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Professor Noam Cﬂbﬁsky is listed in anybody's éatalogue_

as among the‘half—dozen top heroeé of the New-Léft. This
standing he achieved by ad§pting over the past two or thrée
years a series of adamant positioné projecting,aﬁ least,
Amgricah foréi§n\policy; ét mos t, Americavitsélf. His
esgsays and speeches are collected in his new book: AMERICAN
POWER AND THE NEW MANDARINS. Usually, Mr. Chomsky writes.
non~politicgl books, for ihstance,"Syntaétic structures"ﬁxxx
in 1967,ﬁCartééian Lingukstics"in 1966; and "Topics in the
Thedry of-Géherative Drama" in 1965. He is a highly esteemed -
student of modefn language and linguistics, who teaches
nowadays at the.Massachuéetts‘lhétitute of Téchnoiogyf énd
;haé:taught before at Berkeley, Columbia and other strife-
torn universitieé. He is a member of many 6rganizaticns and

. learned , v
NMXHX societies, including, I am gure he would want me to

~

meniion,\t£é~Aristoteiian Séciéty of Grdat Britain. In one
of his essays, Mr. Chomskytwrites, quotes,’by accéptingktﬁe
assumption of legi%imacy of debate on certain issués, such aé
this one; one has_alfeady loét.oﬁéé huménityg} I should like
to begin by asking him Why, under the.circumstances, if by
by being here he stands torlose his hﬁmanify, he éonsénﬁea

to abpear ih'the first place?

Bécausé;‘first‘of all, I~didn‘t quite’put it in fhoée termé,,

: _ ; , : ' . are, -
"I don't think. I think that by, I think that there/ I said

e ) - Auschwitz,
that there are certain issues, for example, Augggdwxikt , such

that by consenting to discuss them;véne;dégrades oneself
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and to some degree loses ones humanity, and I think that that's
true, nevertheless, I can easily imagine circumstances

in which I would have been glad to km debate Auschwitz.

-For example, if there were some chance ®x that by debating

Auschwitz, it might have been poésible to eliminaté or
» of what

to at least mXHxk mitigate the horroxr/#hkak was gqing on{
And I think, I 'feel the same way about Vietnam. And T
:eally think that there is ﬁg, fundamentaily, XEKE there isg
no argument anymore, én an, at an inte;lectual level, in
ny opiﬁion,vbut T think it;s Verf important to disﬁnss it,
nevertheless.
At whaé level ié there an argument?
Well,’ﬁere, there is a policy which I ﬁhinkAis a destructive
and devastating policy, it;s continuinémx, and the continua-
tion of the poiicy is ®x to some ektent based on the‘fact‘
of public apathy or public acceptance, hencg, there still
is the necessity to con&inée peé?le that fhey should éét\
strongly to put an end to thls pmksx policy. _

argument?
At what point was there anlnteilectual ARYUEMK - AT WﬂlCh

point did an intellectual argument in favor of our inter-—

vening in Vietnam cease to exist?

' Well as I saylthere, I think that there may lave been a

time whan there was something to debate.- For example;‘
I fhink that in the middle X%k fifties, though T was spposed

to the poliéy, and I think it was xright to be opposed to 1t
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: , debatable
nevertheless, I think it was a d=zkaksaxks issue in a sense
debatable
in which %mxwhk it is no longer a dekaka¥exissue.
Why is that?
Because at the moment I think it's really an issue of the
survival of the existence of Vietnam as an entity, as

a social and cultural entity, I think that's what's at

stake.

But'even that could be intellectually argued, cquldn't it?
Wdl, in the same sensé in which Auschwitz could be |
intellectually argued.

No, I mean in a different sense.

ANo,‘I'think in the same sense. In fact, don't forget there
Weré people who argued in favor of Auschwitz, and gave

No, no, I haven't forgotten that af‘all. I havén‘t had any
such on this program, noxr do I intehd to, but it;seems'to‘
me that even.if what you'said wérevqorrect, there mx sould
be a pérfectly legitimaté.atgument over, foriinstance,

the continuation of the State of Angiila (?) or théA 
continuation of the State of Biafra, or the continuétion
of the State of Goa, couldn't theréév

I didntt talk about thevexistence'of the State, I talked

about the existence of tmx the society as a &x a social

and cultural entity.

Yeah.

I think that's what's at stake.

Okay. if it's at stake, mightn't kmx there be two’points
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"I think is. the most likely outcome

of view about how to help it evolve into its natural forms,

right?

Well, there are many different points of view, I think
legitimate,

they're kxxkmmkkiam they're very legitimate

Well, now, how can you say that?

You see, they're very legitimate issues that can be argued

as to how the United’states'éught to most efficaciously

put an end to its destructive action in Vietnam. There are

many different alternatives that might be thought of

Yes, the one way of course to put anend mf to America's

necessary intervention is to conclude the waxr successfully,

that's a way, right?
Yeah, ‘ ‘ RO _ S
Nmyx one possible way is by destroying Vietnam, kxk which

/

I'4

Yeah. Well, for instance, one ¥k way in which we put an

end to the Nazi occupation of France was by destroying

Nazi Germany, right?

’That's‘right.

And it seems to me that this was a position which is a

tenable position and mutatis mmksmséx mutandis

position; today.

No, because mutatis mutandis changes everything

s Well, I'll tell you why, I'li tell you why, because in this

cage, as you know, it's not only I, but people'with whom T
disagree, like Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., whoAreférs‘to your

theologiéal certitudes and your liberal application of them
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to every subject in which you touch, so the subject of

your own intolerance of other people's point of view is

T think itself linguistically interesting,

Well, first of all, I'don't:accept that critiqism. YOuisee,

if you look at that quotation, ydu'll notice that I put  , '

it in there and recall the.context, I said thét when I

arguegtxthe issue, I feel a tone of moral and emotioﬁal

falseness,‘whidh I want to’éxplain. But then I go ahead

to argue the issue. So, that's é side'remérk intended to

explain my!own feeling of mx emotidnai and moral falseness,
I ’ - then

which is real, I did feel it, but nevertheless I #x) go

ahead for three hundred pages or éo to discuss this xmxkkx

xr¥kakxun and the related issues.

Sure.

So, I don't reélly believe that it's fair to say that I'm

notxx willihg fo tolerate‘bther positions.

Yeah, but the trouble is you don't end the book by saying
I'm kind of odd iﬁ Lakx feeling this, you say'evéryb¢dy's
odd who doesn't agree with me. Riéht? ' |

Bx No, I don't think so. Do I say that?

| Well, this is Certéinly the burden of your book.

T wasn't aware of that. I mean, I think that I've given’

you know an argument (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLYP

:Well, maybe this is a universal difficultyxx ydu're having,

not,beihg aware of certain people's reading of your position.
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Well, let me say, then, for example, I think' ¥xkx T think

I take a very qualified and temperate position on many,
many issues in this book." For instance, take the issue

of the background of the Secoﬁd World War, which I spent

a lot of time on. 'If'you.notice, I end ﬁp with a Statemenﬁ
saying that I don't see ény‘wéy to give a clear, shérp
resolution;,cléar, #n sharp answer to the qdestion What

we should have done under such and such c¢circumstances

I discuss someone who did take a very strong, and I think

. _ Mus'tie (?)
a very honorable positionmammkx, nameiy, A. J. Muskie,

and I say I wish I could éome out, I wish T could answer.
fhe question for myself, whether I feél that I“wdﬁld hé&e
taken or I»WOuld have rejected tha£ pbsitién, But I’aon'f
see anyway to do it because the issue_is mixed On AKX
many issueé I‘feei that>way. On the OLher hand you see,

o let's say,
whe n thelssue is, you know, when the 1ssue 1s wan%Xﬁax

- 3-million tons of bombs dropped'on Vietnam, I don't feel.

that way anymore. Nevertheless, T'm still perféctlybwilling

to. argue the issue. Calmly, quietly,
saved

“As you would havexxzagx the dropplng of the bombs in Dresden?

