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enough Americans must look past options, briefings, ?.Omvmswomow -
to mwmm what is being done in their name, and to refuse 8& M coom-
plices. They must recognize, and force the Ocsmw@mm mw ! Mmrmmmm.
. ition that the U.S. must s :

to act upon, the moral proposi . st stop <

i ina: ther the lives we hav :

eople in Tndochina: that nei / st mor the

m.;&w we have taken, give the U.S. any right to QM&&.:E@.@WH fi

: and airpower who shall govern or who shall die in

Cambodia, or Laos.

THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF OFFICIALS IN A
CRIMINAL WAR

This is a somewhat expanded version of a lecture originally deliv-

~ered at the Community Church, Boston, Massachusetts, on May 23,
1971; footnotes, some reflections, and, of course, all dire
1o the Pentagon Papers, have been adde
“expected, considerahi
.«mnmzm\. it included,

ct references
d. The audience was, as | had
y older than the college audiences | had been
though | had not foreseen this, a number of
refugees from Nazi Germany. Partly because 1 felt it would be my
last speech for a while—-the disclosure of the Pentagon Papers was

~expected shortly—1 chose to talk about some personal aspects that
F'had not addressed before,

-+« » In the final analysis I myself determined the degree of my iso-
lation, the extremity of my evasions, and the exteni of my igno-
rance . . ., Whether I knew or did not know, or how much or how
little T knew, is totally unimportant when I eonsider what horrors T
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page of glory in our history
is never to be written,
—Heinrich Himmler
Address to $.S. commanders, October, 19432

Wheoever fights monsters sho
" not become a monster. An
also looks into you.

ought to have known about and what conclusions would have been
natural ones to draw from the little T did know. Those who ask me
are fundamentally expecting me to offer justifications. But 1 have none.
No apologies are possible.

which has never been written, and which

The ordinary party member was being taught that grand policy was
much too complex for him to judge it. Consequently, one felt one was
being represented, never called upon to take personal responsibility
The whole structure of the system was aimed at preventing conflicts
of conscience from even arising, :

—Albert Speer, Inside The Third Reich!

uld see to it that in the
process he doe
d when you look into an abyss, the mg\mm

—Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evilt

I find myself, in recent months. thinki

| : , » thinking a great deal ab
.OQMEEJ\ in the 1930°s and 1940’s. T have mmw oow%mmmm EQQMM
Mmm v.rHS try to define the responsibilities of the citizens and
@sowm M Mmmomﬁmoo:bg\ in terms related to the German experi-

5 an i i

s nd myself doing this not as a Jew but as an Amer-
A One ﬁ.vm the first times that T felt challenged in just this way
| Mﬁm a _Hm&m more than a year ago, when I was invited, in the
:spring of 1970, to a conference in Washington sponsored by ten

m
OOHM ressmen on ﬁHw@ mﬂ.—u_mwﬁ_w Cm e(mﬂ OHHE@M m.—wnw m 114 uP:me 1can
OOEMOHQBQQ.

" On the second day of the conference, I looked
“large seminar table of

“What no one seemed to notice,” said a colleague of mine, a philolo-:
gist, “was the ever widening gap, after 1933, between the government
and the people: Just think how very wide this gap was to begin with,
here in Germany. And it became always wider. You know, it doesn’t
make people close to their government to be told that this is a people’
government, a trize democracy, or to be enrolled in civilian defense, or
even to vote. All this has little, really nothing, to do with knowing:
one is governing. :

“What happened here was the gradual habituation of the peopl
little by little to being governed by surprise; to receiving decisions
deliberated in secret; to believing that the situation was so complicaté
that the Government has to act on information which the people could:
not understand or so dangerous that, even if the people could under
stand it, it could not be released because of national security. An
their sense of identification with Hitler, their trust in him made
easier to widen this gap, and reassure those who would otherwise hav
worried about it. ; p .

“This separation of government from the people, this widening. tential def : . . )
the gap »o%w place so mm_.mmzm:% and so me:%sz each step &wmcmmwm. : endant in a war cr Th

{perhaps not even intentionally) as a temporary emergency measur
or associated with true patriotic allegiance or with real social purposes
And all the crises and reforms (real reforms too) so occupied ‘th
people they did not see the slow motion underneath, of the wholk
process of the Government growing remoter and remoter.” :

—Milton Mayer, They Thotught They Were Free*:

hat has been very orm:msmwum to me ever since,

.. The reason that I felt that way should be obvious from
background—service in the Marines, the Defense De mﬁEmEW
he State Department, service in Vietnam, the Rand OQHu orati o
In the year since that conference, I've been involved :,% a Hmmﬂ.
many teach-ins, especially since the invasion of Cambodia mm:m&
_even more since the invasion of Laos. The audiences at ,Emmo

Most of you know what it means when 100 corpses lie
when 500 corpses lie there, or when 1000 corpses lie there. To ha
gone through this and—apart from a few exceptions caused by hum
weakness—to have remained decent, that has made us great. That'i

8 Quoted in Raul
967), page 648,
*New York, 1966, p. 89.

See W ﬁ._::mh and the \»:umq fcan Consc ence =] 0
1
: sl at !
s HZ w Y

Hilberg, The Destruction of the European jews (Chicago
!

