The duty of intellectuals is to voice the truth and to uncover falsehoods. The

contemporary thinker, it is not at all apparent. Thusidegger wrote in1933 in
Mwng u'-

support of Hitler, that "truth is the revelation of that which makes a people certain, clear,

and strong in its action and knowledge"; Americans incline to be more straightforward.

When The New York Times asked Arthur Schlesinger_to explain the inconsistency

between his printed account of the Bay of Pigs event and the narrative he had gjven
the media at the time of the occurrence, he merely commented that he had told
untruth; and a few days later, he went on to compliment the Times for also
repressed news i he intended attack, in "the national interest," as thi

Prep.

was expressed by the crowd of haughty and mistaken gentlemen .



The deceit and distortion surrounding the American invasion of Vietnam is by now
so familiar that it has lost its power to shock. It is therefore useful to recall that
although new levels of cynicism are constantly being reached, their clear
antecedents were accepted at home with quiet toleration. It is a useful exercise to
compare Government statements at the time of the invasion of Guatemala in 1954
with Eisenhower—to be more accurate, his boast—a decade later that

American planes Wesesadi to help the invaders” (New York Times, October 14,
1965). Nor is it only in moments of crisis that duplicity is considered perfectly in
order. “New Frontiersmen,” for example, have scarcely distinguished themselves by
a passionate concern for historical accuracy, even when they are not being called
upon to provide a “propaganda cover” for ongoing actions. For example, Arthur
Schlesinger (New York Times, February 6, 1966) describes the bombing of North
Vietnam and the massive escalation of military commitment in early 1965 as based
on a “perfectly rational argument”:

so long as the Vietcong thought they were going to win the war, they obviously
would not be interested in any kind of negotiated settlement.

The date is important. Had this statement been made six months earlier, one could
attribute it to ignorance. But this statement appeared after the UN, North
Vietnamese, and Soviet initiatives had been front-page news for months. lEatge -
already public knowledge that these initiatives had preceeded scale
February 1965 and, in fact, continued for several weeks after mbing began.
Correspondents in Washington tried desperately to find some explanation for the
startling deception that had been revealed. Chalmers Roberts, for example, wrote in
the Boston Globe on November 19 with unconscious irony:




[late February, 1965] hardly seemed to Washington to be a propitious moment for
negotiations [since| Mr. Johnson...had just ordered the first bombing of North
Vietnam in an effort to bring Hanoi to a conference table where the bargaining chips
on both sides would be more closely matched.

Coming at that moment, Schlesinger’s statement is less an example of deceit than of
contempt—contempt for an audience that can be expected to tolerate such behavior

with silence, if not approval.|2]
Prep.

TO TURN TO SOMEONE closer to the actual formation and implementation of policy,
consider some of the reflections of Walt Rostow, a man who, according to
Schlesinger, brought a “spacious historical view” to the conduct of foreign affairs in
the Kennedy administration.[3] According to his analysis, the ' arfare in
Indo-China in 1946 was launched by Stalin,[4]| and Hanoi initWerrilla war
against South Vietnam in 1958 (The View from the Seventh Floor pp. 39 and 152).



Similarly, the Communist planners probed the “free world spectrum of defense” in
Northern Azerbaijan and Greece (where Stalin “supported substantial guerrilla
warfare"—ibid,, 48), operating from plans carefully laid in 1945. And in
entral Europe, th nion was not “prepared to accept a solution which
d remove the tensions from Central Europe at the risk of even

slowly staged corrosion of Communism in East Germany” (ibid., p. 156).
Coord. Co

It is interesting to compare these observations with studies by scholars actually
concerned with historical events, The remark about Stalin's initiating the first
Vietnamese war in 1946 does not even merit refutation. As to Hanoi's purported
initiative of 1958, the situation is more clouded. But even government sources|5]
concede that in 1959 Hanoi received the first direct reports of what Diem referred
to]6) as his own Algerian war and that only after this did they lay their plans to
involve themselves in this struggle. In fact, in December, 1958, Hanoi made another
of its many attempts—rebuffed once again by Saigon and the United States—to
establish diplomatic and commercial relations with the Saigon government on the
basis of the status quo.|7] Rostow offers no evidence of Stalin’s support for the
Greek guerrillas; in fact, though the historical record is far from clear, it seems that
Stalin was by no means pleased with the adventurism of the Greek guerrillas, who,
from his point of view, were upsetting the satisfactory post-war imperialist
settlement.|8)