Exactly. or the atom bomb, let's aay.

Yeah. |

Y&u éee,«I would have beén willihg‘to argue the dropping of
’thevatom bémb,‘although I ao'feel‘that it'# a war‘cfime:

Sure. But I do think that you put some people at a disad-




‘RUSIOAIURY “I{ PIOJUBIS PUBIST 84} JO SOBISNI] JO pIEOg ©

FIRING LINE - #143 -~ page 7

CH:

w
G

CH:

BU:

vantage by your a priori assertion that any position that
disagrees with. your own is intellectually barren.

Well, I didﬁ't mean that really. Let me explain, Xmixmmx
maybe it didn't come across, but what I meant was'something
else; I wanted to honestly state my bwn emotional ‘and

my own feeling about entering into a debate over this issué
Port Noi (?)-wise?

No,VI think that, the pointlis that T think iF'S only

fair to an audience of readers to say that this is the

way I approach the issue, and you read me on the basis

of this understanding, the best T could give, as to the way.

I'm approaching this mx issue. And it's perfectly true that

when I do, if you notice what T say  is that increasingly

over the years, in discussing_this issue, I felt this
feeling of emotional and moral falséness. And Ivthink it
would oniy be honest to expresé it, and thén to go ahead
>With the’discuésion.

Oh, quite so, but YOu also say fhét you hate yourself fo?

not having come to that position earlier.

‘Yeah, I dol Because I think that was a very great, great

mistake.

Well, I hope fo give you a little solace, in ﬁhecmurée

of‘ﬁhé xx&ixxxevening; but the reason T do raise thié 

and i fejoice in your dispositibn té argue'the Vietnam

recognize ~an act of self-
question, especially when T xmakxzz what axkaxkxag
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control this must involve.
It does, it really does, I mean, I think that it's the
kind of issue (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)

And vou did very well, you did very well.

Sometimes I lose my temper, maybe not

Maybe not tonight, Because 1f ybu wéuld,Ifd smash YOu in
the qudam face. (LAUGHTER) You MEEX say,

That's a good reason for not losing oned temper.

You say the war is simply an obsceﬁity, deprave& act'

by weak and miserable men,

V}Including all of us, including myself, including every, that's

the next sentence.

Sure, sure, sure. Because you coumt‘eveiybody in the company

- of the guilth.

And I think that;s true. You see, one of the points
Yeah, but this is in a sense a theological observatiaon,

isn't it?

No, I don't think so.

Because'(ﬁNINTELLIGIBLE) if everybody's guilty of everything,

then nobody's guilty of énything.

No, I don't believe that. You see, I think that, I think

the point that I'm trying to make, and I think ought to be
o e : T . elsewhere

made is that the real, at least to me, I say this afmwxin

.the book, what seems to me a very, in a sense, terrifying

aspeét of our society and other societies is the equanimity>
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and the detachment with which sane, reasonable, sensible

T
o,

people can observe such event.s. I think that's more
terrifying than thé occasional Hxkmx Hitler, ox Lemay, or
other, that crops up. These mpamp people would not be able
to operate were it not for this apathy and equanimi¥y, and,
therefore, T think that it's in some sense the sane, and
reasonable, and tolerant people who share avery serious
very
burden of guilt that they/easily throw on the shoulders
of others who seem more extreme and more violent.
BU: No, I agree, but surely the emotional mx tempedature of

, S ’ in and
yourself, or myself or of mx other people is not mumwm of
itself an index, an automatic index to the righteousness
of emotions.

CH: o Certainly not, certainly not,and I didn't mean it to be

~cynical.

_ o g . , : -in the late thirties
BU: People were approximately equally wrought up/over whether.

or not America should help the Western powersxxto defend

themselves. against the Axis powers, and I think it is

"RusIoAuN I PIOJUBIS pukleT] syl Jo Seslsni] Jo preog ©

incorrect to suppose that people of either side were
necessarily right simply because they were exorcised (?).

CH: ‘ Oh, I wuld agree with that totally. There is no connettion
whatsoever between degree of emotion and degree of correct-
ness. : ‘ S .

, as . -

BU: : But X/ you understand the existing situation, it ought to

be in'your-ju&gment AX A transparently‘évil thing‘that we
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'afe engaged in and you are dmrivatively concerned because
there isn't , because there is not a shared sense of
indighation, like your own.

CH: Yeah. Right. Now, I don't say that I'm right because
I am indignant, rather I say I think in fﬁis case I am

right to be indignant, which is different. I have to prove

that.
BU: You are right to be indignaht 1f you are right.
CH: ‘ That's right. And that has to be demonstrated. That's

i

~why (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)'whiCh is why I wrote
dozens of pages of argument about it, which may or may not

convince people. It convinces me. AN -

BU: Sure,: sure.

' BREAK
BU: All right, let me again, excuse me, can I interrupt you,

I'm sorry.

CH: ' No, no, go ahead. sure.

Bq: | Let me ask you this: if in fact your concern is to communi-
‘cgté youf moral cohéern,tq‘what éxtentkhave you»spent time
vthinking about your’techniqu@s? Now, I say this seribﬁsly,r~'
because it is probably true that under certéin circuﬁstances‘
~the communication of onéé ownkindigpation and fury and

restraint‘isAbést communicated eﬁoﬁionally,,l think to'Onéé '
own satiéfaCtion by scréaming and yelling; Bu£ if,it becomes‘

obSefvable that this doens 't bring people around, ' then you've
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bot to consider the problem of communication, which, it

. would
becomes a moral problem. Just as you/consent to argue

with somebody, :

mumkx Auschwitz, or Buchenwald,/if there was 8 chance Xhzk
of dissapating something of the sort. Now, if you have
given that problem any thought, do you, how come that you”
end UpXEIRERRGK saying,‘as you do in your book, that Senator
Mike Mansfield is quotes the kind of man who is the terror
of our age?
Well, let me put that in its context as well. What tsay is,
I believe that, and what I say is that senator'Mansfield
is an ARmxxx American intellectualikyux in the best sense,
a sane, reasonable scholarly man,the kind of man who is

the terror of our age. And that's essentially what I was

saying before. I think the that the terror of our ége‘is

Athe

‘The mass man

sane, responsible, serious, gukxks quiet man who watches

‘these things unfold and doesn't react to themn. .And'I‘

include myself in that, as T tried to make clear‘ih the

earlier statements.

‘Well, if, put it this way, your counsel is surely a counsel

of dispait, if on the one hand you accost us with ybur own

relative moral superiority‘and YGt end up despising yourself,

“appealing to scrupulosity, for your own shortcomings. And 

this makes things‘pretty‘unhappy.
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Well, not when you, no, I don't feel any Xéx relative
moral superiortty . And I tried, maybe‘failed, but T
tried very hard to express that in the’book, that, I said
somewhere in the beginning, that if there is any tone of
self-righteousness, or anything like that it's unintended,
and certainly undeservédh énd I mean that, very much.

So, I mean, after all, given the feelings that I have,

which I've just expressed, you know, and which you perceive,

I should be doing really strong things,which I don 't think
I am'doihg. So, there's nd sense of motal %uperiority,
And I'm not interested in simply, you know, throwing biame
around, éf giving people marks. Ixkx fhink that the
beginning of wisdom in this case is to recognize something
about what we stand for‘in the worlé, wﬁat_wef;e doing -

in the world, and T think when we do recogniae that we will

AN

 feel an enormolls sense of guilt, and I say somewherein

there that one should’be very céreful not to let dohfessions;

of guilt overcone the.possibility of action. I say %hat»

confessions of guilt can be very good therapy,'as they‘éan,

As is well known. %hzxsxaxz They're also a very good
preventative-to action, and I think one shouldxbe very wary

of that. In fact, if I remember '
' formulatlon
Well, I think we should I think that your FaxmmkkaksH of it

is at least saintly, but it sfxll is a dlslocatlng at least }
: as spending : :
to people who fancy themselves xxxxg@m& an equal dmount of

e
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time attempting to refine their whole apparatus of moral

discrimination and who come up with conclusions directly

at ®x variance with your own. Now, the reason I haven't

asked you at this moment to say, you know,why are we in
Vietnam, and so on and so forth, is because we have.been',
all arguing about this for four, or five or six years,

and the chances of our‘coming up with anytbmng eSpecially
new are small.