1 New York, 1971, pages 19, 113, 33.
2 Chicago, 1966, page 66.

T C k, 1970). F
War Crimes and My Lai,” ommmm ﬁwxgmm. o m
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various colleges were made up almost mﬁ.r.&v\ me young Hmmwﬁm.
Which is to say, people who view that list of jobs that I have
held as extremely discreditable. They see the .émH that aﬂmﬁ mmw
still carrying on as criminal, as well as brutal, ErE:.msp oﬁﬂ y
unjustifiable—as 1 do now—and they nave never seen it any other
éﬂmmrmn I first began to face these audiences, and 1 éoﬁﬁ r%.mﬂ
the person introducing me begin to run through EM é.?_un e umy
of my past associations, one by one, my rmmﬁ. sﬁ& sin Awm.
each sentence, while the atmosphere in the auditorium got colder
and colder.

i lowing questions -
It mav seem less difficult to answer the m&. s
for an mW&m:om of older people than for the typical college audi--

ence: How could it be that our country has for the last ten years

—twenty years would be more accurate—remained engaged Mﬂ ..
the brutality of our policies in Indochina? How could our lead-"

ers—honored and respectable men—have involved us so _o.bm in
this hopeless butchery? How could we have let them, with so
little protest?

But even if these questions seem less Hﬁmmmbm to an oEmH..”.
audience, to those who have lived through this war and even®

worse wars in their adult lives, I think they deserve close at

tention. We are too likely to dismiss them just because they are.

painful, not because the answers are really obvious.

The Germans face a somewhat diflerent question: “How coul
we have allowed such an obvious gang of ow.mnwsm_m to rule o<%
us for so long and to do the things they did?” They can reply.

to their own young people: “Well, it was the Nazis’ oﬁawuﬁ.
willingness to use terror against us—on their oga.ﬂ @aowumlw_. &
the answer. We could do nothing except at the risk of our lives

we were prevented from knowing any of the truth by a totally.

'y
censored press, eteetera.”

But as Americans, we don't have so easy an explanation. To.

inted out, “It is well
begin with, as Townsend Hoopes has pointe ,
MMMMEUE that the advisors [of Presidents Kennedy and John
son] were widely regarded when they entered moe.mEEmbﬁ_..
among the ablest, the best informed, the most humane and If

: " THE RESPONSIBILITY OF OFFICIALS IN A CRIMINAL WAR
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eral men who could be found for public trust. And that was a
true assessment.”
I must say that T think it’s necessary to do what Townsend
oopes does not do: to reexamine his judgment of these indi-
viduals—and of the Eastern FEstablishment from which they
largely were drawn, whose values and perspectives they truly
represented—in the light of what we now know they have done
over the last decade. But this reexamination will not give us

_the excuse that their values greatly differed from those of large

parts of the population.

- So the question remains: How could such respected, “humane,
liberal” people—and through them, all of us—have been involved
in the burning of villages; herbicides; defoliation; torture; the
creation of millions of refugees; air and ground invasions; and
the dropping of over six million tons—six megatons, they would
say at the Rand Corporation—of explosives from the air, and

wbogo:p.x:,.m:ouacuw% artillery shells, on the people of Indo-
china since 1965?

' This is not a question I addressed in carlier talks: neither in

general nor in specific personal terms. In these speeches I con-

“tentrated on what lay ahead in the Vietnam War and what

might be done to stop it. I happened to think, and still do, that
lot of war lies ahead; so there was enough to say about that.

And I have not talked about personal experiences at all.

-But this is the first time I've been invited to give a “sermon”

—and it will probably be the last speech Tl be giving for some
me—so I felt, as I was thinking about it this moming, that I do

want to relate this to personal experiences.

As my background indicates, I cannot view the question of

he responsibility of officials from the perspective of someone

who has held himself aloof from what the government was
oing, much less of one who can say that he had opposed this

war or seen through it from the beginning. On the contrary. So,

ather than address the question as an outsider, T think it is better
or me to do what a few Germans after the war were led to do.
Hrmﬁ is to think very hard—as Albert Speer put it to himself as

m.:rmmmg of the Cold War in indochina,” Foreign Affairs, July, 1970, page 611.
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he began his memoirs back in 1945—about how it cosﬁmwmww
taken me so long to see the wrongness of what we Mﬁm mzomw“
and to make some guesses about my colleagues and sup
" Momun%a of very few Americans as yet s.&m.v have really Hoomw
fronted that question closely. And I think it is not too mmmvwrm
do so, even though the war is so.mvoéwtwmom:mm some o he.
officials now in office are as “liberal, as _Bme:m, as mwﬂ MEWE :
had in the past, with assistants as oodwn&:ﬁwoﬂm as | é‘mm e wwmﬁm |
them, and they are still continuing the war. Still wmmm_wm%m et
well, still lying and killing, And I think ﬁ.rm% ME os ° ﬁrm.
them are likely to continue this for a long time, for many e . . ton fo
in the past, unless we develop new standar s it ﬁm.cmg us that there were simply 10 limits to what o o
both for then H& f ; mm?mm in our relation to them. So I~ ~missible for a United States President to order and carry out
"l ot wat mm% onmcaw to do it; let me begin and ask my- - -—without consulting Congress or the public—once he deter.
T b e g w M d to me u : ~mined that the stakes were sufficiently high. We emerged from
o E:Wmm o m.om. ammé could we . . . P T think: “that education potentially a very dangerous nation.

