the question: Will religious faith in 
America in the coming years be a 
“force for understanding and human 
dignity, o r  for sectarian warfare and 
social strife?” His answer in this factual, 

carefully rcasoncd analysis of the radi- 
cal Religious Right leaves one with lit- 
tle doubt of the outcome. 
. The radical Religious Right-which 

Ericson quotcs extensively and allows 
to speak for itself-obviously wants to 
foment scctarian warfare but has found 
a devil to do battle with immediately: 
secular humanists, also called liberals. 
Ascribing McCarthy-like tactics to to- 
day’s electronic ministrics, Ericson cx- 
amines the influence of political conscrv- 
ativcs like Richard Vigourie iind Paul 
Wcyrich on the Kevcrcnds Falwcll. 
Kobertson, and Kobison, its high 
priests. With :I successful mix of con- 
scrvativc politics and rcligious cxhorta- 
tions about drug abusc. abortion, per- 
missiveness, and disintegration of thc 
family. disciplcs conducted single-issue 
campaigns that brought down congrcs- 
sional “liberiils” who “gnvc away” the 
Panama Canill, were soft on commun- 
ism, or bclieved in murdering fetuscs. 

On the financing of the Religious 
Right , Anrericatr ficeclonr is pa rt icu liir I y 
commanding. Ericson suppiics ii list o t  
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major companies and foundations that 
contribute generously to the ciiusc; and 
he docs not overlook the millions of 
dollars TV viewers contribute on occa- 
sions such as the one on which Oral 
Roberts reported having seen ii s ix ty -  
foot Jesus cross his property. 

Ericson’s book is rational: i t  rcspects 
human thought. And probably i t  will he 
rcad by rcliitivcly few. In contriist is the 
bible of the radiciil Religious Right, Tim 
LiiI Iaye’s 7liv Rutrli? JOr rlic ,2.litrc/. 
Lallaye’s book is litcrally a ciill to biittlc 
against the devil. an cmotioniil iipj)Ciil 

to light the evil of sccular huniiinism 
and n screaming, almost hysterical tract 
iigainst thc modern world. Its siniplc 
message rcquircs no thought ant1 np- 
parcntly appcals to B niiiSS reiitlcrship. 

- . ~ t l ~ / ~ l l l ~ t l  s. f > t I i C / l ( ~ / /  

THE RELIGIOUS RIGHT 

by Gabrlel Fackre 
(Eerdmans; 119 pp.; S 8 M )  

AND CHRISTIAN FAITH 

Fackrc’s analysis reprcscnts a new level 
of maturity in discussions of the Re- 
ligious New Kight. (Ile calls i t  simply 
“the Keligious Right.” Ilow long can 
any movement. right o r  left, bc catlcd 
ncw’!) llnlikc iilmost cvcrything clse 
on the subjcct. Fnckrc’s book docs not 
focus on  the political impiict ant1 
prospects of Moral h1:iiority. Religious 
Roundtablc, iind simihr organizations. 
llc wants to cxplorc whilt these p~op lc  
bclicvc religiously. pilying them the 
courtesy of accepting the claim that  
their actions arc motiviitcd by their 
faith. For rcadcrs of iill faiths or none 
this book offcrs entrance to the cogni- 
tive world of politicized fundamcntiil- 
ism. The author, who is cvangeliciil but 
not fundamentalist, gives ovcr each 
chapter to ii classic Christian doctrine 
(crcation, fall,  church, etc.) iind then 
compares it, both positively iind ncg- 
atively,‘with the teaching of the Re- 
ligious Right. Political and ethicill im- 
plications are by no means overlooked 
but are woven through the text. Those 
who belong to the ,Kcligious Right will 
probably object at several key points 
that Fackrc does not treat their beliefs 
fairly. But others in that community 
should welcome a book that takes them 
seriously as  people who d o  have a more 
or less coherent belief system and not 
simply as a political threat or nuisance. 

--Kiclrard Johrr Neirhairs 


