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The Pons Asinorum of Contemporary Conservatism

he question arises: What exactly was everybody so mad about?
‘What was the issue?

~0r, to expand the statement a little, there was a fight, if not
, war at least a long, sustained battle; heavy artillery was brought
nto play on both sides; men fought in that battle with the kind
of bitterness and acrimony that human beings appear to reserve
- for those occasions on which brother fights brother,* cousin fights
cousin, Damon—yes, it was often so, as I can testify from per-
__sonal experience—fights Pythias. For a long while smoke hung
thick over the field of battle, so that visibility was poor and there
was great confusion on the part of the observing public, not
erely as to how, at any given moment, the battle was going,
ut even as to what precisely the fighting was about—as to what
_exactly was getting decided, as to what actually the victor, once
e emerged triumphant, would have won. Moreover, so thick
as the smoke that the combatants themselves often became hazy
n their minds, even differed among themselves, as to who was
‘whose enemy and as to the sense in which this or that “enemy,”
€ was an enemy, was an enemy. At the time, therefore {and
even for a lIong while afterwards), the question I raise here—
_:What was everybody so mad about?~probably could not have
been answered in a satisfactory manner. There had to be time
st for the smoke to clear, and then for McCarthy to be buried,
aqd, finally, for McCarthy to be praised and damned to such a
pqint that no single laudatory or vituperative word that could
e said about him remained still to be said.

| By now, however—so at least I like to think—it should be other-
-v\fi_se; not only has the smoke lifted, but we have a whole genera-
tic amongst us who know of the battle only by hearsay; if we
cannot answer the question now, we never shall be able to answer

Chapter §

McCarthyism: The Pons Asinorum o
Contemporary Conservatism

My purpose in this chapter is neither to bury Joseph R. M
Carthy, nor to praise him. As for burying him, that was don
many years ago by more competent, and far more eager, han
than mine. As for praising him, that, like damning him, seems &
me to have entered upon a phase in which everybody mere
spins his wheels. The basic claims put forward on both sides
we should bless McCarthy's memory, we should rue the day he
was born—no longer change; the claimanis do not listen to, of-
even hear, one another, would not understand one another evel
if they did listen. They are likely, from now on, to persuade
only themselves, and those who already agree with them. M
purpose, I say, is neither to bury McCarthy nor to praise him b
rather, starting out with one simple, non-controversial statement
about the McCarthy episode (perhaps the only non-controver: ]
statement that can be made about it), to raise and try to answer
one simple question, which statement and which question I pr
pose to put as follows: There were “McCarthyites,” and the
were “anti-McCarthyites,” and they got mad at each other, ve
mad, and stayed mad at one another—if anything, got madder an
madder at one another—through a period of several years.* And

table) with if not the weather then somethi it li
! ng more adroit like, “Steve, did
{?ad Arthur Krock_s column yesterday?”, and heaves 2 silent sigh of relicflif 1;)12
pt:ys works, .But things have cooled down very considerably.
:(Jliict:z ‘J?h}ii;am ¥. Buckley, Jr. and L. Brent Bozell, McCarthy and His Enemies
book ‘%Z. hasl;r)arbl‘}gfngy, t:gt5t% and 19622; passim. This remains the only serious
B0k ] I ¢ battle~as, to this day, it continues to await an intel-
i{ﬁgi’l;:ilz ;;s}éonf;lble( 1:\r;a'pl}ryfm]:u those who disagree with its conclusions Ricl::lla(reii
\ove clariiy (New York: Harcourt, Brace & Co 1959), is, b co;n i
. . . o , 18, arison,
Con_te“r:ptxhle, espedially as No one can plead in its defense th)at ifs ayuthor,ponzotl:f
0 most gifted Left-wing publicists of our day, is capable of nothing better.
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t Note the implication, which I believe to be correct, that at some point the t
camps stopped heing mad at each other, or at least that mad—a point to whichi:]
return in exfenso below. I am not unaware, of course, that McCarthyism remak
especially in “intellectual” circles, a “touchy” subject, so that the hostess in th
circles who likes everything to go nicely all evening keeps an ear cocked for Me:
Carthy's name, remains constantly poised to intervene {(even at the far end of I
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it. And it would, I submit, be sickening to have to conclude
as conclude we must if we cannot answer my question, that the -
fight was over nothing you can put your finger on; that the’
energies and heartaches that went into it were wasted energies
and wasted heartaches; that, most horrible of all to contemplate, -
nobody won, nothing got decided, and it was all sound and fury, .
signifying nothing. My question, though simple, is also a grave -
question: either the McCarthyites and anti-McCarthyites got.
that mad at each other for some good and intelligible reason, or
we all (for all of us of a certain age were, I suppose, one or the:
other, McCarthyites or anti-McCarthyites) made colossal fools of
ourselves; and if we did we had best now face up to it, lest
tomorrow we go make fools of ourselves again.?

Now let us, for the moment, postpone my question and, fixing -
attention on the statement itself, pause to say several things about:
it that need to be said in order to place it in its proper context '

First, that this sort of “getting-mad” is not usual in American:
politics. Our politics, as Professor Clinton Rossiter has observed
at length in a recent book,* tend to be “low-key” politics, politics.
that precisely do not divide men on issues that are mad-making,
And I have myself argued, in a book I wrote several years ago’
with a collaborator,® that the genius of our political system lie
in the sloughing-off of genuinely controversial issues—sloughing
them off in order for them either to be handled outside the sys-
tem itself (or better still, to be handled not at all, that is, sup
pressed or ® as sometimes happens, repressed—~into the deep re-

cesses of our collective unconscious, where, providentially, we
can forget all about them). The McCarthy phase, or episode, or
set-to—call it what you like—was then something presumptively
'-spccial in our political history, something that we raust not ex-
pect to explain to ourselves with everyday concepts and everyday
tools of analysis. It was no mere quarrel, for example, over al-
cation of the contents of the porkbarrel or whether a business-
man from Kansas City is to be confirmed as Ambassador to
Ghana.