That's one of the REAXERK respects in which I think it is
éort of an unarguable issue.n Now, you know;the issues \
have just, one has been over and over and over'them.
Yéah._ But theré are pérhaps certain aspects of the
quarrel in Vietnam that touch‘especially on your thesis.‘
and your’concern and the whole'natune of it,and thaf isixkxk
tne suspici®n that some peoplé have of'a dbub;e stanéard,
of selective indignation. For instance,Ayou”réfer fo
heroic, heroic Vietnamééé resistancg tonAmericanvkp'power;

I think it's amx absolutely heroic,

Yeah, sure. Now, I understand, I understand enough about

1l anguage to understand the use of heroism in that way;

.If you notice,vthere aré'a few iinés\bélow or abqve wnere

I say something about quite apart from any queétion of
politics. |

»Sure.fSure. ﬁow, suppose T weie to write about‘the~heroid'
'resistance'of the Nazis to the Liberation Arﬁy,’fnr instance

their use of turtuee, their use of mass reprisals,
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I don't consider that heroic.
I mean
Wwell, why isn't it heroic? /fhat means that they were
doing everything théy possibly could
Reéiisals, no I don't think that heroism
Weil,uwhy not?
doesn}t, well! then I think we do’disagree on. the XuxmsEs.
use gf language. I don't think that repﬁisals against
We do know’the Viet Cong have used fire weapohs to destroy
whole villages, children that they have disémbqweled, Méyo;s,
and so on and so forth, and hung.them up and all that kind
ﬁffstuff;_now, this is heroic éction, |
No. That is not.
ohL
Thaé‘svdeppaued.
That's depraved.
In my‘opihioﬁ. But thét‘s very very marginal with the

Vviet Cong ' B

‘Well, why is it marginal?

In fact, it's marginal. That's a queStinn of fact.

In question of fact, yeah.

In fact, you know, I think there's perfect unanimity about

!

this, in the people who have studied it. For erample,
if you look at someone like say, Douglas Pike, you know,

American Foreign Service Agent is the chief expert on the

- Vviet Cong. And k& you read his book carefully, you discover

that.he‘points’out that it was in response to the American
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BHEEX

militaryveffort that the Viet E&chong %urned fromtheir
attempt to build mass popular support by , through the
organizational methods, that involved giving peoplé an
actual role in organiZing and controlling~theirbown

society and institutions, they turned from tﬁat £o £x
physical force in reaction to the American intervention. .
And then if ybu read, there are many examples of this
quoted in the book from AID documents, let's say, orvfrom
pacification maﬁuals) whére people bointed out

ngl, yveah, buf by the same ﬁoken you can say that the -
Nazis turned to torture in France in reactioﬁ td ﬁisenﬁower‘s
landing in Normandy. The ==X answer is that people so
disposed to actlare certain kinds of people, and»nxwx T
yearn for a recognition of this'ig youxr wrifings

or in Douglas Pike's. As a matter of fact, Douglas pike
asyou know, hésvcertain dxgRxrukkxegxxsd difficulty with
the fact that it is acknowledgéd that up to 25-30 thousand:
people were individually killed by terrorists befére

America's

~ When was that?

kefexm the, it was between l958 and 1962.

| g

"I think nine thousand is the figure that's given usually.

Well, that
And it's interesting to see what it was, I mean,if one

reaily want s to talk about Viet Cong terror during the
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period prior to American intervention, then again I think
B Fall (?)

Just about all commentators, Dennis Warner, Bernard Raxkyx

Whoevér you like, has agreed that by and large this was

terror . directed extremely selectively against oppressive

apd external village officials sent in

Well, the burning of Joan of Arc

Pardon?

the burning of Joan of Arc Was selecfive;‘too,(LAUGHTER)

But it was intended to establish a universal point, %

It was intended té

So was the ekecution of Eichmann select%ve,

Well, but you see there's a very big4differénce, I think,

you see, .

if you wanta, personally, I'm against all kinds of terrorx,

there's no question, but if you wanta underétaﬁd %he

Viet Cong‘situatinn, then, let's récognize a very gfeat

distinction, at least, T fecongize; let'éysee what Eﬁe

political poiht of xkxwaxx the terror was Be?aﬁéebafter

all: there were, during thatperiod, there'were’about N¥wWER

nine or ten thousand,. according to American;soﬁrces[ theré

Qere 9 or 10 thousand village O£ficials, of ohe sqrt or

aﬁother; killed by xks& the Viet Cong, lérgely with the

support of the villégers;kthat's wha%, but at the éame

time, recall that there were berhaps;lG0,000 Viéthamese

if we mm# accept Bernard Faul's figures again, kiiledfby

wx the Saigon government and theAmericans, this prior to

1965. That was a very different kind of’térro; bqtyHin‘, 
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guARZX quantity and also in its political (BOTH TALKING
SIMULTANEOUSLY)
Yeah, I know, but if the, it seems to me that you are

attempting here to match things which are not which are

‘not equal, should

Well, no, 9,000 and 160,000 are by no means egual.:
I'm '
veah, I kmewx knew you'd say that, and ZXmxse prepared

to answer it, my point is that one presumably distinguishes
‘ called
between an act of terrorism which you makk depraved, a

moment ago;
well, what you described, burning the villages, is depraved.

' part of a military operation.
and a military action which is myguakky (BOTH TALKING

. S IMULTANEOUSLYD

Which is even more depraved.

Well, now, why do you say. that?

‘Well, for example, you say,'well, let me give you some

examples of what I consider deprawved.

Yeah.

¥

: Malcolm Brown back in 1962 or 3( I don't remember, reported

it
yhe/kkuxe was, I think , an AP or UP correspondent,

- repor ted :

xzpmxird that Saigon officials were sending American

sky Hawks, you know, airplanes over Vietnamese Qillaqes
to wipe them out with Napaim faids in order to mm®EX cover
instances of graft, for example, well, T think that‘s

depraved. And i don't #x condemn that because, you see,
; \ ‘
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~ just to mention this mattef of’double standérds, kagkx&
there are really three kinds of terror in vietnam. There's
Viet Cong terror, there's the Saigon governmentgx terfor
and there's American terror. And if you'll read what
vae written, I maix#x say practically nothing ébout eiﬁher
Vietcong tefror or»kaké terror xaxx&ix-cérried out by thel
Saigon gmwmmr government. Now, if one wanted totalk about -
that,‘bhe would have to point-out that the terror carried
out by the saigon government isAincredibly greater  in
extent, and has a very different ?dlitiéal purpose which’
one could discuss. But I restrict myself\touaiséussing :
American terror | SR L | o
v ) ‘I'd have to you on
BU: ' Yéah; well(‘ixdisagree*with/that generali#y, but I gather
that you =z&x beliéve it,lbut go ahead.
CH: yeah, I doq And we could, ydu know, then-it does becéme
a matter of fact whiéh one xk&xkﬁyéould discuss. ABut I,
as a métte; of principle, almost,wxxxgxxﬁx festricf‘myself'
;to the discussion of American terror. Neither, not tﬁe
terror»carried oﬁt'by fhe various sides in‘Vietn;m, for mény
; reasons. FOQ oﬁe thing, because iﬁ‘s just qualitative
differént in scalé, énd for another thing‘becaase I«feel‘
that we haQe some respohsibility aboﬁt it. You see i ddn't,
in thé’same sense, T Qon't Ealk ébout; you’know, I'vene&er
written about ﬁhe terror carried out by‘both sides iﬁ»Nigeria
let's séy. I don't iike it, obviously, but I‘don't see ény‘