e ﬂom mw.m.ﬁmm wﬁ to an event we all remember, i . There is an idea that fascinated Dostoevski’s Ivan Karamazov:
the answer goes bac Hmw% same month when, unknown to me ¥ God does not exist, then everything is permitted. To fhe rrr
and most A H.,.Em émwu Mwm Minh proclaimed the Democratic years after 1941, Americans learned: Hitler exists, therefore everty-
and Bo.mw >Em:om:w“ .Mr himself as leader: a status recognized thing is permitted. There was no limit at alloae 1omng o
by e former Emperor nd by the French. We remember Au our own actions—to what one could justifiably do against such
o mo_.u.:.ﬁ. MM%%HS. ‘ it Sv,\wm the month in which the United ~an enemy: one who threatened our existence, who used deception
gust, 1945, instead, WMONMMM with an unprecedented act of geno ‘and terror, who s topped at nothing-ome who cavrind oo eption
States mﬁ%&.m <M9, r of the sun on the people of Hiroshima each more terrible than the last. Fven before se loamed of o
o mwcﬁaﬂ fourteen, some uneasiness about oné “nearly complete destruction of the European Jews, we knew that

e o Em.mrm ve mﬁm“ma lack of uneasiness in the “twenty million Russians were dying in that war, and not in gas
e oomen mMmle mwammm@:w Harry Truman. I remembe chambers. The Japanese, meanwhile, had attacked us directly. So
announcement by Md,:. he ms:wap:omm in a euphoric tone th t seemed very clear in fighting such enemies—in fighting for one’s
his Mo_.ﬁowwohowwmmmwwmwmmmﬁ of the United States in using thi ife—that secrecy, deception of the m:vmo&obmaﬁgmgmm%\ﬁ.
W%Mow Mo mm<m>8maomum<mmm:&ﬂommmwrméwﬁmﬁ%?%

. ..mmanoomaosqmmom&woéﬂmaﬁmmmxmncmﬁuBog.b.mmmomomm:
I had a feeling that this was a decision that would better hav ‘resources, and the use of absolutely unlimed violeney ooy A

ad a fee |
cmmmgmmmngmamr.

o ustified, even required.

the background to that lack of angui ! Albert Speer tells us he has no doubt that if Hitler had been

. On the Hoﬁrm.q o%mﬂ@qu% lived mr_.oﬂmr that war. Although th given the atom bomb, he would have used jt against England. But

E.n w:owd”wu% M&. begin a new era i the technical capabilities o we have no doubt what we would B s ol
“MHWW out mankind, that event was not in itself totally un

precedented by the usual quantitative standards which we used,
then as now, to measure such achievements: the body count.
As a matter of fact, the atom bomb did not kill as many people
as the fire raids on Tokyo, during a period of a day or two earlier
that year. Those raids created a firestorm: people who took
refuge in the canals were boiled alive; the asphalt in the streets
boiled; and the city of Tokyo was destroyed. And that holocaust
- 'had been preceded by similar ones: the firestorm in Dresden;
- the firestorm in Hamburg; and the raids which were comparably
destructive on Cologne and Berlin.

 These were things that we had been doing for several years,
That period was an educational process for the United States:

bomb, since we did get it, and used ijt.
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All of this created a supreme experience for many Americans,
but particularly for officials close to the President. Their role had
come to seem absolutely central in the world. Randolph Bourne
said during the First World War, of which he was a lorely
opponent: “War is the health of the state.” But that is not true
of all the branches and institutions of the State. The role of
Congress, for example, is much diminished, and so is that of the
courts and of the press. War is the health of the Presidency, and
of the departments and agencies that serve it, the Executive
branch. In no other circumstances can the President and his
officials wield such unchallenged power, feel such responsibility
and such awful freedom.

So what we learned--especially members of the Executive—in "
those four years from 1941 to 1945 was how exhilarating, in a’
certain sense, it was to have an opponent like Hitler, if one were’
to have an opponent at all. And we have not lacked for opponents,
in the thirty years since 1941, as our officials took on what they
perceived to be the challenge and responsibilities of leading half
the world.

But in the last quarter of a century, Hitler has not existed, so
it has been necessary to invent him. And we have invented Hitler
again and again. Stalin made a plausible one; Mao, somewha
less so. Even Fidel Castro, Ho Chi Minh, Nasser, and other
nationalist leaders of obstreperous former colonies have taken on iy
the guise of Hitler in the eyes of various Western powers seekin - This happened to be an
to Em&swmg their rule, roéwéu exaggerated the w%mmw may have Marine in mmZ avy troopship %MNEWMW MMMQMMH?WH Qmmm@u o 8
seemed to their own allies. Thus, Eisenhower, hoping to keep: . g Americans from
the French fighting in 1954 by united U.S./UXK. support, sug
gested to Churchill that the challenge posed by Ho Chi Minh
at Dien Bien Phu—for example, to British interests in Malaya—
was equivalent to that of Hitler in the Rhineland or at Munich

. Eden and Churchill-men of some authority on the dangers of
m@.ﬁmmmogmswuiam?w@m to rise to this rather blatant a m.w& to
- their own past. .m%a deprecated Dulles’ warnings of Eﬂmm mili-
. mev\mm:nw mﬁumzﬁoﬂmﬁ potential and rejected, almost curtly, both
the nalogy and linkage of the security of French interests in
ndochina to those of the British in Malaya: “French cannot lose
the war between now and the coming of the rainy season how-
. ever wm.&u\ m:wv\ may conduct jt”; mmmﬁﬁ.um to the rest of South
east w»m_mv [Eden] said the British were confident that they h nm
the situation in Malaya in hand . . , He said there was no W Hw 1
- between Indochina and Malaya. . . . Eden said there %mm MW:M,.

ously a difference in the United St ) ;
_estirnates and thinking , . .78 ed otates and the United Kingdom

John Foster Dulles was so offend i
. . : ed by their skeptici
diplomatic relations were strained, But only two v\mmamw H“.Mwamm_mmh

convinced himself that the destruction of ; .
and the invasion of the Canal Zo n of Port Said from the air

because he was fighting an Arab

If I may refer again to history; we failed to halt Hirohite, Mussolini
and Hitler by not acting in unity and in time. That marked the be
ginning of many years of stark tragedy and desperate peril. May it ng

At any rate, in that i i
3 case it was Eisenhower, no
be that our nations have learned something from that lesson? . , .7 lingon 5 syt

fus —
‘tused to act—or even to tolerate our allies’ acting—on a specious

7 President Fisenhower, letter to Prime Minister Churchill, April 4, 1954 (PP

g
|, oa). Eden to Ambassador Aldrich, April 6, 1934 (PP, 1, 477);

25,1954 (PP, 1, 478). Eden to Dulles, April



Todd
Highlight

Todd
Highlight

Todd
Highlight

Todd
Highlight

Todd
Highlight

Todd
Highlight

Todd
Highlight

Todd
Highlight

Todd
Highlight

Todd
Highlight


284 PAPERS ON THE WAR

analogy between a local challenger and the global threat posed
by Hitler.