© Secondly (that is, the second thing that needs to be said about
how mad everybody got), we must not take for granted that the
real issue ever, at the time, actually got put into words, ever ac-
tually thrust itself into the consciousness of the actors in the
drama. To assume that the real issue was what got talked about
_s0 we are assured by, variously, marriage counselors and trade-
dispute arbitrators, all of whom are in debt here to the greatest
of female political scientists in America, Mary Follett—to assume
such a thing, they say, is to show ignorance of the way quarrels
among human beings generate and develop. John and Mary may
think they are quarreling about whether to send Jo-Ann to Mount
Holyoke or Chicago, and end up getting very mad at each other
about it, and staying mad weeks on end. But not so, says the
marriage counselor; the issue must be one that goes to the very
depths of the marriage relation between John and Mary, What
is Teally being fought about is Mary's feeling that John somehow
does not treat her as an equal, or if not that then some far-reach-
g sexual maladjustment that neither John nor Mary would
dream of articulating and may not even be aware of, or John and
Mary's shared but inarticulate feeling that John has turned out
0 be a second-rater in his profession, The quarrel, according to
_M_iss Follett and her followers, must go.on and on about this
asically irrelevant issue or that one, go on and on and get worse
and worse, either until it is repressed or until the real issue is
somehow brought out into the open and, with or without the
help of an outsider, dealt with on its merits.

- Thirdly—a similar but not quite the same point—the chances
are that the real issue, once out in the open, will prove to be far
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3 Note, in anticipation of my subsequent argnment, that the question “Were
they mad at each other for some good and intelligible reason?” and the question,.
“Did anything get decided, did anybody win?” are different questions—so that the
answer to the first could be “Yes” and that to the second “No,” or if mot “No™
then “What got decided was to postpone a decision on the big issue.” :

4 See Clinton Rossiter, Parties and Politics in America ([thaca: Comell Univer-:
sity Press, 1960), passim.

b See Austin Ranney and Willmoore Kendall, Democracy and the American Party:
System (New York: Harcourt, Brace & Ce., 1958). )

6 The classic case, perhaps, arose from an article by J. B. Matthews on the pen
tration of the Protestant churches by Communism. When, many months after itd
publication, the article became the topic of angry controversy, Dwight Eisenhow
restored peace by proclaiming that the Protestant churches are among our basic
institutions, and therefore could not be penetrated by Communism. The issue—I
do not exaggerate--promptly disappeared.
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admit of his making any such assertion; if A is a Liberal, they
certamiy do not admit of it, because the Master, John Stuart
Mll]” taught above all that one does not assert one’s “infalli-
jlity.”" In asserting it, A postpones until later (perhaps, as in the
wo cases mentioned, until the Greek kalends) a day of reckoning
thiat, properly speaking, he has no right to sidestep (and along
with it, the day on which he will get back to normal, which is
i , say: ot be mad at Stalin, not be mad at World Communism,
hbt be mad at Khrushchev—because who can say, after all, who is
jght and who is wrong in politics?). Yet, I am saying, A the Liberal
d get mad at Joe McCarthy, did set out to defeat him coiite que
giite, did proclaim to the four winds that McCarthy was wrong
and he was right. And this, T suggest, forces upon us a slightly re-
ised but still more fascinating version of my original statement,
amely that everybody got mad, including the professional Ten-
tive Onmes, the professional Don’ t-get-madders. At the same time,
‘lends color to our suspicion that the issue actually at stake
ent very deep, and never got itself stated in satisfactory terms.
As for the McCarthyites, they, unlike the Liberals, have built-in
easons for getting mad; they are the Non-tentative Ones of our
_politics, the Absolutists, the people who couldn’t care less if they
et caught assuming their own “infallibility.” We have, therefore,
ss Teason to be surprised at their getting mad. They are on the
oint of getting mad, and for good reason, all the time.) 8
B. We might profitably, though without making too big a
ing of it, remind ourselves of the other issues about which
mericans, despite their low-key politics, have had big quarrels
mthe past. Mercifully, there have been very few of them; and
_co spicuously absent from among them, mercifully again, have
n the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and, surprisingly per-
haps, the Amendments to the Constitution posterior to the Bili
Df_ nghts Let us, by way of background, tick them off: During
€ years 1776-1779 there was the issue of Loyalism, which re-
sulted in our driving the Loyalists into Canada. In the carly

more “important” and difficult than the issue over which th
quarrelers think they have been quarreling: that, concretely, i
will prove to involve the meaning and quality and above all th,
destiny of the relatedness of the quarrelers. He who delves ing,
the depths of a quarrel, an honest-to-goodness, bitter, and syg
tained quarrel, must not expect to come up with peanuts, g;
any known equivalent of peanuts.

Two other small points of that kind and we shall have dong
with preliminaries:

A. The McCarthyites were mad at the anti-McCarthyites, ang
the anti-McCarthyites were mad at the McCarthyites, which, 1
am saying, is unusual in our low-key politics. But to that I mug
now add (not, as I am tempted to do, that the anti-McCarthyiteg
were madder than the McCarthyites—angrier, more bitter, more
ready to paste someone in the nose—because that would perhapg
slosh over into the controversial) that what is most unusual, and
a different matter altogether, is that the anti-McCarthyites gog
mad at all. For the anti-McCarthyites were the Liberals; and the
Liberals, as I understand them, have some built-in reasons fof
not getting mad that the McCarthyites, the anti-Liberals, do not
have—built-in reasons connected, as I understand the matter, with
the whole metaphysical and epistemological stance of contem.
porary American Liberalism. That is to say, the Liberals are
usually the Tentative Ones of contemporary politics: they be:
lieve that everyone is entitled to his point of view, that in gen:
eral one man’s opinion is as good as another’s, that, as I like to
put it, all questions are open questions. Officially, therefore, the
don’t get mad—have, in point of fact, got really “fightin’ "' mad
only twice within the memory of living man—once, of course, at
Adolf Hitler, then a few years later and on their own prin:
ciples equally unaccountably, at Joe McCarthy. Let us be quite
clear about this. When A gets mad at B and sets out to defeat
him cost what it may, A, whatever his metaphysics and whatever
his epistemology, ends up saying, and saying in the most eloquent
manner possible, which is by his actions: B is wrong about the
issue over which we have fallen out, and I am right. Now A’
metaphysical and epistemological commitments may or may not
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TSee below, Chapter Six.
4 See below, pp. 6g-76.
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years of the Republic there arose the issue of the Alien and §
dition Acts—which resulted in the silencing, nay, the persecutign"
of the alleged seditionists, During the years just before and dy
ing the Civil War, there was the issue of slavery. All three, I say;
are cases where Americans got very mad at one another. They
stayed mad for a long time, and were determined not to comp
promise, or let the matter drop, but to win—either to repudiag
or perpetuate the authority of the King in Parliament, either t;
enforce or get rid of the Alien and Sedition Acts, either to aboligy
slavery or to save it as the South’s “peculiar institution.” Ang
all three, as we can see in retrospect, involved an issue that bo '
in the deepest and most direct manner possible to imagine, oy
the very destiny of the American people. All three involved, thy
is to say, a question that the American people must answer iy
order to know themselves as the kind of people they are, in order
to achieve clarity as to their identity as a people, their mission
in history, their responsibility under God—so, at least in those
days, they would have put it—for the kind of political and socia
order they were to create and maintain in history. All three, lg
us note finally, are cases in which people kept on being mad unti
somebody won, and was understood by both sides to have won
and so made good its point about the destiny of America.