Rostow's remarks about Germany are more interesting still. He does not see fit to
mention, for example, the Russian notes of March-April, 1952, which proposed

- internationally supervised elections, with withdrawal
ere was a guarantee that a reunified Germany would
stern military alliance.|9] And he has also momenurly
forgotten his own characterization of the strategy of the, T ad Eisenhower

West could confront Moscow with German rearmame !
European framework, as a fait accompli*[10] —to be sure, in defiance of the
Potsdam agreements,

But most interesting of all is Rostow’s reference to Ira

a Russian attempt to impose by force a pro-Soviet govetlilfe’sYs 17s M evs) qunction
Azerbaijan that would grant the Soviet Union access to |

superior o-American force in 1946, at which point the more powerful
mperialism obtained full rights to [ranian oil for itself, with the installation of a pro-
estern government. what happened when, for a brief period in the early

1950s, the only Ira ent with something of a popular base experimented
with the curious idea n oil should belong to the lranians. What is
Interesting, however, is the description of Northern Azerbaijan as part of “the free
world spectrum of defense.” It is pointless, by now, to comment on the debasement
of the phrase “free world.” But by what law of nature does Iran, with its resources,




fall within Western dominion?,The bland :
of deep-seated attitudes towa ORIV AL .ju..\,t.ur.

does Is most revealing
irs.

IN ADDITION to this growing lack of concern for truth, we find, in recent published
statements, a real or feigned naiveté about American actions that reaches startling
proportions. For example, Arthur Schlesinger, according to the Times, February 6,
1966, characterized our Vietnamese policies of 1954 as “part of our general
program of international goodwill.” Unless intended as irony, this remark shows
either a colossal cynicism, or the inability, on a scale that defies measurement, to
comprehend elementary phenomena of contemporary history. Similarly, what is one
to make of the testimony of Thomas Schelling before the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, January 27, 1965, in which he discusses two great dangers if all Asia
“goes Communist“?|11] First, this would exclude “the United States and what we call
Western civilization from a large part of the world that is poor and colored and
potentially hostile.” Second, “a country like the United States probably cannot
maintain self-confidence if just about the greatest thing it ever attempted, namely to
create the basis for decency and prosperity and democratic government in the
underdeveloped world, had to be aclmowledoed as a failure or as an attempt that we
wouldn't try again” It surpasses belief gk th even a minimal
acquaintance with the record of Amerig@'s u(;b =3t ¢e sl ould produce such
statements,

It surpasses belief, that is, unless we look at the matter from a more historical point
of view, and place, aents in the context of the hypocritical moralism of the

past; for example dilt on, who was going to teach the Latin Americans

the art of good go o wrote (1902) that it is "our peculiar duty” to V5T R
teach colonial peoples “order and self-control...[and]...the drill and habit of law and

ading.;phm wars as “the result of a great design of Providence to make the

ckedness of men subserve his purposes of mercy toward China, in brenlnngl
gh her wall of exclusion, and br zing the empire into more immediate contact

in commenting on the Dominican int Coord. Conjunction  [EACERILITIE.

problems of the Caribbean countries perialism.
Coord. Conjunctio:




AS A FINAL EXAMPLE of this failure of skepticism, consider the remarks of Henry
Kissinger in his concluding remarks at the Harvard-Oxford television debate on
America's Vietnam policies, He observed, rather sadly, that what disturbs him most
is that others question not our judgment, but our motives—a remarkable comment
se professional concern is political analysis, that is, analysis of the

a rnments in terms of motives that are unexpressed in official

p nd perhaps only dimly perceived by those whose acts they govern No
one would be disturbed by an analysis of the political behavior of the Russians,
French, or Tanzanians questioning their motives and interp their actions by
the long-range interests concealed behind their official rhetoric. But it is an article of

faith that American motives are pure, and not subject to analysis (see note 1),
Although it is nothing new in American intellectual history—or, for that matt@g?, v} Conjunct
the general history of imperialist apologia—this innocence becomes increasi

distasteful as the power it serves grows more dominant in world affairs, and more
capable, therefore, of the unconstrained viciousness that the mass media present to
us cach day. We are hardly the first power in history to combine material interests,
great technological capacity, and an utter disregard for the suffering and misery of
the lower orders. The long tradition of naiveté and self-righteousness that disfigures
our intellectual history, however, must serve as a warning to the third world, if such
a warning is needed, as to how our protestations of sincerity and benign intent are
to be interpreted.

The basic assumptions of the “New Frontiersmen” should be pondered carefully by
those who look forward to the involvement of academic intellectuals in politics. For
example, | have referred above to Arthur Schlesinger’s objections to the Bay of Pigs
invasion, but the reference was imprecise. True, he felt that it was a “terrible idea,”
but “not because the notion of sponsoring an exile attempt to overthrow Castro
seemed intolerable in itself.” Such a reaction would be the merest sentimentality,
unthinkable to a tough-minded realist. The difficulty, rather, was that it seemed
unlikely that the deception could succeed. The operation, in his view, was ill-
conceived but not otherwise objectionable.[13] In a similar vein, Schlesinger quotes
with approval Kennedy's “realistic” assessment of the situation resulting from
Trujillo’s assassination:

There are three possibilities in descending order of preference: a decent democratic
regime, a continuation of the Trujillo regime or a Castro regime. We ought to aim at
the first, but we really can’t renounce the second until we are sure that we can avoid
the third [p. 769).

The reason why the third possibility Is so intolerable is explained a few pages later
(p. 774): "Communist success in Latin America would deal a much harder blow to
the power and influence of the United States.” Of course, we can never really be sure
of avoiding the third possibility; therefore, in practice, we will always settle for the
second, as we are now doing in Brazil and Argentina, for example.|14)



Or consider Walt Rostow’s views on American policy in Asia [1S1 The hasis on which
we must build this policy is that “we are openly threatened alof37s v RlofT 1 (T3 o11s
Communist China. that we are menaced is of cou
matter receives no it is enough that we feel menaced. Our policy must be
based on our natio and our national interests, Our national heritage is
briefly outlined in the following terms: *Throughout the nineteenth century, in good
conscience Americans could devote themselves to the extension of both their
principles and their power on this continent,” making use of “the somewhat elastic
concept of the Monroe doctrine” and, of course, extending “the American interest to
Alaska and the mid-Pacific islands.... Both our insistence on unconditional surrender
and the idea of post-war occupation...represented the formulation of American
security interests in Europe and Asia.” So much for our heritage rests,
the matter is equally simple. Fundamental is our “profound inte ieties
abroad develop and strengthen those elements in their resp t
clevate and protect the dignity of the individual against the state.” At the same time,
we must counter the “ideological threat,” namely “the possibility that the Chinese
Communists can prove to Aslans by progress in China that Communist methods are
better and faster than democratic methods.” Nothing is said about those people in
Astan cultures to whom our “conception of the proper relation of the individual to
the state” may not be the uniquely important value, people who might, for example,
concerned with preserving the “dignity of the individual” against concentrations
of foreign or domestic capital, or against semi-feudal structures (such as Trujillo-

type dictatorships) introduced or kept in power by American arms. is
flavored with allusions to "our religious and ethical value systems” r
“diffuse and complex concepts” which are to the Asian mind “so m ifficult

to grasp” than Marxist dogma, and are so “disturbing to some Asians” because of
“their very lack of dogmatism.”