I do not want to imply that my own attitude was purely skep-
tical and critical of these official perceptions in the filties. I was
against the bombing of civilians—whether in World War I or
later—or nuclear threats, or pushing around small countries. Still,
between 1954 and 1957, I would have been glad to use my Marine

training wherever the President directed; and in October of 1956,

there was some uncertainty whether that might be against Tsrael
or Egypt. (As our troopship steamed toward the southeastern
corner of the Mediterranean at the outset of the crisis, 1 was
assigned—as a battalion operations officer—to draw up an am-
phibious landing plan for Haifa, while my partner made one fo
Alexandria. It would have gone much worse for our battalion
we supposed, if we had had to use mine. )

Even carlier, I had come to believe substantially all the Cold
War premises, which linked nearly every “crisis”® ultimately to.
our confrontation with the Soviet Union, and identified that with

the challenge we had faced before and during World War 1L

If T accepted then an official American interpretation of events’
that now seems, at best, ideological and misleading, it was not

because I had grown up as a conservative. My ambition, fro

late high school through most of my college years, had been to.
be a labor organizer or union economist. Nor had my thinking
been influenced by Senator McCarthy. But what McCarthy and’
his fellow thugs were exploiting, in fact, was in part a credibility

gap that had opened on the Left in those same yeats.

Just as conservatives had lost both credit and confidence in the
Depression, and “isolationists” likewise with Pearl Harbor~two
developments that weakened Congress in its later relations with
the Executive—much of the Left suffered similarly in the late

forties from reflexes that led to an implausible and apologeti

stand with respect to Stalin’s actions. My own political awareness

did not begin much before the Truman Doctrine—when I was
junior in high school—and as I read the news in subsequent y ;

of Czechoslovakia, the Berlin blockade, political trials, Korea, and

uprisings in East Europe, official U.S. Government interpretations

_ ¢ startling remark to hear at that tim

‘. among strategic anal

-countries in the 1930’s. This had

“the basis of the trials of the maj
‘me with a strong sense of wh

“cific tactics and techniques that Hitler had use
take over territories such as the Rhineland, Au
....Hmsmv and the rest of Czechoslovakia ép.%mzﬁ
happened, it was just while T was giving

‘Khrushchev, who in many ways looked very d

..:.os\m: Lecture, The L
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simply came, increasingly,

to seem i .
than those of “radical” more plausible and reliablo

ozd.as&ommmmm@mmm. i i
han . oviet foreign policy.
M ) ﬁmamw MOM that the range of avajlable mnwmﬂmeSmoummeEom\m
voww : M m@w ._unommmw!mzoﬁ.sm for great ,&Swmﬁ.wg toward
! Sides—as it is for students today.)
n
Lo HMM%mmMM %aMme at NWMPH% a consultant in 1958, I recall
! cague who later became a close f ;
, : . . . riend say,
mmwwzmao:mmmoﬂ moEwm_.Em Adlai Stevenson’s foreign policies an
owers, “I'm more of a Truman man, myself.” It was a
: e—Democrats didn’t talk
: alk much
: MWOME M.En.pms msuv\:_oww!mwm I remember thinking to myself, in
: gnition: That's what I am! It was, in fact, a common m.&ﬁrmm

- greatly. ysts at Rand; we admired Dean Acheson

The followin

. spring of 19 ;
~lie lectures in Soniong 0 1959 was the occasion of my

Boston before this one. Th
. ese were th
Lectures that I gave when 1 was a Junior Fellow MM mmm e

. rvard,
_..%Mwm MMWMMM Num Hw.m m:fm MW O_.Acmqn,&.c,;. The first was ommmmwamamw
- ractice of Blackmail.”® i i
interested in the abstract analysi § o 2 econotic iy

making. But 1 happened fo have of bargaining and decision-

e chosen, for m
. ut 1 : ) Yy concrete ex-
mples, Hitler's blackmail of Austria, Czechoslovakia, and other

led me to read almost all of the
berg Documents, which formed
or ZMNM war criminals. They left
. : at evidence looks like at i
MM Mwmwﬂmmmmmﬁbmn the peace and crimes against v:hmmp.gm MMM
at the documentary record of decision-makine i :
. : -making in -
.M.EM war looks like. (It looks like the Pentagon wmwmam.m% wesres
ut what T was mainly interested in at the time were the spe-

d s0 mmwoﬁéa\ to
stria, the Sudeten-
firing a shot. As it
these lectures that
ifferent from Hitler,