ANSWER NUMBER ONE

“The issue was Joe McCarthy himself. McCarthy was rude, ruth-
, fanatical. He lacked, as the good Mr. Welch® put it, all
agense of decency.” He was a master of demagogy, of, to quote
t_hé Federalist Papers, those “vicious arts, by which elections are
w00 often carried.” He reflected a mood of “hysteria” amongst
(e electorate, was himself hysterical, generated hysteria in others,
He did not play politics according to the rules of the game as we
gnderstand them here in America. His conduct, as a Senate ma-
jority finally got around to putting it, was unbecoming a Senator
and a gentleman. He browbeat witnesses. He took advantage of
his senatorial immunity in order to blacken the reputations and
;is;sassinate the character of innocent persons; like Fr. Coughlin,
like Gerald L. K. Smith, like Fritz Kuhn himself, he was a hater,
know-nothing, a man who knew and spoke no language other
'th:-.i'n that of hatred. He represented, in any case, a tendency that
had to be nipped in the bud—lest it develop into an American
version of that which it most resembled, namely, Nazism. He
was, finally, a fraud; he never uncovered a single Communist.
All:you had to do was see him, on television, in order to realize
that here was a man who must be struck down. What more nat-
ural, then, than that he should divide the country into two fanati-
c:ﬂly warring groups, namely, (a) those who like and go in for
that kind of thing—of whom there are always only too many, all
ily too ready to tespond with fury to any who resist them—and
{b) the rest of us, who cling to at least minimum standards of
civility?
'That, I think, is a fair summary of the “case” against McCarthy
as, say, a Washington Post editorial might have put it in 1952,
as a deeply convinced anti-McCarthyite (with, of course, a
longer memory than most anti-McCarthyites have) would put it
today.
Now, the McCarthyites among my readers would, no doubt,
like me to linger over the charges, one by one, and refute them—
s, for the most part anyhow, they have been refuted in The Book

So much for preliminaries, I turn now to my question, and
propose to work my way toward an answer to it by taking up
then rejecting, in good Socratic manner, some “easy’” answers that
for one reason or another (as I hope to show) simply will not do
They are, as the reader will guess from my reference to Socratic
method, the answers you will get if you go button-holing people
down in the market place, putting the question to them, and
listening attentively to what they come up with. I got mine by
bringing the question up one evening in the Spring of 162, a
a “stag” dinner party made up of professors of political scienc_é
at a wellknown East Coast university. I shall, for convenience
sake, assign numbers to them, and devote a section of the preseh

chapter to each. ¥ Counsel for the Government in the “famous” televised hearings.
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No Liberal Reads, Buckley and Bozell (see Note 2, above). 1 py,
pose, however, to do nothing of the kind, since one of the ad
vantages of my simple question—as compared to the questions g
which discussion in this area has turned in recent years—is thjg
It frees us from the necessity of conducting the argument on thy
plane and enables us to take what we may, I think, fairly ¢,
higher ground. It enables us even to enter a demurrer—not, §,
course, to plead McCarthy guilty as charged, but to plead thy
the facts, even if they were as alleged, do not support the clajn,
with which we are concerned, namely, that we have before v
an answer to my simple question. The facts, as alleged, can at heg
illuminate only a small part of our problem, and for the fo]
lowing easy-to-document reason: ‘The McCarthyites and anti-Mg
Carthyites were mad at each other, “fightin’ ” mad at each othe;
before ever McCarthy appeared on the scene, and long, long he
fore he became Chairman of the Committee on Government Op-
erations. Which is to say, those who offer the answer before y
are, quite simply, talking bad history and exaggerating out of a]
proportion the importance of McCarthy in the development ¢
what I, at least, have no objection to calling McCarthyism. The
are answering at most only a tiny part of our question, whe
what we want, what we must demand, is an answer to the whol:
question. McCarthy, like Achilles after the death of Patroclus
stepped into a battle that was already raging, one in which th
lines were already drawn, one whose outcome he could and dig
still affect, but not one in which he could possibly become th
issue being fought over. Never mind that the battle-wagin;
armies ended up with new names—McCarthyites, anti-McCarthy:
ites—because of his entry into the fray. Never mind, either, tha
the anti-McCarthyites do seem, as a matter of history, to hav
promptly got a lot madder at the McCarthyites than they ha
been before. Never mind, finally, that both armies increased con
siderably in size between the famous speech at Wheeling and th
famous censure motion in the United States Senate. We are nol
asking why people got madder off at the end, or even why at sorri_"
point the anger suddenly spread in ever-widening circles (as i
did), but rather, What were people mad about to begin with
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at, for example, what were they mad about at the (earlier)
m?"’f the Hiss case? What was the real issue? And the real is-
“was not, could not have been, McCarthy himself.