Such intellectual contributions as these suggest the need for a correction to De
Gaulle's remark, in his Memoirs, about the American “will to power, cloaking itself in
idealism.” By now, this will to power is not so much cloaked in idealism as it is
drowned in fatuity. And academic intellectuals have made their unique contribution
to this sorry picture,

Coord. Conjunction

LET US, HOWEVER, RETURN to the war in Vietnam and the response that it has
aroused among American intellectuals. A striking feature of the recent debate on
Southeast Asian policy has been the distinction that is commonly drawn between
“responsible criticism,” on the one hand, and “sentimental,” or “emotional,” or
“hysterical” criticism, on the other. There is much to be learned from a careful study
of the terms in which this distinction is drawn. The “hysterical critics” are to be
identified, apparently, by their irrational refusal to accept one fundamental political



Similarly, the Communist planners probed the “free world spectrum of defense” in
Northern Azerbaijan and Greece (where Stalin “supported substantial guerrilla
warfare"—ibid,, 48), operating from plans carefully laid in 1945. And in
entral Europe, th nion was not “prepared to accept a solution which
d remove the tensions from Central Europe at the risk of even

slowly staged corrosion of Communism in East Germany” (ibid., p. 156).
Coord. Co

It is interesting to compare these observations with studies by scholars actually
concerned with historical events, The remark about Stalin's initiating the first
Vietnamese war in 1946 does not even merit refutation. As to Hanoi's purported
initiative of 1958, the situation is more clouded. But even government sources|5]
concede that in 1959 Hanoi received the first direct reports of what Diem referred
to]6) as his own Algerian war and that only after this did they lay their plans to
involve themselves in this struggle. In fact, in December, 1958, Hanoi made another
of its many attempts—rebuffed once again by Saigon and the United States—to
establish diplomatic and commercial relations with the Saigon government on the
basis of the status quo.|7] Rostow offers no evidence of Stalin’s support for the
Greek guerrillas; in fact, though the historical record is far from clear, it seems that
Stalin was by no means pleased with the adventurism of the Greek guerrillas, who,
from his point of view, were upsetting the satisfactory post-war imperialist
settlement.|8)

Rostow's remarks about Germany are more interesting still. He does not see fit to
mention, for example, the Russian notes of March-April, 1952, which proposed

- internationally supervised elections, with withdrawal
ere was a guarantee that a reunified Germany would
stern military alliance.|9] And he has also momenurly
forgotten his own characterization of the strategy of the, T ad Eisenhower

West could confront Moscow with German rearmame !
European framework, as a fait accompli*[10] —to be sure, in defiance of the
Potsdam agreements,

But most interesting of all is Rostow’s reference to Ira

a Russian attempt to impose by force a pro-Soviet govetlilfe’sYs 17s M evs) qunction
Azerbaijan that would grant the Soviet Union access to |

superior o-American force in 1946, at which point the more powerful
mperialism obtained full rights to [ranian oil for itself, with the installation of a pro-
estern government. what happened when, for a brief period in the early

1950s, the only Ira ent with something of a popular base experimented
with the curious idea n oil should belong to the lranians. What is
Interesting, however, is the description of Northern Azerbaijan as part of “the free
world spectrum of defense.” It is pointless, by now, to comment on the debasement
of the phrase “free world.” But by what law of nature does Iran, with its resources,




[late February, 1965] hardly seemed to Washington to be a propitious moment for
negotiations [since| Mr. Johnson...had just ordered the first bombing of North
Vietnam in an effort to bring Hanoi to a conference table where the bargaining chips
on both sides would be more closely matched.

Coming at that moment, Schlesinger’s statement is less an example of deceit than of
contempt—contempt for an audience that can be expected to tolerate such behavior

with silence, if not approval.|2]
Prep.