point in my giving them good or bad marks for it. on the
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( : otherhand, if we were carrying out the terror, I wmld
very definitely write about it. And I think, so,there's
no double standard, as far as I can see. At least,let's

say} T have a standard in mind, one may or may hot accept

it.
BU: Wé will explore that.
BREAK
BU: Mr Chomsky, Mx we're talking there about A@erican terror,

and I think you make a very accﬁraﬁe observation that we

are responsible for what we do;‘but"hardly'responsible for
what other people do,iexceptingrso far as we ére‘in a
position to influence them. For instance, 1if Xxxk‘theré's

a mass starvation in Biafra, even though we dié not cause
it, there is a sense in which we are responsible if we don't
do something to attempt to alleviate it; now by the .same [
token, if wé are prepared to agreexx ﬁhét it is not always
easy to taxonomize military actioﬁ into that Which is

a
terrorlutlc and that WﬂLCh is purcly/mllltary operatlon,

‘RUSISAIUN “If PIOJUBIS PUBIST B} JO S88IsNI Jo'piedd ©

we are left with doubts, for 1nstance, about the bombxng
of Germany in 1942, '43, '44, you might contend that this

was terroristic and unnecessary, and you might be right,

although you're'not a military expert, and neither am I,
( ' but I do
| CH: ’ I think there's a p&int to that.

BU: . Yeah. But T do ®% judge that even if we all agree that .
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CH:

BU:

inexcusable,
what we did in Dresden was XARXRE¥SHRXEX as a moral question,
it's got to be
xrxxrxpramsikiky understood in the context of what it was

that brought us to Dresden in the first instance.
Absolutely. ,
South

And of what brought us to/Vietnam in the first instance,

in my judgment, was clearly an ﬁninterested,'or T should:
say disinterested concern forthe stability and possibilityes
of a region of the world, to which we were committed by a

AN

Whakx series of (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)
In

_ /What period do you feel that we had this disinterested

relationship®xxx to Vietnam. 4 1§

Well, right now.

. ‘ }
No, at what period did we have it, did it begin, let's say,

in 1951;forexample, when a State Department.bulletin points
tha t we mus t help the French réconquer theixr formex

cqlonY? ‘And we must eradicate all Vietnamese resistance
doWn to its last rootsix invorder to reeétablish,the;French
in péwef? Was tﬁat thevfeason?

Well, I, personally, wish,to increase my vulnerability,

" I wish we had helped the French.

We did.
But not sgfficiently. There's nokx point in helpint‘sdmebody[
insufficiently.

well, but it's; i£ wés ﬁardly ﬁiﬁ disinterested whéniwe

attempted as, you know, with tremendous support'in fact to
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(” | ' reinestate French imperalism in’South'Vietnaﬁ,

BU: It was disinterested in this sense,’and I think xkx this is
an important distinction, which you do touch on in your
book. " It's a diginterested act if my attempt; or your
attempt to help a particular nation,iis in order to spare

o} you wmfx the possibility of a greater ordeal in the future

which will harm you, your family, your children, and ymmx
wmxhkExKExakkexs  (UNINTELLIGIBLE - BOTH TALKING)
CH: In tht sense, Nazi Germany was also disinterested, because

1188 ‘ after all, Nazi Germany was conquéring Eastern Europe

only in order to advance the values of Christian spiritual

P
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civilization, and to restore the Slavs to their rightful

HRX §KKK. home, and so on and so forth.

(3]

BU No, no, no, no. That's, look, I follow you,'but if you want

to HHXHX pursue that digression, I will. ‘
5 CH: Okayj
BU: But, Xk= lét‘S'sﬁspeﬁd it fo£ a moment. I'm distihguishing
‘that kind of Yk disinteréstedness with the kind
Ch: . But that's not é kind‘of diSipteréstedneSg; you see, that's
something which inciudes, as a special case, every case.ofi
i | _ military aggressioniand‘coloniaiism in'histofy‘ Tt's éllf

disinterested in your sense.

( BU: e Well, all right, let me simply rést my case by saying that

there is an observable distinction by intelligent men
: ‘ B with

between a'country that reaches {out and‘interfersxfﬁ the
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affairs of another ountry, because it has reason Xkxk
to believe that a failure to do so will resuit in universal
misery, and that country which reaches out and interfers
with xk® other countries, because it wants toestabliehl
Coca Cola plants therévand Chase Nati?nal Banks and

is
whatever, and exploit it. Now, that/observable.

CH: , It's a conceptual, (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY) distinguish
between a conceptual distinction and a factual distinétion.

BU: Okay."All right. I'm prepared to dothat.

CH: e It is a conceptual distinction, but an actual fact. The
history of colonialism shows that these two motiviations
can colincide, that is practically every, I mean, there are
excéptions, there is provbably the Bzyg Belgians inthe Congo
are an exception, but by and lafge the major-imperiaiiét

ventures have been in the economic, in the material interest,

or in the perceived kmxkhmxmaterial interest

BU: : B I'm not interested in the mathematics of the, T'm.interested
CH: - Let me finish.
BU: you have kx already conceded that it is not merely

x  conceptual difference, you say that there are exceptions.

CH: , Thére are a few exceptions.
BU: ”‘All right. Okay. All right, let's talk about(éhe excéptidns
KKK,A tﬁen. | | ’
- CH: . , wWell, nobody,'now wéif'a minute;‘the exceptioné,i mentidned‘ 
: in the : '

for example, the Belgiamy/Congo, there they didn't have,
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they didn't even pretend to have a civilizing mission;
there was pure imperial self-interest, these are the
exceptioﬁs. There are, as far as I know, no exceptions
on the other side. There are, I mean L've left out a.
casé of history, but as I see the history of colonialism;
the great mass of cases are cases where a powerful country

was working in its perceived material self-interest, and

v

was covering what it was doing to k% itself and the world,

with the very'pleasant phrases about preserving Christian
L ‘benighted thing

. values, or helping the poor kmmikghk natives, or one/or

: , where therewas
another ®x Now tiiere are a few exceptions, wxkkk pure

predatory imperialism, no, not even any pretense of doing.
ahything, but these are quite rare.

(BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLYD

And we're in the mainstream of (BOTHiTALKINGING)-pure
predatory imperdalism? | |

Sﬁre. This history of the Roman Empire

well, letks take (BOTH TAﬁKING) ;incé £he Industrial
ReVolutiqn, |

Since the Industrial Revolution. Well, if you say tk&kkfthe

people who have refined the art of apologetics, I don't

deny it, but it is also true and I think manifestly true,

that‘there have been interferences with the affairé of

other nations whose.pxgxx purposes were, in my judgmeht,

mahifestly bemkeghx benign.
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CH:

BU:

CH:

BU:

CH;

For example.

Well, for =mx instance, the Truman Doctrine.

Oh, I don't thank that was manifestly benign at all. That

was an attempt to

3

well, the cGreeks think it was benign (?)

to develop an , the Greek situation was not benign at all.
Greeks' i PR
T say the gxekx grmrkixxtestimony is more interesting to

;

me than yours.

-Which G:eek,testimony? The testimony of these thouands

of people xhmykxmxkxyxmsg that arethrown into jail, and

| thesepeople

Well, not, no, I granf not thé testimony of the Greek
Communists who were beaten.

or the Greek peasants who were

Well,‘fhere again, is it a conceptual difference that

uh between ‘the person who desirés life under some kind ofb

freedom,; and one who' desiresg life under some kind, under

Communism?