ANSWER NUMBER TWO

The issue was an issue between two conflicting views of World
m'munism and the World Communist movement, between—
;hall try here, as I did with Answer Number One, to put the
mg from the side of the anti-McCarthyites, lest I be accused
‘stacking the cards in favor of the position with which, for
od or ill, my own name is associated—those who are running
red in the presence of the so-called Communist threat, and
ose: who are keeping their heads. Between those who would
ok 'a false security by attempting to use against Communism
- Communists’ own weapons, and those who are prepared to
ttle for that degree of security that is possible, who believe that
: rity can be achieved with an arsenal limited to democracy’s
nal weapons, which are those of negotiation and persuasion.
B-etwe'en those who think that by striking out at the Communist
da g_él' in all directions at once we can somehow eliminate it,
iehow conjure it out of existence, and those who have got it
ugh their heads that Communism, the Communist Empire
he world scene, the Communist minority at home, is some-
thitig' you have to learn to live with and ought to learn to live
th because it is, after all, something that we, by our shortcom-
- have brought upon ourselves. Between those who believe
at.the correct answer to Communism is military force inter-
tionally and coercive thought-control domestically, and those
0 know that these are not answers at all, that the struggle
igainst Communism is a struggle over men’s minds and hearts
ind-souls, is in any case a battle that you win, if you win at all,
by eliminating the poverty, the discrimination, the injustice, the
nequality, that make Communism attractive and give the Com-
ists their strategic opportunities. Between those who see the
mmunist danger as imposing upon us a choice between liberty
d ‘security, and would unhesitatingly sacrifice the former to
he latter, and those of us who know for one thing that Com-
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munism is not that kind of danger, and know for another th;
that the battle against Communism is not worth winning if,. i
winning it, we must lose our freedom. Between those who
tribute to the Communists supernatural, nay, miraculous Powey,
of seduction, of deceit, of winning against even the most unfavm.
able odds, and those who know that the Communists are m,
men like ourselves, no more able to infiltrate our councils, g,
institutions, our high places, than we are to infiltrate theirs, j
tween those who have somehow convinced themselves that g,
Communists never sleep, and those of us who know that Cory
munists, like other people, need their eight hours in the sac,
Between those who think the Communists actually believe j
their so-called ideology: Marxism, the inevitability of Commy,
nist victory, etc., and those of us sufficiently knowledgeable ¢
take that sort of thing with a grain of salt, to realize that why
we are up against is not something new and different proper}
called the Communist Empire, but something old and familiy
properly called Russian nationalism. Between those who thin
that a Communist dictatorship can keep on being Communiy
and keep on being a dictatorship for ever and ever, and those ¢
us who know that dictatorships, including Communist dictator,
ships, mellow and go soft as they get old, and that revolution
aries, even the wildest of revolutionaries, grow conservative an
cautious as they become habituated to power. Between those wh
think the Communists will stop at nothing, not even totally d
structive universal war, in their bid for world empire, and thos
of us who know that the Communists, the Russian governmen
and the Russian people alike, want, above all, peace. Betwee
those so addled in their wits by Communism that they think tha
even their next door neighbor may well be a Communist, and s
see 2 Communist stripling behind every sapling, and those of u
who remember, in the teeth of the Communist threat, tha
America is built upon trust among neighbors, that American
do not sow the seeds of suspicion in each other’s back yards. B
tween those who think the Communists really have found a wa
to repress, and hold in check, the forces that make for freedom i
any society, and those of us who know that man’s desire for free

6o

om must in the end triumph over all obstacles. Between those
o think the Communists mean it when they say they will
Lty US; and those of us who know that all that is just Com-
apist “talk” and blustering. Betwcen those who cling stub-
omly to the notion that there are deep and irreconcilable dif-
.rences between our so-called free society and the so-called slave
geiety of the Soviet Union, and so take no cognizance of the po-
tical and economic and social change that goes forward within
e Communist Empire, and those, better-informed, unencum-
ered by dogmatic preconceptions, who realize that with each
assing day American society and Soviet society become “more
:ke’—become, each of them, a closer approximation to the uni-
__vefSal society of the future, which will of course combine in
eneficent union the better features of them both.

:'Answer Two is, clearly, a better answer than Answer One. It
“for one thing, better history. Through the period that we
ought to have in mind when we speak of these matters, there
ave indeed been current among us two views of the nature and
..meé;ning of World Communism, two views of which, as I like to
think anyhow, the Iittle rundown I have just given provides a not
'a'ccurate summary; two views and, in general, two groups of
hose who's,” respectively committed to the one or the other;
wo' groups, moreover, whose stand on a whole series of issues in
ublic policy that arose through the period tended to reflect the
ne or the other of the two views. No harm is done, furthermore,
y-calling the one of the two views the McCarthyite view and
e ‘other the anti-McCarthyite view—provided, however, that we
; iﬁember, here as before, that both views had crystalized, and
attracted numerous adherents, long before McCarthy appeared
pon the scene: that the McCarthyite view was not invented by
McCarthy; that it had, indeed, through the years in question,
both more knowledgeable and more vigorous exponents than
McCarthy; that, in a word, it had best be thought of as having
tself produced McCarthy rather than McCarthy it. Insofar as it
Is correct, then, Answer Two has the further advantage of being
correct for the whole period and not, like Number One, only for
€ years immediately following the Wheeling speech.
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1ssues nltimately capable of being talked out or, failing that,
ablﬁ of being resolved by sound scholarship, arouse in us the
- of passions that were displayed in the clash between Mc-
chyism and anti-McCarthyism.?* Millions of the persons who
: lllcd around McCarthy, I should guess, and hundreds of thou-
nds (for I do not believe there were millions) of the persons
ho rallied against him, entertained no view whatever on the
: ture of Communism, and, in any case, were not about to be
ving in the direction of civil war against those who entertained
iew different from their own. In other words, our correct and
ngtusive answer, if and when we find it, will tap a dimension
a1t 'Answer Two conspicuously avoids, namely—for they were
‘a slip on my part, those words “civil war"—the civil war di-
.ension, the dimension, if you like, of mutual accusations of
ereSY And having said that, I can venture the following thesis:
» ultimate crime of which McCarthyites and anti-McCarthy-
s were accusing one another was, make no mistake about it,
of heresy; the passions generated were, make again no mis-
ake about it, passions appropriate not to an intellectual debate
but to a heresy-hunt, and we shall not understand them, ever,
nless we bear that in mind. ‘