Rand Corporation, Santa Mons i i
owell Institute, delivered Ewﬁmﬂmmowmp_wmmw:_m. July, 1968,

last pub-

ten volumes or so of the Nurem

"Rand P-3883, The
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and who was different, was making threats about our access 0
Berlin that sounded uncannily similar to the threats 1 was ana-
lyzing that Hitler had made to President Hécha of Czecho-
slovakia.l? :
The previous summer 1 had le
posed plans of the Russians to build up a huge miss
which would have the capability of wiping out our retaliatory”
force. It looked very much—especially in the Air Force intelli-
gence estimates supplied to Rand—like a crash effort to acquire
a nuclear superiority, either to back up the kind of blackmail
strategy that Hitler had used or even 1o Jaunch a
Iike attack. Now we were hearing Khrushchev say,
1959: “Your generals talk of maintaining your position in Berlin:
with force. That is bluff. If you send in tanks, they will burn ATl
make no mistake about it. If you want war, you can have it,
remember, it will be your wat. Our rockets will fly automatically
At this point, I was ready to believe that Khrushchev, with all
his differences, might eventually be led not only to sound like
but to act like mmﬁwm_ﬁ!mmaoamlu\ if he were encouraged by any
weakness or irresolution on our part to believe that the United
States was, in President Nixon’s recent phrase, «
mwmﬁ.r_v: That same month, June, 1959, I went to
poration as a permanent employee. From 1959 to 196
with my colleagues at Rand, I threw myself into the effort 10
defend the Unpited States against cither threats or surpris
by reducing the vulnerability of our retaliatory forces an
Presidential command and control system. .
Thus, although 1 had been only seven at the time it occurre
the example of Mumnich became as lively a &ﬁ&& for me as

arned at Rand about the sup-
ile force;

132 alon

3

1 Lecture entitied

from my Lowel
hn's On The

4 in Herman Ka

rs coarcion of Hacha,
7 is reproduce
403-407.

unt of Hitler
| Uses of Madness,
(Princeton, 1960},
shchev b morning of one of my
tures, 1o the effect: #your Western afficials keep speaking of Munich. But th
difference now from Munich is that 1 am not Hitler.” 1 cited his remark tha
afternoon, commenting: “Of course,
didn’t feel called on to point out that

12 The “missile gap” predictions were disproven by intelligence in the fali
1861—not earlier, as often supposed—and the Berlin threats subsided soon af
wards, 1o reappear briefly just before the Cuban missile crisis in 1962.

18 My acco
#The Politica
nuclear War,

11| remember Khru

"
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was for older men like Dean Acheson or McGeorge Bundy or
Dean Rusk. It was even a subject about which T knew mv\mm:
m.:ﬂomsn from my research, Likewise, the brilliant historical analy-
sis of the U.S. decision process in late 1941 by my Rand collea W@
Roberta Wohlstetter—which pointed me toward my own _mmﬁmp.

éomw on crisis decision-making—made Pear] Harbor seem a vivid
NH .Hw_@awi memory. Her study, Pearl Harbor: Warning and
. Decision, had great influence on our sense of what could hap-

pen without effective warning, as we read those Air Force in-

. telligence estimates and studied the vulnerability of B-52’s in their

bases.
The prospect that we might ever be in the position .of the

..MQ.BW& or ﬁrm. Japanese—say in Norway or Manchuria—rather
- than that of their opponents, was far from my mind. But another

memory from Harvard comes back to me these days. In 1953-54

ras T Emﬁ.mm in graduate school to become an officer-candidate in
_the Marines, I had a student who was somewhat older than I
-a German who had fought in the German army when he Smmv
- seventeen. One afternoon, I remember, we got into a discussion
-~ of the Nuremberg and Tokyo trials, which he thought had been

very unfair. I brought up, among other things, the Nazis® policy

“of reprisals, the taking and killin idi
ls, g of hostages—as at Lidice—and
._9@ practice of torture. I said that these were acts for é.rm_uv
people were properly punished, in the eyes of most of the world;

they were not u.smz.mm& by war; the United States had not resorted
to m.smB as a policy, nor would it ever do so. He immediatel

replied, “That's because you've never fought guerrillas. Hrm%m\
the way you have to fight guerrillas.” And I said, “Well, I dont

.&mzmé that’s a justification; there are other ways of fighting

ﬁm%mQEmm“ as a matter of fact, and I dont believe we would do
at.”

. He came back to see me the next day. He was very serious

wrbm his .ams& arrogance was gone. He said that he had discussed
the subject with a group of other Europeans, and he wanted to

13 ;
Stanford, 1962. This study took years, and high-level intervention, to he

‘cleared for public release b
clea y the Defense Department—though i
. . H
: Bm_.:_< on the U.c_u“_n testimony of the Pearl Harbor rmm::mml_ucmﬂ :_ s _.u_mmmn_
earlier at Rand, in manuscript. was avallable
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tell me that he now thought there was moBmemm. w.: ﬁvw.nm F»om
said; he suspected there was a cultural aspect to EL#E%F m ﬂ”
that made it easier for the Germans to use Ugﬂ& methods WS
it would be for Americans. And this troubled him very much:
ing to have to think about it. . .
rmhmwwmm H%BP the French were fighting in H:moo.w:mm“ msmwmum
napalm (which we supplied, along with most of .%wn.b un: Mmﬁww |
the war) and also torture. But I knew little &.uocﬁ tl mmﬁw st
that same year, in May, 1954, I was on m Z_E.E.m &Hw mm L
Quantico when our drill sergeant told us: MoE. rifles ad better |
be clean, because Dien Bien Phu just fell” We rmmb..n seen a
newspaper for a month, so that didn’t mean Hﬁﬁow to Mmmu mﬁ%émm |
our rifles were always clean. Vice President Zﬁoﬁ ha mwz C " .
ing for the use of American ground troops, if =mommmmm\ o% -
vent a French defeat in Indochina; Marines may even ave Moﬁ :
waiting offshore. I would have been glad to go at that ﬂmbm. : :m :
thanks to President Eisenhower, and ﬁo.m%b. and ﬁ.u msw.ow
like Lyndon Johnson, we missed an 5555.5 Om. ?&ooﬁﬂm W moOW
I believe, would almost surely have led in time .ﬁ t M %@ ma...
nuclear weapons, and to a much, BE.% m.@d@. war in the North'
than we have yet experienced in fighting in South Smgmmm. %
Instead, as T have said, we left the East Oomm.w later for e ..
vicinity of Suez; and the French went on to Emmzm. %Mmﬂm Mmmmmm
they used napalm and artillery, forced H.mr.uomﬁom...u an o:.E d
on a large scale; they even bombed a :mwmwg:nm.oows um Hv
“retaliation” for infiltration (once: we nncmmgmmm it s .&.M v\..a
I sympathized with French critics of their own ooﬂbﬂv\mmwr M !
practice of torture. Like the attack on Suez, 1 was gla Qm.
didn’t have to read in the newspapers about my countrymen doing :
mcmwmﬁw HHHMWH Americans’, my attention in the spring of 1954 émm
not focused on the fall of Tonkin, but rather on ?w fall ow .HOmM%.
McCarthy in the Army-McCarthy _ammﬁum.m nearby in émm @Dm mm |
My more recent research [discussed in “The O&mmgq@ rv\ o
on the origins of our involvement in the T.&oﬁzsm war, Wm mﬁ.
me to see the crucial relevance of McCarthy's career to our pr @mmw :
position. For the politics that McCarthy stood for did not di