Well, no, first, because there's no such opposition in

[}

Greece. There was a distinction between a very repressive

regime which we instituted in 1946, and another regime

) ) .
T don't know what it'would have been , that would have

grown out of a victory amixsmxfurkhx of the so-called
s - (S
Communists. Now, if, you see, what we did had nothing ,'
. ‘ . -
to do with freedom. Wwhat we instituted
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BU;

CH:

BU

BU:

CH:

KEHARE KR
This is absolutekyx historical romanticism, because, kakmx

XXX BPEKRAK

Oh, I don't think so

because the number of people who were slaughtered ih'Greece
first by the Commumnistgx insurgéncy, thén by the Nazis,
then again by the Commﬁnist, (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)

congquest
By the Communist xmsmxysrzy before the Nazis®x in Greece?

#hEx The Communist }nsurgenéy,

Prior to‘the Nazis in Greece?

Yes. The Civil wWar oflthe early '40's.

Prior to the Nazis?

My point is that

four history is quite (BOTH TALKING SIMULTA&EOUSLY)

There was no Communist insurgency prior to the Nazis,

there were Communist resistance bands, who’fougﬁt against

the Nazis.

well, this =X is a matter of mx nomenclature, the poinf
is that the 40-year-old, or the 45~year~oid Greek has for
three times in &X certain ventures théy, in one of which

they acknowledged that we bailed them out.

}

Well,'whé is they? Who is théy? ghaxukmx The rulers of

Greecexx mExgxmx acknowledge that.

No, and also gdxke the people.. , A o

B

'Oh, I'm quite unaware of that. I'm quite unawére'that the

people of Greece have spoken on this issue.
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BU :'

CH:

BU:

CH:

BU:

CH:

BU:

Pappindraou (?)
Why even Ragxmrixamuy and you like him, I assume, because

he hates us.
No, not at all. George Rayg Pappondraou is one of the
people who was

Andreous
I'm talking about Amsxamuy which makes even
Is Andreous Papondraou's (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)i

grateful

Both very, both on record as belng graxkimk to President
Truman for his intervention in that part of the world
in 1947.
In that case, I disagree with thém on that issue.
I‘méan, I think we had nd right to intervene in Greece
in 1947. |
Now, we're talking about rights. Which gets ué away from
the discussion.
Wx All right. Right.x‘Let's talk about Whe&her (BOTH
TALKING) . i o
The discussion isg whether or not; whethex or not, thefe
is such a thing as relatively disinterested inte?national

interference, and it seems to me that America's record

~is rather good. If we went through an imperialist phase,

“we pulled out of it faster than any country in the history

of civilization.
I don't, I think we're very=deeply imbedded
why did we pull out of the Philippines for 1nstance°

Philippines
We pulled out of  the kakkxggxxax because it became a bad
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BU:

CH:

BU: -

CH:
BU:

CH:

BU:
CH:

BU

CH:

Why?

Because American, America, i1f you look, Ameﬁgén agricultural

interests were very much opposed, back in thé mid-thities,
relationship:s

they were very strongly opposed FQ the free trade xsXakiRRKX

which allowed Philippiﬁeﬂcrops to compete wiﬁh them.

That's why we pulled out of the Philippines.

Well, why do these agricultural’intefests.éﬁthrorize'us~

to intervene invSouth“Vietnam? |

]

Well, they didn't. 7 ,
- the ¢
If you consider this as mxcritical dimension.

Because thmyx we didn't intervene on the basis, no, I

'say that in the Philippines it was the critical dimension,

: is
look, the world was a complex place

Itm aware of that. (LAUGHTER)
there are certain interestes that were involved.

EH®X M.I.T. is a complex place.

\

VYWell, there were certain interests wx that were involved

in'ourvPhilippine Qenture._ There are diffg;ent-interests“
that are involved in our Vietnam venture. YOu.See, bux' !
Vietnam, don't forget that with the sééond World war
America's imperial interestsrexbanded epormouély. _I mean,
priorfto the Second World War,weiwere sort of a marginai
imperaliét power, exceﬁt fér the Monroe Docfrine;' But

since the Second World war, We have becdme the world's

major imperialist power. And Vietnamis simply one piece
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BU:

CH:

BU:

CH:

BU:

CH:

‘BU:

CH:

BU:

CH:

N

integrated

of an mkm attempt to construct a very large/world system

of which Greece was' anothexr pilece.

Yeah, we became an imperial power, Mr. Chomsky, in this

sense: ¥hak in the sense that we inherited primary re-

sponsibility for any change of action that might involve

us in-a Third World war .

I don't believe that.

And something that might involve the entire world in

kmknxaugryx holocaust, and under the circumstances,

Nb, T don't believe that, Mr. Buckley.

Well, I know you don't believe %Kk it.'

In fact, I think that Ammximax our
from

But, it might be refreshing *m the listeners' point

view, which is that there are people who do believe

of

that =

America, unhappily, and certainly not desiring it, inhereited

the responsibility for trying to abhort xmm Xxmum international

holocaust, and has from time to time done so by such

like that.

No, I don't agrew with that.
. xd Is ;
Bmrx/Marshall Aid not disinterested

ventures as the Truman Doctrine, Marshall Aid, and things

No, Marshall Aid is quite different. First of all, Marshall

BREAK

I interrupted you, I'm sorry.

Yeah. Well, first of all, you've now mentioned Marshall
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BU:

CH:

BU:

CH:

BU:

CH:

for the firs t time, and Marshall Aid, Marshall Plan Aid
has to.be distinguished quite sharply froﬁ the Truman
Doctrine. |

Why?

Why? =~ Because the Truman Doctriné‘was a doctiine of
military intervention and the MarshallPlan was our first
attempt at a méjor (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)X

But we do understand that

Now, just a minute. k

sometimes a soldier can be as useful as a bushel of‘wheét,‘
don't you?

Now,vlook ﬁevertheless, if we're going to be at all clear
abput the American role, we're certainly goihg todistinguish

between military intervention and economic intervenidon.

‘They're very different in the way they function. Now, -

the fact of the matter is that neither wasydisintereSted
in your sense, T don't think, But theyfre very different
in the impact that they had. Uh,Athe'Truman Doctrine; T
think, was éydisastrous adventﬁre. T think the Marshall\
Plan was arguable. I méan, one uhderstood what it was
for. I don't aéree with the consequences (?)

Well, how do you eXplain the schizophreniéof a public
willed : :

- which wxkk both more or less simultaneously? "On the one

i ¢

hand you state the public is incapable of acting disinterest-
‘edly (2) (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)

The public didn't will either.
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BU:
CH:
BU:
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CH:

Well, the government, the government, all right, the
government.
Well, the government, because both. were
Well, the government backed by the public, how's that?
How #x® do you explain that thé same goveénment on Mondgy

‘ simply as
did the Truman Doctrine, which you consider xkmxksz sort of
being a projection of fhe evil.xﬁ;impulées‘of the'goverhment,
and on Tgesdqy do sometﬁing that you consider to be very
good? ’What's happened té the govérnment bétween Monday and
Tuesd;y?’
I didn'tvsay I consider, juét a moment, first of all,
I didn't Say I considered it’to be ver& good, I said’it'é
rather different and 6ne has to bring different standards
to bear inevaluating it.. | ‘
Well, why is it aifferent? ‘Give me an example.kiSuppgse

' : : agriculture
you'r e a farmer, and you need agxixukkxumx, you need

_fertiiizer, ¥xX so you apply to me for fertiliger, but

just before I get it to you, somebody comes up with a

‘bayonet and is about to make it impossible for you to

(BOoTH TALKING) for farming? Now, in that particular in~

stance is there a strategic difference between my giving
you the fertilizer and my giving, the soldier routs the

(BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)

B

¥

You're talking about the dream world. The real world

' is one, because the real world is one in which'the =
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‘ a
alternatives were bringing, coming with xhmxbayonet which

is on an American rifle, held by an American»backed
Greek soldier,and the alternative to that was giving the
kind of aid which was used in fact to =mmm construct the
kind of society in Western Europe that we wanted to see
developed there. Now, these are two very different things.
introduce, .