To which let me add, before passing on to Answer Number
hree: if Answer T'wo were correct, people would evidently be
madder today than they were in 1953, which in point of fact, as
have intimated above, they certainly are not. For the differences
ong us as to the nature and meaning of Communism are no
53 deep, no less unresolved, than in 1gpe2; nor, I feel safe in
y}hg further, have the stakes, which I repeat involve the very
survival of the United States, got any lower. The correct answer
ur question, then, must be able to explain why the clash be-
en McCarthyites and anti-McCarthyites seems not only not to
ave become sharper, but to be less sharp today than it did nine
years ago; and Answer Two cannot explain that for us. The cor-

One easily sees, moreover, why those who entertained the M
Carthyite view tended to get mad at those who entertained
anti-McCarthyite view. At least one of the two views, possikj
perhaps both of them but at least one of them, must be Wron;
intellectually incorrect, which is to say they cannot both be correg
Each of the two views, pretty clearly moreover, is pregnant wig
implications about policy, both foreign policy and interna]
curity policy, that flatly contradict the implications of the othe
so that any time a policy decision has to be made in either 4
those two areas the two groups are likely, other things beiy
equal, to array themselves on opposite sides. Nor is that all, Sing
each view, from the standpoint of the other, would commit ¢
nation to policies certain to turn out to be suicidal, we readj)
understand how and why the two groups did get mad at each othe
early in the period, and got madder and madder at each other 'y
the period progressed. For each, in the eyes of the other, was guil;
of an error of judgment so great as to seem unforgivable.

Indeed, Answer Two makes so much sense that we are tempte
to adopt it out of hand as the correct answer to our questio;
and let it go at that. Our question is answered, and we can 2
settle back in our chairs and forget about it.

I suggest, nevertheless, that we take (but hold until we ar
sure we can do better) a rain-check on Answer Two as well as o
Number One—not because Answer Two isn’t correct as far ag
goes (which I have conceded it is), but because, to me at least, ;
seems inadequate psychologically, and because its assumption
about the articulateness of American political struggles are som
what more flattering than we deserve. Concretely, I find that
Answer Two explains to me why some people got mad, but no
why so many people got mad, or why anybody—to go back t
my original form of words—got all that mad. The issue th
Answer Two insists upon is (a} for the most part an issue abou
foreign policy, and I do not believe that Americans in gener
were at any time during that period that interested in foreign:
policy, and (b) an intellectual issue, where the ultimate crim
the alleged criminals are being accused of is merely stupidity, an
I do not believe we had yet reached the day when intellectual 1
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.1 Not that intellectual issues never arouse passions. They do, but exact]y in the

{Quarters where we are taught least to expect them, namely, those of the so-called

YeXact” physical scientists, On the latter point, see Michael Polanyi, Personal

owledge: Towards a Post-Critical Philosophy (Chicago: Umvers:ty of Chicago,
58), passint.
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rect explanation, in short, must explain not only the storm, bu

1d right all wrongs, punish all iniquities. Nor is even that all.
also the apparent ensuing calm.

h:-e"day came when foreign service officers were obliged to falsify
¢ reports lest McCarthy haul them before his committee and,
: his usual techniques of insinvation and innuendo, his usual
jlingness to assume a man guilty until proven innocent, crucify
o for their alleged pro-Communist bias. Nay, still more. The
daY'Came when the foreign service could no longer attract able
¢ruits because no young man in his senses would expose him-
f'to the risks McCarthy had injected into the career of the
ign service officer; considerations alike of decency and of self-
saterest sent men of talent into other careers, Even McCarthy's
_“}brking capital,” for that matter, the scraps of so-called “in-
yrmation” that he “held in his hand” and that enabled him to
e in on his victims, came to him through violations of se-
y regulations; his very possession of them was legislative en-
achment. McCarthy, in short McCarthy every time he opened
is: mouth, upset the separation of powers equilibrium that is
ntral and sacred in the American political tradition. He upset
moreover (if we abstract from his having been a Senator not
ember of the House of Representatives), in precisely the man-
- contemplated by the Founders of the Republic, namely,
irough the workings of a demagogically-led popular move-
nent, adverse to natural rights and to the public interest, which
weeps through the country, establishes itself in Congress, finds
tself unable to accomplish its objectives because of the defen-
ve weapons the Constitution entrusts to the two other co-equal
nd coordinate branches of government—and must, willy-nilly,
eck to concentrate all power in its own hands, The McCarthy
ovement did just that, and, naturally enough, all in America
ho love constitutional government, that is, limited government,
aw in him a threat to all that they most value in the American
olitical tradition, responded to him with righteous anger, struck
ack at him as best they could. Nor, on the anti-McCarthy side
t least, is any other answer needed to the question, “Why did
cople get so mad?”

‘Here, moreover, as with Answer Two though not with Answer
'pe, the supposed issue is neat and symmetrical, that is, joined