" to the larger enemies hehind him that made it
- the threat of being charged with

we could have done™: ie., if he allowed a “C
to take place without his having used the

War II had placed—physically and morally—under his command.

Buckiey, Jr., on April 13, 1972, referring to the current
from the North . .

- The enemy in this instance s quite ¢
- explicitly by the Secretary of Defense.

between Kesygin and Nixon might as
Pétain,”
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with him. They included the potent charges not only that the
Democrats had “lost China” in 1949 and 1950, but that their un-
willingness to take such measures as sending advisors or troops,
or bombers, to “save” China, or to use nuclear Weapons or con-
ventional hombs against Communist China during the Korean
War, could only be explained by their willingness, if not desire,
to see the Communists win at the peril of America’s vital interests.
That inference, too, was in part a heritage of Hiroshima and
what went before it. Once it had been established that an Amer-
ican President had the right to use American airpower against a
civilian population, from then on important factions of the mili-
tary, Congress, and the public were bound to expect any Presi-
dent to use it—indeed o tell him that he must use it—whenever
our “vital interests” appeared to require it. And they could claim
that a failure to bomb this way if necessary to avert “defeat”
could only be understood as weakness or sentimentality, or possi-
bly even as treason.
Vulnerability to this indictment is one of the risks, in fact, of
defining a conflict as involving “vital interests”: and the Cold
War ideology enormously widened the realm of such conflicts.
For, after all, it has always served the purposes of the Executive
to define the €Nemy we were ?G.:m as a Hitler. Or, if that were
too implausible with respect to the immediate enemy, we pointed
more plausible;
China behind Ho Chi Minh, for example, or Russia behind Cas-
tro.!* In those circumstances, every President has knowin gly faced
timidity, or Incompetence, or
try to “lose” in a confrontation
McGeorge Bundy once put it, “all that
ommunist victory™
weapons that World

treachery, if he allowed this coun
without having done, as

1 Or, since Nixon’s China visit, Russia behind General Giap. Thus, William F,
offensive: “The blitzkrieg
be the Wehrmacht, marching into Poland. . . .
iearly the Soviet Urion, so identified quite
++« Under such circumstances the meeting

weil be a meeting hetween Hitler and

. might as wel|
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That apprehension has had a strong ommoﬂ on.m#mmawbmm_ mﬂ
cision-making ever since. And at the same ﬁE.m n. has given eacl
President a sense of unique responsibility, while it has tested his
character and powers of restraint. .
Indeed, it is not often remembered now that the most salient
issue of the Presidential campaign of 1964 was not so E:or. a.a&c
should run the war in Indochina, with respect to the decisions
about bombing in North Vietnam or using ground troops, but
more crucially, who should have his finger on the nuclear button.
Senator Goldwater openly believed in the use of ::or.wma weapons
in a wide variety of situations, including ?.m mﬂmoo.rﬁm war. He
also promised to give greater authority in Ewﬁmw.smﬂobﬁ crisis to
military advisers, many of whom shared w.a faith in nuclear
weapons. Faced with this sort of o@ﬁoamﬂ in an &mnno.n omws-
paign, many officials in the Johnson >&E::mﬂmﬁom ﬂmo_mu\. e-
lieved, in effect, that a certain amount of mmnmwﬁ,om and manipu-
lation of the Congress, the press, and the ws@ro were mamﬁm..w&
in order to protect the nation from Goldwater’s election and its
consequences. And many Congressmen, among others, saw the
situation the same way. Thus the Tonkin O:.: .wmmo“:ﬁos was
rammed through Congress without real questioning of the spe-

cious testimony for it, and the Administration’s own plans for ._

escalating the war were concealed.

In describing some events and interpretations that were widely
influential in the forties and fifties, I have suggested what I sus-

pect were central considerations in the minds specifically of senior

officials like Lyndon Johnson, Dean Rusk, McGeorge ?.5&\“ and
Robert McNamara, which significantly conditioned their view of
their role in history, of what they were permitted to do, and of

what their responsibilities were. As Howard Zinn has put it, one
of the historical legacies of Hitler has been that any depredations

5
much less awful than his have come to seem almost acceptable.®

15 \What Hitler did was to extend the already approved doctrine of indis-"

criminate mass murder {ten million dead on the battlefields of World War 1)

imi f the"
i ical end, and thus stretch further than ever Um%oﬂm.ﬂrm._:.i.ﬁm 0 :
MN_MHMMWW_MH mm::m one third of the world’'s Jews, the Nazis diminished the

horror of any atrocity that was separated by two degrees of fiendishness from
theirs.”” The Politics of History {Boston, 1971}, page 209. ;

- alternative campaign would be to erode the will of the pop
i a wider area of NVN to casualties and destruction ., . ,” [PP, 1V, 261]
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It's difficult to think of any American use of non-nuclear violence
that U.S. leaders are likely to regard as unthinkable when they
think of what Hitler did, or of what we did in World War 11, or
of what the future use of thermonuclear weapons would mean,
whether by others or by ourselves.