It's a very different thing to mmxiwmkmwm to run for the
Greek army a counter-insurgency program with military
support and many militaryamen involved, that's one kind

repression :
of thing, one sort of mp@xxxxx&x 1mposed on the Greek
population through American intervention —- one might

' but

argue whether it's right or wrong --/that's to be
to be very sharply distinguished
Why do you say imposed? 1Is it because your presumption
here S c : : ‘ o

My presumption is (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)

- your presumption is that the Greéks would like xm the‘kind

of éegimé which resulted

No, look, my assumbtion.is that all>interventien is;imposed
by any country. fhat is,kI}belieQe that quite gehefally 1
Well , did we impose on the Ffengh when we 1ipera£éd them ,
fromkthe Nazis? Was that an impdéition?

We didn'ﬁVﬁXKQEKEX conquér France. We moved

The hell we didn't!

from an oﬁtside invading force.

We‘invaded Franceée.
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( CH: But we didn't conquer it from its own people. You sece,
in Greece, : '
/we were trying to conquer it from its own people.

BU: But there you're willing to credit the anti-Nazis as

their own people, but you're not in Greece willing to
anti- :

credit the/Communists as their own people.

CH: - The German army was there, There was no outside army in
Greece other than ours.

BU: Look, there are modalities in outside intervention

CH: ' Look. There's a very sharp difference between, now, just

a minute, there's a very sharp difference

BU: , Lavalle was not a Nazi.

BxXCH: But Lavalle wouldn‘t have laéted for five minutes without

the German army.

BU: And nor would Macharias (?) have lasted for five minutes

,without the help of Russian aid.

CH: But, wait a'minute, kmxx but no Russian troops, no Russian
troops
BU: The fact is thmx you know when Stalen got tired ofxRaxix
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. Macharas, He pulled out.
CH: Now, look, let's be careful agaih. I mean, theré‘s a.

{ ' ¢ : S
difference, first of all , I'm oppcsed to military aid to

other cmuntries, whether by us or the Soviet Union.'

( ' BU: Why?

CH: B Well, let's come back to that, because there is»a more

important thing, and that is that I'm even far more
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opposed to the imposition of regimes by foreign tréops.
Now, in the case of Germany, let's say, in the cage of
France, the Petain-Lavalle government, the Vichy.government
was supported wx by German troops. Hadpthe German
mékikaxx mili-, they weren't throughout thelcountry,
neceséarily, because there wasmkkx certainly indigenous
support, but there's no gquestion that’if German military
force had beén withdrawn the other éide of the.Rhine, thén
there would have been an overthrow bf the Viqhy government,
then Rxamxdx France would have’had some different‘form
of govefnment. Now, in that case, our invasion of’France
was, wﬁether one likes it or not,Was iﬁ reqction,to an'
occupying, external force. It'svjust pure confusion to
identify that with the case of Greece,when we were trying
to liberate, we were trying to.select the kind ofvsoéiéty
<  that Greeks wﬁ&ld have,'and we were trying to save the
as : :
rulers that we had designated/approptiat from their
own population.,‘There wére no outside forces.
BU: / But don‘t you realize £hat in your book, and elsewhere,
you're not willing tolbe consistent in éarrying quf this
.argument; You're constantly talking abguf ouf sataliizing :
places’like Cuba and the Dominiéan Republic ahd so on and
so forth, and yet we never>occupied them in the sense in
which Qéu're talking about. -

CH: Well,VWe never occupied the Dominican Republic? We sent




FIRING LINE Xxxx - #l43 - page 34

25,000 troops there in 1965, in an occupation move.

. oy

BU: Né, no, I'm talking about pre-, I'm talking about
CH: Well, the Rmxxx American Marines were in there dozens
of times (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)
BU: Ali right, I think you're being evasive on that. I‘don't

think you want to be (?).

CH: No, no, Not at all, it is not evasive at all.
BU: Let me ask you, is it posgible
simply, repeatedly

CH:: ; ‘ I mean, we just/sxmmky sent troops to Nicaragua, the
Domenican Republic, cuba, et cetera, et'éetera:

BU:' : Is it possible to satellize‘a ﬁation withoﬁt having an
occquiné‘army there?

CH: ‘YGS it is.

BU; All righf. Then theré yu goes your French, yourAtedibus.

’ Frenéh éxplanation, I would say, bécause B |

CH:. No, not at all. Because that doesn't ha?pen to be, YOu

see, we're talking about a real situatioﬁ, we couid‘£alk 

about some ideal situation, and, you know, have an

AuSIonun e PIOJUBLS PUB|ET SUJ JO S88ISNIL JO preog ©

xaﬁaﬂx academic discussion/ kKhmxzfaxayx (BOTH TALKING'
SIMULTANEOUSLY) |
BU: I'm saying Xkak therefore it is poésible for Nbrth Vietnam
to satellize South Vietnam preéumably without evén oécupying

( CH: It's logically possible, but it didn't happen.'

BU: it militarily in any formal sense. Well, this is an

//

argument concerning which there are two points of view,:ar
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CH:
BU:

CH:

BU:

CH:

RBU:

CH: |

BU:

Well, let's discuss it, then.
historically. ZREXRIEXHMER

There‘s.much more, if you want to be serious about it,
there's more evidence that South Vietnmm tried to

coloﬁize Nor th Vietnam, than conversely. 1In fact, South
Viet=, wgll, look,/South vVietnames commandoes wére going
military forces, regular military fdrces, were going
north considerably earlier than the time when we even
praxkxk prqclaimed‘that the infiltration began from noxrth
to south.

Did they bump int§ the refugees coming south? (LAUGHTER)
The refugees were voming}soﬁth>, were going both directinis
in fact in 1964 and 'b5,and according,tat least according
to Bernard Faul, the commandoes beg;n géing north in %X8¥x
'56 or"57, the first claimed’infiltraéion frém the nortﬂ~
was in '59, andAthat was SouthVVietnamese’Coming south.
So, you know, if one wants to falk abéut, again, the real
world, the first

veah, but the trouble is your difficult&, Mr. Chomsky,

is you ne&er know when neatly to(begin your historical
sequence, there |
Well, you choose the point of beginning, then.

look, the point feally is that_if you're starting to say’
that 1959 was a provocation because it was

No, it wasn't aprovocation, (BOTH TALKING) claimed  that
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BU:

.CH:

BU:

CH:

CH.

BU:

CH:

BU;'

“CH:d

the provocation began.
I say, well, but how about the people who were going
talking

from north to south, who were takksximyg about the misery’

that had been going on, and so on and so 'forth

When?  When was that?

T mean, : '

Well, which people are you talking about? I don't know.
Well, I'm talking about the Vietnamese.‘North and South.
The Vietnamese North and South ;

Your (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY) is neatly captured

in the remark made rééently by Czechoslovakia,-tﬁaf
Czechoélovakia is, after all, the most nehtralist»couﬁtry
in thé Worié, sinqe it deélines fo‘interfere even with its
own internai affairs, And

I'm afraid I don't éee the reievaﬁcy of your point.k
Well, the relevahce "X is,:very simply,-that you start

your line of discussion at a moment that is historically -

N : . .

. o \
useful for you.
N

That's what I say, you pick the beginning.

s

The grand fact of the postwar world is that the Communisté, 

the Communist impeféélists, by the use’ of terrorism,
by the use of} by deprivatiog of freedom, have contributed

to the continuing bloodshed, and the sad thing about it is
¥bxk not only the bloodshed but the fact that they seem i

toAdiSposséss you of the power of rationalization.

~May I say something?
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BU:

CH:

BU:
CH:
BU:

BX CH:

BU:

CH:

BHEX BU:

BU:

GR:

Sure.

I kx think that's about five per cent true. And about

or maybe 10 per cent true. It certainly is

Why do you give that?

May T complete a sentence?

sure.