TO TURN TO SOMEONE closer to the actual formation and implementation of policy,
consider some of the reflections of Walt Rostow, a man who, according to
Schlesinger, brought a “spacious historical view” to the conduct of foreign affairs in
the Kennedy administration.[3] According to his analysis, the ' arfare in
Indo-China in 1946 was launched by Stalin,[4]| and Hanoi initWerrilla war
against South Vietnam in 1958 (The View from the Seventh Floor pp. 39 and 152).



axiom, namely that the United States has the right to extend its power and control
without limit, insofar as is feasible. Responsible criticism does not challenge this
assumption, but argues, rather, that we probably can’t "get away with it” at this
particular time and place.

A distinction of this sort seems to be what Irving Kristol, for example, has in mind in

his analysis of the, policy (Encounter, August, 1965). He
contrasts the resy as Walter Lippmann, the Times, and Senator
Fulbright, with t ent.” “Unlike the university protesters,” he
points out, “Mr. Lippmann engages in no presumptuous suppositions as to ‘what the

ly doesn't much care—or in legalistic,
exegesis as to whether, or to re is ‘aggression’ or ‘revolution” in
South Vietnam. His bs a 1¢ : iew; and he will apparently even
contemplate the possiili= r\)ufvedh r war against China in extreme
circumstances.” This and contrasts favorably, for Kristol, with the
talk of the “unreasonable, ideological types” in the teach-in movement, who often
seem to be motivated by such absurdities as “simple, virtuous ‘anti-imperialism,’
“who deliver "harangues on ‘the power structure,” “ and who even sometimes stoop
so low as to read "articles and reports from the foreign press on the American

resence in Vietnam.” Furthermore, these na are often psychologists

thematiclans, chemists, or philosophers (just as, incidentally, those most vocal in

rotest in the Soviet Union are generally physicists, literary intellectuals, and others
remote e of power), rather than n contacts,
0, w, good idea about Vietnam, they wou

tap | hearing” in w”h.%
I am not interested here in whether Kristol's chara otest and dissent

is accurate, but rather in the assumptions on which it rests. Is the purity of American
motives a matter that is beyond discussion, or that is irrelevant to discussion?
Should decisions be left to “experts” with Washington contacts—even if we assume
that they command the necessary knowledge and principles to make the “best”
declsion, will they invariably do so? cally prior question, is * rtise
pplicable—that is, is there a body of theory and of relevant ln!ormation. not in
public domain, that can be applied to the analysis of foreign po :
athematicians, chemists, and phllosophets are incapable of comprehending? /S
Although Kristol does not examine these questions directly, his attitude
presupposes answers, answers which are wrong in all cases. American
aggressiveness, however it may be masked in pious rhetoric, is a dominant force in
world affairs and must be analyzed in terms of its causes and modves. There is no

Vietnamese people really want —]

; 5 policy Immune from crmmm To the
dge is applied to world affairs, it is surely appropriate—



for a person of any integrity, quite necessary—to question
serves. These facts seem too obvious to require extended ¢

!\lk)bh ng

A CORRECTIVE to Kristol’s curious bellef in the Administration’s openness to new
thinking about Vietnam is provided by McGeorge Bundy in a recent issue of Foreign
Affairs (January, 1967). As Bundy correctly observes, “on the main stage...the
argument on Viet Nam turns on tactics, not fundamentals,” although, he adds, "there

are wild men in the wings.” On , the President (who in his
recent trip to Asia had just “magiste r interest “in the progress of
the people across the Pacific™) and h rve “the understanding

support of those who want restraint.” [t is these men who deserve the credit for the
fact that “the bombing of the Nonh has been the most accurate and the most
restrained in modern warfare " —a soli

inhabitants, or former inhabita

En the South, huge sectors of the nation have been declgred “free bombing zones,” in

ich anything that moves is a legitimate target. sands of tons of
bombs, rockets, napalm and cannon fire are pou ese vast areas each week,
If only by the laws of chance, bloodshed is belie eavy in these raids,