The obvious fact that in any given situation we could annihilate
an opponent with nuclear weapons, or even with conventional
weapons, produces an almost inevitable feeling among what
Richard Bamet calls our “national security managers” that we
cannot be doing anything so very wrong as long as we refrain
from that. As a former colleague at Rand, Konrad Kellen, has
put it to me, this attitude among high officials can go even fur-
ther: that an opponent like North Vietnam should feel gratitude
to us, and at the very least should give us the small concessions
that we are mmEmz%sm at the moment, in simple appreciation of
the fact that we have not vet unleashed the full weight of SAC
B-52s or of nuclear weapons upon his cities and population.
Such a belief may well underlie the persistent faith of our last
three Presidents that the settlement terms they were offering
Hanoi were “reasonable,” and that someda , after enough of our
discriminate bombing, the Hanoi leadership would come to recog-
nize this. The moral doubts of the security managers during a
war are also reduced by their knowledge that influential military
and political members of the Establishment are anxious to use
heavier bombing than is carrently going on.18 Having to counter
these opponents reinforces their own sense of moderation and

restraint. They can even identify their own survival in office with

the survival of the population of Indochina, or really, of most of
- the world.

Having arrived at this conclusion, there are no further moral

issues that they can see. It is obviously for the good of everyone
- that they do what they feel must be done both to avoid defeat

6 1n March, 1968, Secretary of the Air Force Harold Brown propesed an escaja-

-+ tion of the air war in which: “The present restrictions on bombing NVN would
= be lifted so as to permit bombing of military targets without the present serupu-

lous concern for collateral civilian damage and casualties. . . . The aims of this

ulation by exposing
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in Indochina and defeat at the polls, short of employing Egﬂﬁm
measures. They do not have to, and they do not, regard W hem-
selves as perfect or infallible to be confident that they are. mzm.m
than the other people who would be making these decisions i
they were not there. . .
/w\.\o might notice that these invidious comparisons are &wamﬂao
counterparts to the traditional imperial comparison, which has
the same moral function; “What we want to do in your country
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the view of tasks and goals prevailing in the Pentagon but only
the nuclear means pressed by the military. In the process, they
often moved into the position of being advocates of the feasibility
and effectiveness of non-nuclear approaches to the traditional
Cold War “challenges,” and salesmen of non-nuclear hardware, to
skeptical and reluctant military planners.

Counterinsurgency and covert warfare, “crisis-management,”

helicopters and “air cavalry”—all of these have recently been
viewed as romantic obsessions of the civilian planners; but they
had another side. It is my guess that these and other similar
projects of civilians and some military in the Kennedy and John-
son ?U._BEHQ.mmommlmbasmwsm much of our effort in Vietname
must be understood, in large part, as tactics in an argument and
indeed, struggle with much of the military and its conservative
support in Congress, the media, corporations, and the public over
the issue of basing our defense and our strategy in the Cold War
primarily on nuclear weapons. This creditable motive for pro-
posing alternatives to nuclear threats by no means greatly extenu-
ates either the delusions that came to accompany these programs
or the “conventional” violence to which they led. For in this hidden
debate, there was strong incentive—indeed it seemed necessary—
for the civilian leaders to demonstrate that success was possible
in Indochina without the need either to compromise Cold War
objectives or to threaten or use nuclear weapons. And in large
military bureaucracies, necessity is the mother of illusion—and
. brutality.

- Such concerns remained semi-covert (for it was seen as danger-

ous to lend substance to the active suspicions of military staffs

and their Congressional allies that there were high Administra-

tion officials who didu't love the Bomb) and joined with those

-discussed earlier to provide a framework of attitudes that enabled

~ “liberal, humane” individuals to carry out a war like the one in

-Vietnam. In stark terms: compared to the probable behavior, as

.‘they saw it, either of the Communist “enemy” or of their domestic

‘rivals, civil and military, any evil they might be doing seemed

- -surely to be a “lesser evil.” Thus, for example, though they have

unleashed twelve megatons of firepower on the people and ter-

is in any case better for you than what ﬁrwmm o.n.rﬁm.émdmm mo_E
your country,” where “those others” are meQ.,.m& :ﬂﬁ s, or else
local Communists, or native forces of “feudalism” or ormom —
whoever looms as a practical alternative to the hegemony being
mom%wwwmr%omm in listing these beliefs is not to mock the ow.ﬂmwm
who acted on them. In the actual own:Em.Bmo.owu such belie 8
often led to conscientious and sometimes mbmﬂmw%_. dedication
to their duties. Indeed, no other Hum;.moﬁzmbo.m in government s0
impressed me or inspired so much loyalty in me as m@namﬂmﬂ
McNamara's tireless and shrewd efforts in the eaxly sixties, _mﬂmm y
hidden from the public to this day, gradually to control the for omm
within the military bureaucracy that ?.,mmm.ma for the m:.mmw an |
use of nuclear weapons. It is no @m?mo.mﬂo.w of the serjousness
of or need for such efforts to say, with ?wmm_mrr that, in a HJFE
ber of ways they may have helped to influence Ewmw.o:: wwm.
officials to promote our wom%mmrwb Vietnam, and to their spe s
imism about our methods there. .
OmMMMM%mE% these efforts to reduce the @mbomm of our o.ﬁsu.
initiation of nuclear war were not mooogww:.ﬁ& by a @:mmﬁowﬁm.
of the premises or aims of Cold War policy—in part because t mmm.
high officials shared such premises and <&a.mm themselves, mw. .
in part because President Kennedy noBE.ﬂEomH& to them r”.
sensitivity to his own narrow margin of 5&9& and of mﬁmmﬁem.
in Congress, and the political risks of challenging the accep M
axioms of “security.” Thus, in their mc,cmmﬁ .8 escape from Hﬁ ow
near-total reliance on nuclear weapons in EESQ arsenals, % mE.
and psychology that had evolved _.Emmw mpm m_.mmuroéwa zst_..
Look” defense budgets, New Frontier officials did not challenge
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rain of Indochina, they have done so _”E such mmdﬂw%ﬂmwm HWMMMMWM