ANSWER NUMBER THREE

The clash between McCarthy and his enemies was merely 5y
other chapter in the history of the separation and balancing g
power within the American political system. What was at isy
was neither differing views of Communism as such (the clag
might equally well have occurred over some other topic), noy
to go back to Answer One, McCarthy himself as such (although
say the proponents of this view, McCarthy had personal qualitie
that made the dispute angrier than it would otherwise have been
perhaps even innate tendencies of character that disposed him,
to play the role of hysteria-monger), since the forces opera
ing through McCarthy might equally have expressed themselve
through some other leader. The issue was, rather, that of legig
lative encroachment on the constitutional powers of the Execy
tive. For one thing McCarthy pressed the prerogatives of congres
sional investigating committees to hitherto-unheard-of-lengths-
as witness, for example, his apparent belief that those preroga
tives extended even within the sacred precincts of the nation’
universities. For another, even if we were to grant that Congres
was acting within its constitutional powers when it put the In.
ternal Security program on the statute books (even if we were
per impossible, to grant that the program did not violate the free
dom of speech clause of the First Amendment), still enforcemen
of the relevant laws was the proper business of the President an
his subordinates in the executive branch of government—with
of course, appeals where appeals might be required to the courts.
of law. McCarthy’s attempts to intervene in the dispatch of in-
dividual cases, his explicit claim that the Committee on Gov-:
ernment Operations was entitled to watch over and criticize the.
detail of internal security administration, therefore represented
congressional self-aggrandizement in its most blatant and dange:
ous form. Nor is that all. McCarthy undermined discipline in th
Executive Branch by openly inviting civil servants with tales fo.
bear to break the chain of command and come directly to him; h
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and of the American political system as traditionally under-
od, to throw his support. If McCarthy had not existed it would
e been necessary, for the sake of constitutional equilibrium,
inpvent him; and, naturally enough, the people, jealous always
the powers of that branch of government which, because closest
them in point both of time and of distance, they regard as
gliarly theirs, rallied around him. As for abuse of investiga-
pOWETS, the Supreme Court is always there to set metes and
unds for congressional commiitees, and the records contain no
upreme Court decision that rules adversely to the McCarthy
'ubcommlttee

The issue, I repeat, is neat and symmetrical, but as regards an
pswer to our question we are back, I think, to where we were
ith Answer Two. Some people no doubt got mad about legislative
ncroachment in the area of internal security, and some no doubt
pout executive defiance of the will of Congress. Both groups,
o doubt, got madder still because of the continuing dispute
ver the mature and meaning of the World Communist move-
:ent; but also no-one ever heard of anybody with a soft view of
ommunism getting worried, in those days, about executive en-
roachment, or of anybody with a tough view of Communism
(ting worried about legislative encroachment. Once again,
herefore, the suspicion arises that we are flattering ourselves;
hat is, vastly exaggerating, this time, our capacity as a people to
rk ourselves up into a fury over an issue so legalistic and in-
ectual as separation of powers. The admittedly hard-to-read
gan emblazened upon the banners of the McCarthyites, what-
‘ever it proclaimed, could not have proclaimed the principle:
All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Con-
ress of the United States. . . .” Answer Three is better than An-
swer Two in that it edges us over toward the kind of issue that
‘could breed charges of heresy not stupidity. But we do not, I
think, yet have hold of the right heresies.

in almost identical terms from the other side: The Internaj
curity Program, or Loyalty Program as it was called in its eay
days, went onto the statute books by virtue of the exercise

Congress of powers clearly vested in it by the Constitution, T
Executive Branch of government, the Department of State
particular, refused from the first moment to recognize the neg
sity for such legislation. It called its constitutionality into qy
tion, showed a complete lack of sympathy both with its ung
lying principles and its objectives, openly defied it, did eve
thing it could to frustrate the committees—the Internal Secupi
Committee in the Senate, the Gommittee on Un-American 4,
tivities in the House—Congress charged with responsibility ¢
studying and reporting upon the Communist threat. The Exec
tive withheld information from them {on the mostly Spurioyg
grounds of so-called “classification”), lied to them ad lzbztum
refused, even in the clearest cases, to act upon information pr
vided by them—or, for that matter, upon information provideq
by their great ally within the Fxecutive Branch itself, the F.B
The Executive kept in positions of high authority and honor
men who obviously could not meet the loyalty-security standards
set by the Congress. It moved—through the Truman Loyalty
Order of 1947, which arbitrarily shifted the administrative stand.
ard in loyalty cases so as to give to the individual not the govern.
ment the benefit of doubt—to emasculate the Program, starved
the security offices in the great government departments, and
mobilized against the Program not only the formidable opinion:
making resources of its bureaucracy but also those of the news
papers and the radio and television networks. Subsequently, after
McCarthy’s appearance on the scene as a sub-committee chairman;
it denied Congress’ crystal-clear right to inquire whether its
statutes were being faithfully executed. If there was encroach:
ment, then it was clearly a matter of the Executive’s encroaching
upon Congress. Congress, off at the end, had no alternative but
to raise up a McCarthy, and insist upon its right to exercise the
investigative powers needed in order to prevent the Executive
from becoming, quite simply, a law unto itself. Nor could any
man capable of grasping the clear language of the Constitution
hesitate as to where, in the interests of constitutional govern:
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TESTS FOR A CORRECT ANSWER

I have now taken up one at a time, and examined, the three
answers to our simple question that, as I put it to begin with, one
is likely to encounter in the market place of contemporary Ameri-
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ht well have begun to make itself felt (again, I stress “felt,”
for it will not necessarily have been clearly articulated), why
eople began to get mad about it at such and such a period rather
an earlier.

F;fthly, it must be an issue about which we can explain, not
{00 unsatisfactorily, why it has seemed less sharp through the
yeal's since McCarthy’s death than it did through the years pre-
eding McCarthy's death.

Now I believe, as the reader will have guessed, that I know
what the issue is, and I am going to try, in the next and con-
udmg section of the present chapter, to get it into words and
‘ t;fy" it over agamst the tests I have ]ust enumerated.

can political discussion. I have in each case found the answer eithe,
unconvincing or, insofar as convincing, inadequate; that is, ip,
capable of explaining the whole of the phenomenon that has ey,
gaged our curiosity. I should, however, be very sorry for the
reader to conclude that we have wasted our time; that is, made ng
progress whatever with our task. For we have, I like to think'_:
insofar as we have reasoned together correctly, begun to appre.
hend certain tests that a correct answer to our question my,
be able to meet, namely: :

First, it must point to an issue deep enough to possess what:
for lack of a better term, we may call genuine civil war potential,
an issue capable, therefore, of being mentioned in the same
breath with the slavery issue, the Loyalism issue during the
American Revolution, and the issue (about which, let me say,
we know all too little) posed, very early in our history as a na.
tion, by the Alien and Sedition Acts. _

Second, it must be an issue that large numbers of people are
capable of grasping with hooks that are not precisely those of the
intellect—an issue capable, I am tempted to say, of being grasped
intuitively, of being felt as well as thought. “As well as,” mind
you, not “rather than,” for I do not wish to imply that it must
be an issue not susceptible of being put into words, or an issu
that wholly eludes rational discussion.