e ey g countries, Bundy assures us, “American demo

has no taste fo Missing %" “taken as a whole, the stock of American
experience, und athy and simple knowledge is now much the most
impressive in the world.” It is true that “four-fifths of all the foreign investing in the
world is now done by Americans” and that “the most admired plans and
policies...are no better than thelr demonstrable relation to the American interest™—
just as it is true, so we read in the same issue of Foreign Affairs, that the plans for
armed action against Cuba were put into motion a few weeks after Mikoyan visited
Havana, “invading what had so long been an almost exclusively American sphere of
influence.” Unfortunately, such facts as these are often taken by unsophisticated
Asian intellectuals as indicating a “taste for imperialism. ple, a number of
Indians have expressed their “near exasperation” at the e have done
everything we can to attract foreign capital for fertilizer the American
and the other Western private companies know we are over a barrel, so they
demand stringent terms which we just cannot meet” (Christian Science Monitor,

November 26), while “Washington...doggedly insists that deals be made in the
private sector with private enterprise” (ibid, December 5).[16] But this reaction, no




doubt, simply reveals, once again, how the Asian mind fails to comprehend the
"diffuse and complex concepts” of Western thought

Coord. Conjunction
IT MAY BE USEFUL to study carefully the “new, goc are
receiving a “prompt and respectful hearing” in Washington these days. The US
Government Printing Office is an endless source ol lns ght into the moral and
intellectual level of this expert advice. Inits one ¢ d for example,
the testimony of Professor David N. Rowe, Dlrector of G '
International Relations at Yale University, before the Ho Foreign
Affairs [see note '), Professor Rowe proposes (p. 266) that the United States buy all

surplus Canadian and Australian wheat, so that there will be mass starvation in
China. These are his words:

Mind you, | am not talking about this asa mpon against the Chinese people. It will

be. But that is only incidental The we will be a weapon against the Government
because the internal stability \,oo.'d Conjunction . JElREERVERRRIEEEY
Government in the face of ge

Professor Rowe will have none of the sentimental moralism that might lead one to
compare this suggestion with, say, the Ostpolitik of Hitler's Germany.!'”) Nor does he
fear the impact of such policies on other Asian nations, for example, Japan. He
assures us, from his “very long acquaintance with Japanese questions,” that "the
Japanese abave all are people who respect power and determination.” Hence,“th
will not be so much alarmed by American policy in Vietnam that takes off frogi¥ |77 ng","
position of power and intends to seek a solution based upon the imposition ¢
power upon local people that we are in opposition to,” What would disturb the
Japanese is “a policy of indecision, a policy of refusal to face up to the problems [in
China and Vietnam|] and to meet our responsibilities there in a positive way,” such
as the way just cited. A conviction that we were “unwilling to use the power that
they know we have"” might “alarm the [apanese people very intensely and shake the
degree of their friendly relations with us.” In fact, a full use of American power
would be particularly reassuring to the Japanese, because they have had a
demonstration “of the tremendous power in action of the United States...because
they have felt our power directly.” This is surely a prime example of the healthy,
“realpolitik point of view” that Irving Kristol so much admires.

ut, one may ask, why restrict ourselves to such indirect means as mass starvation

Why not bombi is message is implicit in the remarks to the same
committee of the . de Jaegher, Regent of the Institute of Far Eastern

Studies, Seton Hall who explains that like all people who have lived

under Communism, the North Vietnamese "would be perfectly happy to be hombed
to be free” (p. 345).
Of course, there must be those who support the Communists. But this is really a
matter of small concern, as the L Robertson, Assistant Secretary of State
for Far Easum Aﬂais from 19 his testimony before the same
..represents something less than

3 per cent 40T .vo.qunctm



Consider, then, how fortunate the Chinese Communist leaders are, compared to the
leaders of the Vietcong, who, according to Arthur Goldberg (New York Times,
February 6, 1966), represent about “one-half of one percent of the population of
South Vietnam,” that is, about one-half the number of new Southern recruits for the
Vietcong during 1965, if we can credit Pentagon statistics.'#

In the face of such experts as these, the scientists and philosophers of whom Kristol
speaks would clearly do well to continue to draw their circles in the sand.