It's perfectly true thaf there were areas of the wald,

and in mrticular Rastern ngopé}where Stalinist imperialiém
véry brufally kmkx took cohtrol and still maintains control.
But there are also very vast aréas of tﬁe'world where we |
were doing the same thing. And tﬁere's quite ah intéfplay

in the cold war. <You see they, what you just described

£

has,I believe ammx a mythology about the cold war, which

might have been kamax tenable ten years Kxm ago, but which

is quite inconsistent with contemporary scholars

Ask a Czech. Eskxz

Ask a Guatemalan, ask a DPomenican, ask the Président of

the Domenican Republic, ask, you-know,'ésk a BEXRX person

from sSouth ¥z Viétnam, ask a (BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY)

Well, I would say, if you can't distinguish between the

- nature of our ¢enture in Guatemala and the mature of the‘  '

Soviet Union's in Prague,:then we have real difficulfy .
BREAK

Mf. Greeﬁfigld

Mr. Chomsky, you stated ih kxx one of the essays in your

book: - the unpleasant fact is that if one wishes to pursgér -
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CH:

GR:

GR:

CH:

GR:

CH:

the gunuCh (?) analogy, there is only oné plausible
candidate for the role of Hxkm Hitler, and by that yoﬁ
ﬁean ﬁhe United States. There amx are other references
to Nazi Germany's con@uct of foreign policy and our own.
And you also less emphatically suggest that a 1ot of

the internal policies of the Hrxy United States Governmeht
have left millions of its own citizens hungry, or

exploited them. If this is the féct, that is ¥keEx fo say,

if the nature of our sociéty.is‘functiénally indistinquishable
from Nazi Germany, then doesn't\@hat'légitimate any tacfic
that one wishes té Wx use in opposition?

Wéll, T certainly don't believe that your assumption that

is;‘I don't believe, and I don't think I ever say there,

kkak society is functionally indistinguishable from Nazi

Géimany.

i

No, no, that's all, I want to =x zero in

wWhat I say Xkaxxxisthat if one wants to pursué

I want to zero in. : : ERR T 8

Yeah. So,‘I.would disagree with this assumption.

If by blosing'up a troop tfainkwé prevent five‘thousand'
Americaﬂ soldiegs from going to Vietnam to participaté

vin what yOu:do éxplicitly call & criminal‘war, isn[t‘thétw,}

a moral act?

‘ FE SR
oh, T think that, yes, it would be. /sabotage would in .
fact contribute to‘ending the war, I would be in favor

of %xkx sabotage. And let me give you concrete eXamplés,
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GR;

CH:

GR:_'

So, that's a tactical decision, not a moral one.

A tactical decision. In fact, I'll give you some examples,

what the Berrigans (?) have done for example, at Tatensville,
in ‘

mrit/Milwaukee, I think is very heroic mx and in fact,

saintly.

But that is not killing American soldiers.

Oh, no, I'm not, oh, you were talking aboﬁt,sabotage,

“blowing up American troop train

Blowing up\an American troop train. I would assume there
woulq Be loss of life. |

I'm SOXIy. I thought you meant, let's say, stop,
pféventing a train from going. I'd be

I meant, I mean sabotage, assaésination,

Blow the tracks but not the people.

~you know, what all the heroces in America

sharp - -
T would first of all make a xkapx distinction, as for

examplef the Berrigans did, between kkmx attacks on
property pand attacks on peoplé

That's What I wanta know;

Fundamenﬁél.distinctioh. ﬁut‘then, you seé, if Qne‘raises
the questinn about aftacks on'gxkg people, then I thiﬁk
there are very tricky issues. You see, one Q&xﬁkx‘would,'
T mmmkfx can cqnceive,kyou know, I would’haVe been égains£
assassinating Hitlefﬂ‘fér example, beééuée I'm ag;inst
murdér, but if I believed that assassination of Hitler

would have réally contributed tovthe end of fhe war, I .
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GR:

CH:

BU:

BU:

think one could have given an argument. Now, if
was true
In %kx_ pretendus Lyndon Johnson?

Now, that would pertain to Lyndon Johnson. But, in

 nei ther case incidentally do I think (BOTH TALKING)

would have and

Miss Hockman.

I would like to ‘ask Mr. Buckley what he thinks the motives

of the people who are in favor of the war in Vietnam
are. Putting it very simply, how can we possibly hope'
to help universal misery when we're so'miserable here?

Well, T think we're less miserable here. I mean, I‘m, you’

may not be a kg happy young lady, but I'm sure you're not

as miserable as you would be if for instance you didn't

_~have a free press, if you weren't able to write such

you

‘poetry as you want to write, if/couldn’t join a labor

dnion, if you couldn't express yourself as you like, if
your the Mayor of your town might be disemboweled. I

think there observable differences

- Aren't you in favor of it?

between‘the'nature between what freedom you have‘here,’

or put it this way, between your miséryfan& theirs. T

~would prefer your misery.

If you wouldn't have saturation hombing take place‘

Sure, sure. ‘ . L

Well, I wént to disagreexkxwith you,: for the moment, because
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I think there 1s acertain condition, a human condition,

a condition of guilt, which Mr. Chomsky speaks about, and
which to me is the most interesting point of his argument.

. may keep

The guilt that we feel here, which in a way maks people
from writing poetry, or from writing anything that they
think because they're absolutely stifled wkkRx by the

climate of guilt.

BU

They manage to write their complaints and get %x on the
best-seller list.
HO: Excuse me.

BU They manage to write their complaints and get on the

RN 1

b@st%selier lists.

HO: But I'know of many people wﬁo are not writing now bécause,
of the war in\vietnam, who are not fﬁnétinning because of
their guiit- |

BU: .Well,titfs not an‘aspéct‘of my responsibility to foreign
policy to enéourage youbto externaiize your compléints.'>
But if you want to, there are any number of book‘publishers,
magaznae publishers, and radio statioﬁs, television, i
stétions,jwhoywill g}aaly hear them oﬁt, which I think is
qualitatively different from what exists for instanéé in‘
North Vietnam. .

GR: - or south.

Ccountries.

CcH Or Greece, for example, or Brazil. or dozens Of,other./

(3]

BU: Well, not quite so much, a little bit less so , sure.
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CH:
BU:
CH:
HO:

BU:

BU:

CH:

BU:

Less so?

I think it's true

No.

Then publishing would be only motivg

What's true is that a nation at war does not have the

éame liberties as a nationax at peace. Abraham_Lincoin
to , s

suspended the rightzxmf/habeas corpus and the oldest

parliament in the history of the world didn't have an

election for eleven years, during thei£ WAL,

Yes, but if you compare the state of freedom in North

and south Vvietnam prior to the war as‘some people. have

done like Joseph Buttinger, Ifﬁ afraid it doesn't comé

out. the way you like.

Well, I think it doesxxx come out the way T like.

Not by the =m£ evidence that's been

{ the . ;
Ask the refugees, who, or x/number of kWmxrefugees who
those

"left North vietnam and compare them wkthxkhmxwupdaer who

5

|

left south vietnam
That's a very difference issue. Wﬁat.I said,’whaf T wés
talking about‘was the right of free expressign in Ndfth’
and South vietnam. I mean; takeva look fér,example at' /
Buttinger's analysis. You know, where he runé througﬁa
cases . XBEuxkx Quite apart from that, také a 1ook,ét,bfor
example, again, you know, pick,your authérity;mlet i; be
Beinard Faul, 1et it be almost anyoﬁe you'k&g~like3 ‘fﬁu

see, there was é‘great amount of village democracy, which
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was institutéq in.North Vietﬁam, and in faét haé also
been instituted in the NLF dominated areas of Soﬁth
Vietnam, which is something qualitativeiy different than
anything that has eXisted‘in Asian societies before.
And this exists simultaneouély,4with let me be quite clear,

this exists simultaneously with a good deal of repression

and certainly civil liberties of the sort that we're
used to. )
" BU: Mr. Chomsky, this is one of the most libertarian constitu-

tions mx in the history of the world was wriffen by‘the
Soviet Union, (both talking'SIMULTANEOUSLY)

B¥X CH: I'm not télking‘about constitutions .

