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A Friendly Disagreement 
With James Finn 

To the Editors: After reading "A 
Friendly Disagreement About Human 
Rights'" by James Finn in the July/ 
August issue, it appears to me that the 
words placed in the mouths of Proctor 
(Pro) and Conrad (Con) do not offer a 
complete presentation of the relevant 
arguments. Allow me to respond, on 
Proctor's behalf, to the illogics of Con­
rad. 
• In addition to Con's peripheral pro­
nouncements on the admirable states­
manship of Henry Kissmger. the incred­
ible infancy of Andy Young, and the 
desirability of retiring the U.N. Human 
Rights Commission, I also take excep­
tion with his basic arguments. Counter­
ing them in the order they were pre­
sented. I would point out that: 

j 1. The difficulty in obtaining equal 
degrees of information on rights viola­
tions in different countries due to their 
variable openness is not insurmount-
abJe. As Cyrus Vance pointed out. the 
freedoms of speech, the press, religion, 
and movement (all vehicles for the flow 
of information) are themselves human 
rights. As such, obstacles to these free­
doms could be subject to U.S. sanc­
tions, thus encouraging a uniform open­
ness in other societies. 

2. The argument that national secu­
rity (a much abused, ill-defined term) 
should take precedence over human 
rights is a nebulous one and does not 
take account of the fact that these con­
siderations do. or should, often overlap. 

3. The application of a consistent 
rights policy to all countries would add 
clarity to our foreign policy, not make it 
the confusing "crazy .quilt" that Con 
contends it would. 

4. Present events notwithstanding, a 
human rights policy does not necessar­
ily portend counterproductivity. Con 
cites the example of the negative effect 
of the rights issue on the SALT talks. 
Perhaps this intransigence by the 
Soviets is a ploy they would abandon if 
convinced that our commitment is 
steadfast and not susceptible to such 
pressures. Unfortunately, the applica­
tion of our rights policy so far. as Con 

would be quick to admit, has been selec­
tive enough, to signal that our rights 
policies are negotiable. 

5. Con's argument that there is no 
developing country where Western de­
mocracy would really work is actually 4 

quite a subversive argument. What is it 
that our foreign policy establishment 
has been attempting to make work, 
anyway? Equitable societies with a rea­
sonable distribution of wealth ac­
complished by agrarian reform, regula­
tion of foreign-owjned enterprises, and 
other measures? Or societies that 
guarantee the stability »f high profit 
levels for American-based multina­
tional corporations, regardless of the 
attendant political liberties accorded the 
populace? Recent history indicates the 
latter. 

6. Human rights might be, at present, 
a poorly defined "baggy monster'"of a 
term, as Con points out. but this can be 
remedied by referring.to the U.N. Uni­
versal Declaration of Human Rights, as 
Pro suggests. 

Among Con's other scattered argu­
ments 1 find debatable are his conten­
tions that "power and self-interest have 
proven to be more trustworthy guides" 
than moralistic impulses (have not our 
shortsighted policies in Cambodia. 
Chile, and elsewhere backfired tremen­
dously?) and that there are no means of 
implementing our proclaimed moral 
principles anyway (is the world's most 
powerful nation at a loss in choosing 
from the variety of economic and politi­
cal sanctions open to it?). What betrays 
Con's arguments most is the metaphori­
cal context in which he describes con­
cepts of morality. Can it be so undesir­
able to "break out in moralistic 
blotches"? Is the prime test of a policy's 
desirability, as Con implies, the extent 
to which it is in the interests of the U.S. 
alone'.' What has become of the global 
concern with which, it has been as­
sumed, we have been infected all along? 

Gary Kaufman 
South]ielil, Mich. 

Pro 

To the Editors: James Finn's debate 
with himself on Carter's human rights 
policies summarizes capably the com­
peting claims of idealism and prag­
matism in pursuing a human rights 
commitment at the international level. 

(continued on page 58) 
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The purpose of Worldview is 
to place public policies, par­
ticularly in international affairs, 
under close ethical scrutiny. The 
Council on Religion and Inter­
national Affairs, which sponsors 
the journal, was founded in 1914 
by religious and civic leaders 
brought together by Andrew 
Carnegie. It was mandated to 
work toward ending the bar­
barity of war, to encourage in­
ternational cooperation, and to 
promote justice. The Council is 
independent and nonsectarian. 
Worldview is an important part 
of the Council's wide-ranging 
program in pursuit of these goals. 

Worldview is open to diverse 
viewpoints and encourages 
dialogue and debate on issues 
of public significance. It is edited 
in the belief that large political 
questions cannot be considered 
adequately apart from ethical 
and religious reflection. The 
opinions expressed in World-
view do not necessarily reflect 
the positions of the Council. 
Through Worldview the Council 
aims to advance the national 
and international exchange with­
out which our understanding will 
be dangerously limited. 
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