HAVING SETTLED THE ISSUE of the political irrelevance of the protest movement,
Kristol turns to the question of what motivates it—more generally, what has made
students and junior faculty “go left,” as he sees it, amid general prosperity and under
liberal, Welfare State administrations. This, he notes, “is a riddle to which no
sociologist has as yet come up with an answer.” Since these young people are well-
off, have good futures, etc, their protest must be irrational. It must be the result of
boredom, of too much security, or something of this sort.

students and junior faculty are attempting m find out the truth forthems lissing *.* or
rather than ceding the responsibility to “experts” or to governme !
that they react with indignation to what they discover. These poss
does not reject. They are simply unthinkable, unworthy of consideration. More
accurately, these possibilities are inexpressible; the categories in which they are
formulated (honesty, indignation) simply do not exist for the tough-minded social
scientist,

IN THIS IMPLICIT DISPARAGEMENT of traditional intellectual values, Kristol
reflects attitudes that are fairly widespread in academic circles. | do not doubt that
these attitudes are in part a consequence of the desperate attempt of the social and

significant intellectual content. But they have other sources a e 2
moral individual, concerned with human rights and proble ms SN e% o're # Conjunction
professor, a trained expert, can solve technical problems by “sophi

methods. Ergo, it is pnly,

ve advice on tactical questions;
irresponsible, “ideologid ngue” about principle and trouble
themselves over moral issues and human rights, or over the traditional problems of
man and society, concerning which “social and behavioral science™ has nothing to
offer beyond trivalities, Qbviously, these emotional, ideological types are irrational,
since, being well-off an@S Wl power in their grasp, they shouldn’t worry about
such matters.




At times this pseudo-scientific posing reaches levels that are almost pathological.
Consider the phenomenon of Herman Kahn, for example. Kahn has been both
denounced as immoral and lauded for his courage. By people who should know
better, his On Thermonuclear War has been described “without
qualification...[as)...one of the great works of our time" (Stuart Hughes). The fact of
the matter is that this is surely one of the emptiest works of our time, as can be seen
by applying to it the intellectual standards of any existing discipline, by tracing some
of its “well-documented conclusions” to the “objective studies” from which they
derive, and by following the line of argument, where detectable. Kahn proposes no
theories, no explanations, no factual assumptions that can be tested against their
consequences, as do the sciences he is attem to mimic. He simply s tsa
terminology and provides a facade of rationality. When particular policy conclusions
are drawn, they are supported only by ex cathedra remarks for which no support is
ven suggested (e.g, “The civil defense line probably should be drawn somewhere
jon annually” to keep from provoking the Russians—why not $50
ore, Kahn is quite aware of this vacuity; in his more
s only that “there is no reason to believe that relatively
sophisticated mo re likely to be misleading than the simpler models and
analogies frequently used as an aid to judgment.” For those whose humor tends
towards the macabre, it Is easy to play the game of “strategic thinking”
and to prove what one wishes, For example, one of Kahn's basic assump
an all-out surprise attack esources are devoted to counter-
would be so irrational that, incredible lack of sophistication or actual
insanity among Soviet dec such an attack is highly unlikely.
A simple argument proves the opposite. Premise 1: American decision-makers think
along the lines outlined by Herman Kahn, Premise 2: Kahn thinks it would be better
for everyone to be red than for everyone to be dead, Premise 3 if the Americans
were to respond to an all-out countervalue attack, then everyone would be dead.
Al yill not respond to an all-out countervalue attack, and
Az'.u;le | ve aliid without delay. Of course, one can carry the
argument the Russians have not carried out an all-out
countervalue attack. It follows that they are not rational. If they are not rational,
there is no point in “strategic thinking.” Therefore,....
Of course this is all nonsense, but nonsense that differs from Kahn’; :
respect that the argument is of slightly greater complexity than an gl s reySe: |1
discovered in his work. What is remarkable is that serious people
attention to these absurdities, no doubt because of the facade of tough-mindedness
and pseudo-scienc
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February 6, 1966), represent about “one-half of one percent of the population of
South Vietnam,” that is, about one-half the number of new Southern recruits for the
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HAVING SETTLED THE ISSUE of the political irrelevance of the protest movement,
Kristol turns to the question of what motivates it—more generally, what has made
students and junior faculty “go left,” as he sees it, amid general prosperity and under
liberal, Welfare State administrations. This, he notes, “is a riddle to which no
sociologist has as yet come up with an answer.” Since these young people are well-
off, have good futures, etc, their protest must be irrational. It must be the result of
boredom, of too much security, or something of this sort.
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accurately, these possibilities are inexpressible; the categories in which they are
formulated (honesty, indignation) simply do not exist for the tough-minded social
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IN THIS IMPLICIT DISPARAGEMENT of traditional intellectual values, Kristol
reflects attitudes that are fairly widespread in academic circles. | do not doubt that
these attitudes are in part a consequence of the desperate attempt of the social and