Thirdly, it must be an issue that, somewhere along the line,
calls for an act, though not I should think necessarily a con-
scious act, of moral choice on the part of the man who “takes
sides” on it. That is why I have stressed that one of its chara
teristics is that of not lending itself to resolution merely by sound
scholarship, or to being just plain “talked out”—to a point where
all may agree because all objections, on one side or the othe
have been met and answered. That notion we may now refine a
little by adding that it must be an issue that we would expect to’
be “talkable-outable,” if I may put it so, only amongst men who
move in their talk from common or at least reconcilable moral-
premises.

Fourthly, the issue must meet certain historical tests or requir
ments. We must be able to see why, as a matter of history, it
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THE CORRECT ANSWER

Let us go right to the heart of the matter. By the late 1950,
at is, by the end of the second decade after the Communist
'olution, every free nation in the world, whether it realized
r not, faced the following question: Are we or are we not
gbing to permit the emergence, within our midst, of totalitarian
movements? Every free nation, in other words, was by that time
alre ady confronted with evidence that efforts would in due course
be: made to call such movements into being, that such efforts
would be strongly supported from the home bases of the existing
talitarian movements, and that those efforts could, to some
extent at least, be encouraged or discouraged by the action of its
own government, Most free nations, to be sure, chose to ignore
hat evidence, and did not pose to themselves the question I have
nafhcd, not even in some more cautious form such as “Are we
least going to try to prevent the emergence here of the totali-
arian movements we sce flourishing in other countries?” Not
o, however, the United States. By the mid-1940’s it had on its
tatute-books an impressive array of legislation—the great names
iere, of course, are the Hatch Act, the Smith Act, and the so-
aIIed McCarran Rider—which (a) reflected a very considerable
wareness that the problem of encouraging or discouraging to-
alitarian movements existed, and called for some kind of answer,
nd (b) announced in effect: We—whatever other free nations
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d'l. change, because of two developments which, though more or
258 ‘simultaneous, we must keep rlgorously separated in our
;ﬁlﬂds First, Communism became, in the cyes of people gen-
rally, the kind of clear and present danger in the presence of
chich even the Liberals might concede Congress’ power to act.
ccond, the Liberals, pretty certainly on straight strategic grounds,
uddenly decided that they not only might but would give their
ssing to the proscription of the Communist movement as, or
nsofar as it was, a clear and present danger. ‘The original issue,
therefore, promptly disappears, since all that remains to be talked
bout is whether, or the extent to which, Communism is a clear
nd present danger. The first development, in the absence of
he second, would presumably have resulted only in redoubled
ffort on behalf of a course of action already decided upon before
t ‘occurred (just as more firefighting equipment is called in
hén what has seemed a routine fire suddenly threatens to be-
e a conflagration). The second development, in the absence
f'_thc first (in the absence, that is, of a decision that the fire was
ot a routine fire), would merely have signalized overwhelming
iberal defeat on the original issue—which would, accordingly,
ave been decided in favor of the legislators. But the second de-
opment in the context of the first could only have the effect
piriting the original issue away, Which is what it did.

‘Now my thesis is that the issue that really divided the Mc-
arthyites and the anti-McCarthyites was, precisely, that original
ue; that once we see that to be true, everything falls into place;

that, to anticipate a little, the disappearance of that original
ue was, any way you look at it, a major national misfortune,

id it remains for me only (a) to note that that original issue is
merely an alternative statement of the issue that political phi-
losophers debate under the heading “the open society,” 12 (b) to
show that things do, once we recognize that as the issue at stake
een the McCarthyites and the anti-McCarthyites, fall neatly
Place, and (c) to make clear why I regard its eclipse as a

‘major national misfortune.”

States entitled to impose disabilities upon an emergent ‘politie
movement deemed undesirable even if it is not a clear and prese
danger?” or, variously, “Is there anything in the Gonstitution-
in the American political tradition that prevents American gg
ernment or American society from announcing: We intend:
proscribe such and such ‘political’ opinions; to that end we j
tend to persecute those opinions, that is, to place the price’
holding them—not expressing them, but holding them--so hj
that people will be forced to avoid them or, if they have alrey
adopted them, to abandon them?” Up to that moment (or thg,
moments) what debate there was was a matter of the legislators 5
swering that question in the affirmative and the Liberals answerj
it in the negative. While after that moment (or those momep
the debate shifted to the very different question: “Is the Unig
States entitled to strike at a body of opinion which constityg
a clear and present danger?”, which question, because of the afos
mentioned shift on the part of the Liberals, almost everyon
the legislative majority and the Liberals alike, was suddenly j
swering in the affirmative. The original issue, in other wor
simply disappeared, and, we may safely add, has hardly be
heard of since.

Let me, so as to guard against any possible misundersandin'
say that over again in a slightly different way. First we get wh
amounts to the proscription of the Communist movement |
America on the grounds merely that such a movement is u
desirable in the United States, and that the proscription of 2
undesirable movement is clearly within the power of Congress
clearly, and without any complications about impairment:
“freedom of speech” or “clear and present danger.” The Libera
oppose the proscription, on the grounds that Congress has n
power to proscribe—unless, just possibly, in the presence of
clear and present danger. A debate gets under way that, h3
the terms not changed, would have had to be decided one w:
or the other, yet could not have been decided one way or tl
other without (as I shall argue more concretely in a momen
what each party to the debate regarded as the very gravest impIi.
tions as to the nature of our constitutional system. But the tefm

VL]