BU: S0, my point is what kind of ﬁxxéﬁxm freedom is‘expérienced
by‘somwbody in North Vietnam; the énéwe; is fhat their
freedom was perpetually inseéuré;'

Oh, well, you don't know that.

CH:

BU: | ’_, Well, Ho ¢chi Miﬁh himself has prt over the océaéional
necessity to kill 40 6; 50 thousand éf his own peqple,'

CH: Not the necéssity, thé occasiénal fac@? But just ohe mément

BU: : I was‘being sarcastic. | ‘

CH: - S YEah; What I was talking about, yeah, not oﬁly sarcastié;

but also wrong. You see, it's very important to recognize
-if you want to understand what communism means in Southeast
 Emxmx Asia, to realize that along with many authoritarian

and‘repfessive practices, which I certainly don't condone,
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BU:

CH:

BU:

CH:

BU:

BU:

CH:

_there is on the side, a great deal of democratization.

There's been a liberation of energies and involvement,
utter

I think that's =kkxkimstxmf nonsense, 1f T may say so.

I don't think ysmxkx you're right.

After all, the great paradigm of Red China in which the

AFL-CIO xkxk itself concedes to something in the neighborhooc

of 20-millinn victims on that particular

Oh, come.

I'm talking’accordiﬂg to them.

The AFL-~CIO

(BOTH TALKING SIMULTANEOUSLY) they didn't have a commission,
No Qﬁe hés claimed’a million people killed{fhrough!éhinese
xmmmgxixmx communis? purges,1absolutely no 6ne¢’no qné

serious, at least.

CWell, it waspublished in the New Leader, amsxkixwmzx

which, (BOTH TALKING)
Yes, of course, the New Leader might, but I'm talking

(BOTH TALKING ) the CIA planted.

well, T xxyXxxXxﬁ said no one serious. Take a look at

'

“the China Jbﬁrnal, take a look at the China Courier.

Wel;, I consider this,(BOTH‘TALKING)

‘Ybﬁ see, I'xxAthink you're missing the point,bfeally{tandf
I'thiﬁk it's an important point. You seé,>in loo#iné -
at China one has to rnx&xgx'xecognizé a graé# deal of
repressive éractice) a greaf déél of authofitariaﬁistk 

And one also has to recognize a\great deal of spontaneousi
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democratic structure of a sort which never existed in
Asia befiore, and if you want to know the truth, doesn't

even exist in our society. Now, these things exigt side

by side ‘
Danisovitch
BU: If you read a day in the life of Ivan Eyammygxis® (2) you'll
find that there}s an extraordinary démocratié structure |
inside conéentration camps, buf it seéms that it ié
: almost profane to make this observation. ™
CH: NO, %*mk look, I think it's profane to make that analogy.
Becausé I'm talking abouttrue démocraéy which is
BU: T don't think so: | | k
CH:: Look, in which people, in which the peasants who live
in a village control the institutions bf their livés.{
BU: / Look,
CH: L l They-cohtrol the organizations
BU: RExIEH And if’you want to get out; you bump into the
Berlin wall, on either side of the. iron qurtain.
CH; ' There's no Berlin wall in China, to my knowledge;
BU: Thére is the equivalent of.the Berlin wall. ’Therefs the
sea zR® and.therefs starvation, and there are~concentra£ioh.
camps .
CH: " No, there hag, yoﬁsée,,that's just the point; yop'see;ﬂ
starvatiOn‘hasybeen’very largely overééﬁe in China,,
BU: Yeah, because they ha?e something like §4%'0f the people

working on agriculture. But I think Mr. .-Doxey has a

question.

i
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CH:

DO:

CH:

DO:

CH:

DO:

CH:

"DOI:

CH:

They also happen to have had two bumper crops in the last
kwmx |

Professor Chomsky, when you say as you said about 30

relativity .

minutes ago that there was a xmkakiumky of truth between
nations, |
A relativity of truth? T don't know,

would you classify, a relativity of truth, you said,

in the international scene.

I don;t uﬁderstand the commeﬁt,ﬁif I saidxx it, I don't
know what it means
Weil, wbuld you call yourself a political (LAUGHTER)
would you call yourself a political XEX relativist?

I don't understand the concept.

“Well, put it this way: do you believe in a natural law?

In transcendental truth, let's say, affixing social
unit ERE l : : ‘
union (?) ,
‘that = _ , SR
I think/there's something to the doctrine of natural law,

but I think that that's much more abstract than anything.

we've been discussing here.

Well, but wouldn't that then justify the use of terror -
~in let's say stoppimg a‘fehetjof the natural law from

”being broken or_stopping'lét‘s say

Let's bring it down to earth. I say, I'm of course opposed

to terror.. Any rational person is. But I think that if

we're serious about the question of terror, serious about
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GR:

CH:

BU:

CH:

GR:

CH:

: recognize
violence, we have to xmErmrygx that it is a tactical and

hnce moral matter,Incidentally, tactical issues are
basically moral issues. They have to do with human

consequences. And if we're interested in let's say

_dimishing'the amount of violence in'the world, it's

at least arguable and perhapsqeven sometimes true that

a terrorigtic adt does diminish the amount'ofbviolénce'
in the world. Hence, a person who is opposed toViolehce
will not be opposed to that terquistiévact;

wWalt Rostow‘saYS eXaétly the samé thing.

That's right.

Yeah.

He happens fo be wrong in the'case in which he applies
it. You: see, fhese principles tall you very little‘about

real cases.

‘No, but that's what, I must say that's the one thing that
" bothers me more about what'youfve/beenfsayihg than the
- way ybu write, fThat that kind of language that it is the

notion of the terroristic act which restricts the consequent.

violence is precisely What Rostow says in thefview from
the Seventh Floér, when after thisywhoie analysis gbout
the moral world, he éa?s thére's not:a single place Where
we don't have méjor military might fo.spppogt it; ,

I think that the real point here is Ehat when you try

Iy

to formulate general principles‘that will apply to‘arbitrary
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political affairs you find‘very , you can only make very‘
vacuous and’empty statements. Yousee, if one wants to
talk in pmfx perfect abstraction from any realsituation
about the justification for violence and terro;,‘then

you come wx up with platitudes and empty remarks and so on.
The point is that you khowvthere are no very general
prinicples that apply to ;uch circumstances,Aor 1f there
are no one has enunciatedrandxﬁxxumax formuléted them.‘

So, what 6ne feally has to do is:look at the éoncrete,'
’histofial situation. Now, where I would diSég«, maybe
walt Roé#ow and I would mimagree at this level of
ébstr;étion on the usé of violénce to pre?ent less{_graéter
viélgnqe; »Wherelwe would disagree ié in oﬁr’evaluation
ixxwhx of what is hapgen;ng in’fhis!counﬁr?}s‘historical
situétion; ’And ﬁhét's wﬁefe 6neé attenﬁionvought té be;i
‘So,.thereforé you havé no philosophicéli6bjéction to the
way iﬁ which’Mr. Rostow states his case, merely to its:.

applicability to existing c¢ircumstances?

‘No, I say, at this level, I might not, I don't know what he

sayskabout that,

But you would inioﬁher thinés?v
But in other‘xix things‘I have very great differencés.‘,For
egample, Walt Rostow says that we should try fo, that‘éhev
great threat of China to us is that it will éucceed, andij'
provide a mbdelAté othérg% coUﬁtrieé, and we‘haQe to ﬁaké

S
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BU:

CH:

BU

113

sure that that doesn't happen, (BOTH TALKING)

Is that why you kept him out of M.I.T.?

I, I assure I had nothing to do with keeping him out of
. _ he's

MIT. I'd be delighted to have him back, EZXSXAYX HEXWAX

a great help to us, zmdx when he was.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chomsky, and thank ybu all.

Xk THEME

END OF TAPE