significant intellectual content. But they have other sources a e 2
moral individual, concerned with human rights and proble ms SN e% o're # Conjunction
professor, a trained expert, can solve technical problems by “sophi

methods. Ergo, it is pnly,

ve advice on tactical questions;
irresponsible, “ideologid ngue” about principle and trouble
themselves over moral issues and human rights, or over the traditional problems of
man and society, concerning which “social and behavioral science™ has nothing to
offer beyond trivalities, Qbviously, these emotional, ideological types are irrational,
since, being well-off an@S Wl power in their grasp, they shouldn’t worry about
such matters.




At times this pseudo-scientific posing reaches levels that are almost pathological.
Consider the phenomenon of Herman Kahn, for example. Kahn has been both
denounced as immoral and lauded for his courage. By people who should know
better, his On Thermonuclear War has been described “without
qualification...[as)...one of the great works of our time" (Stuart Hughes). The fact of
the matter is that this is surely one of the emptiest works of our time, as can be seen
by applying to it the intellectual standards of any existing discipline, by tracing some
of its “well-documented conclusions” to the “objective studies” from which they
derive, and by following the line of argument, where detectable. Kahn proposes no
theories, no explanations, no factual assumptions that can be tested against their
consequences, as do the sciences he is attem to mimic. He simply s tsa
terminology and provides a facade of rationality. When particular policy conclusions
are drawn, they are supported only by ex cathedra remarks for which no support is
ven suggested (e.g, “The civil defense line probably should be drawn somewhere
jon annually” to keep from provoking the Russians—why not $50
ore, Kahn is quite aware of this vacuity; in his more
s only that “there is no reason to believe that relatively
sophisticated mo re likely to be misleading than the simpler models and
analogies frequently used as an aid to judgment.” For those whose humor tends
towards the macabre, it Is easy to play the game of “strategic thinking”
and to prove what one wishes, For example, one of Kahn's basic assump
an all-out surprise attack esources are devoted to counter-
would be so irrational that, incredible lack of sophistication or actual
insanity among Soviet dec such an attack is highly unlikely.
A simple argument proves the opposite. Premise 1: American decision-makers think
along the lines outlined by Herman Kahn, Premise 2: Kahn thinks it would be better
for everyone to be red than for everyone to be dead, Premise 3 if the Americans
were to respond to an all-out countervalue attack, then everyone would be dead.
Al yill not respond to an all-out countervalue attack, and
Az'.u;le | ve aliid without delay. Of course, one can carry the
argument the Russians have not carried out an all-out
countervalue attack. It follows that they are not rational. If they are not rational,
there is no point in “strategic thinking.” Therefore,....
Of course this is all nonsense, but nonsense that differs from Kahn’; :
respect that the argument is of slightly greater complexity than an gl s reySe: |1
discovered in his work. What is remarkable is that serious people
attention to these absurdities, no doubt because of the facade of tough-mindedness
and pseudo-scienc