2See below, Chapter Six.
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Let me put it this way: All political societies, all peoples, |
especially I like to think our political society, this “people of
United States,” is founded upon what political philosophers ¢;
a consensus; that is, a hard core of shared beliefs. Those belje
that the people share are what defines its character as a politi¢
society, what embodies its meaning as a political society, wh
above all perhaps, expresses its understanding of itself as a po)j
cal society, of its role and responsibility in history, of its ve
destiny. I say that is true especially of our political society §
cause in our case the coming into existence as a people, a g
tain kind of people with a certain conception of its meaning a
responsibility, takes place right out in the open for all to s
takes place unshrouded by the mists of remote history or the
hazes of possibly inaccurate legend. “We,” cries the people of ¢
United States at the very moment of its birth {(and we should Fg
grateful to John Courtney Murray for having recently remind
us of the fact®), “We,” cries the American people at that m
ment, “hold these truths.”” That is, “we"” believe there is such
thing as Truth, believe that the particular truths of which Truth
is made up are discoverable by man’s reason and thus by our re
son, recognize these truths as those to which our reason and that
of our forebears have led us, and agree with one another to holj
these truths—that is, to cherish them as ours, to hand them dowii
in their integrity to our descendants, to defend them against be.
ing crushed out of existence by enemies from without or ¢
rupted out of all recognition by the acids of skepticism and d
belief working from within,

Now, such a consensus, conceived of as a body of truths actu:
ally held by the people whose consensus it is, is incomprehensible
save as we understand it (in Murray's phrase) fo exclude ideas
and opinions contrary to itself. Discussion there is and must b_ef,_
freedom of thought and freedom of expression there are and must
be, but within limits set by the basic consensus; freedom of
thought and freedom of expression there are and must be, but not
anarchy of thought or anarchy of expression. In such a society

1o means are all questions open questions; some questions in-
olve matters so basic to the consensus that the society would, in
[ating them open, abolish itself, commit suicide, terminate its
ence as the kind of society it has hitherto understood itself
pe. And it follows from that, as August follows July, that in
ch'a society the doctrine according to which all questions are
a questlons including, for example, the question as to the
erlts of Communism, is itself one of the excluded beliefs—one
. the beliefs that are excluded because they involve, on the face
¢them, denial of the consensus that defines the society and sets
one and character. And, having said that, we can get down
ses. What the McCarthyites distrusted and disliked and got
about in the anti-McCarthyites was the at first explicit then
t contention: We in America can’t do anything about the
0mmunists because America is a society in which all questions
open questions, a society dedicated to the proposition that no
in particular is true, a society, in Justice Jackson's phrase,
hich no one can speak properly of an orthodoxy—over against
hich any belief, however immoral, however extravagant, can be
eclared heretical and thus proscribed. And what the anti-McCar-
y:tes distrusted and disliked and got mad about in the McCar-
yites was the at first explicit and then tacit contention: Amer-
is not the kind of society you describe; the First Amendment
es not have that meaning; America is a society whose essence
ill to be found in the phrase “We hold these truths”; it can
efore proscribe certain doctrines and beliefs, and in the pres-
ce of the doctrines and beliefs of the Communists it cannot
sitate: it must proscribe them, and preferably long before they
ve had an opportunity to become a clear and present danger.
Mareover, the McCarthyites knew, instinctively if not on the
el of conscious articulation, that the anti-McCarthyites had
od reason (long after they had dropped their principled op-
position to the internal security program) for continuing their
position to it in the courts of law, for continuing to provide
most expensive of expensive legal talent for its so-called vic-
tims, and this quite regardless of whether or not they were so
fituated as to constitute a clear and present danger—had geod
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18 See especially the opening pages of his We Hold These Truths {New York:
Sheed and Ward, 1g61).
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reason because in their hearts they believed that no measy,
ought to be taken against the Communists at all. And the ay,
McCarthyites knew that the McCarthyites, for all their wiljj;
talk of clear and present danger, had good reason for carry;
the persecution of the Communists further, at every OPPOrtunit
than the clear and present danger doctrine called for; they j
lieved in persecuting the Communists not because they were dy
gerous but because, from the standpoint of the consensus, the
doctrines were wrong and immoral. Each group understood
other perfectly, and each was quite right in venting upon t
other the fury reserved for heretics because each was, in the &
of the other, heretical.

It is I repeat unfortunate for us all that the issue, once join
did not stay joined, and that the question became so confus
that each of the two groups emerged from the McCarthy per;
under the impression that it had won—the McCarthyites becay
they got the persecution of the Communists that their und
standing of the American consensus demanded, the anu-Mc(}
thyites because the persecution went forward with the incan
tions appropriate to the clear and present danger doctrine. Wh
unfortunate? Because until that issue is decided we no more y
derstand ourselves as a nation than a schizophrenic understan
himself as a person-—so that, again in Murray’s words, the Am
ican giant is likely to go lumbering about the world in ignoran
even of who and what he is. And because—dare 1 say it?-n
time around, people are going to get a whole lot madder.

Chapter 4

Freedom of Speech in America

[ am often asked whether I am “for” or “against” freedom of
ech, or what I understand to be the Conservative position on
edom of speech, or whether in my view freedom of speech is
efensible,” and should be defended, “on principle.” ‘They are
“happy” questxons because I doubt whether the freedom of
eech “issue,” as Mill for example stated it in the Essay, is a
genu_me, non-spurious, issue, Rather, it seems to me that most
rguments about freedom of speech are really arguments about
some; prior question, which once resolved to the satisfaction of
disputants would be the end of the matter. But if I must an-
fe’f{the foregoing queries, my answer would have to take the

Temperamentally, like most Conservatives, I happen to be a
an who in any given situation would always favor letting every-
dy have his “say”—temperamentally, I repeat, which is to say,
t on principle but partly out of a selfish wish to satisfy my
riosity about what there is to say on whatever question hap-
ns to be up. This is partly because of some terrible anarchic
ing 'way down inside me that always puts me, instinctively, on
side of the pillow-throwers and against the umpire, on the
de of the freedom-riders (even though I disagree with themj)
ainst the Mississippi sheriff, on the side of George Washington
against George III—and therefore on the side of the let-em-speak
ntingent against the censors and silencers. In that sense, I am
or” freedom of speech,

'Agaln, where what is in question is freedom of speech in a
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