ivili i by a fraction of that fire
fewer civilians than those killed by H i
i i War,1? and far below w.

recent wars, including the Woﬁwm.: \ . . :
would have resulted from the rejected UoE._uEm ?.ommw:% %Bm
ferred and proposed by the Joint Chiefs—which, after all, define
restraint, does it not? . ]

By focusing on this “restraint,” it is unnecessary to face m.m ﬁ.mmm
tions: How many, in fact, are we killing? Who are .Hrovm ow
old are they? What had they done, for our o_m.wum_m an non”.w
manders and soldiers to sentence them ﬁ.o deatht 45%.“ mﬂm emm
doing to that country, to its society and #mmrom.s%m and its lan

i ili right do we do it

d its families? And by what righ : . .
mnH: sum, to look at a war as a fight ultimately for survival mmw.ﬁmn
an implacable and evil enemy—and E Jmow, at Mwo_uwmﬁﬂ oWBMm
that one is inhibiting the levels of violence urged by M‘w o
the public and by rivals for power—is to see that war M EEW b @
dark glass that screens out the moral &Ezwmmwomm Wbmﬁ Hmww _M now

i iew Vietnam, and to te
our officials have sought to view .
to see it. But for increasing numbers of Americans, .3 ém.morowm
Vietnam War at home, up close on a TV moﬁnﬁzu is to see
i irror: i trous things.
selves in a mirror: to find us doing mons :

We have come a long way since John .OEEU% Adams could
truly say that America “goes not abroad in mmmﬂor.cm monsters
to destroy.”® We have been in the Eoommmaomwmmrﬂﬂmwmawﬂwwﬂ.w ”

i i d a half, looking a a
without stop for a generation an : .
into the nuclear abyss. And the abyss has looked back Emmo mM_ i}

What that has meant for the oosmﬁo:mbomw.o* our o Qmw is
measured most starkly for me by the following memorandum,

17 | the language of Professor Samuel P. Huntington of Harvard:

| mparison to the Korean War the Vietnamese War rmm_ummﬂ mm,._m_.qm_wqﬂm._.wn_“
_aB.._”%mQ _umsﬁ_ undestructive conflict. In one year of fighting m-:ow > w.o najor
i in North and South Korea was virtually leveled to the maczz_.. u__rm tid-.
Mwﬂwm the only major Vietnamese city which has qmnm_<mﬂ any .__ﬂw: ke this
tment was Hué. In Korea somewhere between g.c.m.:a 3 _Mm milli Svilians
ﬁmmwmax___mm directly or indirectly by the war, The a_.w___mz mn_. mﬁ%ﬁm_:.\..mgmﬂmm
M.oém<m_. bad it may be, has been little by comparison. (No
, page 39.) . )
Mzmmémﬁmmxh._wmwmmﬁrw__mm%_mm,:mm: Ir’s The Crisis of Confidence (Boston, ._ommr.
page i18.
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which T first read in the Pentagon Papers. It was written by an
official who, from the time I first worked for him in 1964 until

Emmmmﬁrhsgmﬂ ?.?mﬁau\rﬁmmﬁimSE.mbmémbﬁmm us—totally,
precipitately—out of Vietnam;

Strikes at population targets {per se)
a counterproductive wave of revulsion ah
to increase the risk of enlarging the w
Union. Destruction of locks and dam
might (perhaps after the next Pause
studied. Such destruction does not kill
flooding the rice, it leads after time to
than a million?) unless food i
“at the conference tahle.”19

are likely not only to create
road and at home, but greatly
ar with China and the Soviet
5, however—if handled right—
) offer promise. It should be
or drown people. By shallow-
widespread starvation (more
s provided—which we could offer to do

I think that the attitudes that I have described can impel our
President, even later Presidents, to carry on this war, or other
wars like it or worse, for many more years. In fact, I think they
will do 50 unless, somehow, we as citizens demand more of them
and find a way to change these attitudes and ways of behaving.

And that probably means first changing ourselves and our own
sense of responsibility.

Let me turn to my own responsibility: not to be egocentric or

pretentious, but simply to begin where each of us should begin.
Not to be masochistic either. There is no need to search out my
statements in old memos that seem to me now most foolish, the
actions or attitudes hardest to face today; it is enough, for a start,
to look hard at the incidents of my involvement that are among
those least painful to recall—ones I like to remember as most
mimzﬂmm:m.

By the spring of 1970, when the Congressional Conference on
War Crimes took place, I had already given the information in
the Pentagon Papers to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
I did s0 out of a sense of responsibility to share with my country-
men and Government the special wmoimmmo I had acquired as

9 John T, MeNaughton, in a memo entitled “Some Observations About Bomb-
ing North Vietnam,” January 8, 1966 (PP, 1V, 43). Almost surely, McNaughton
made these comments for tactical bureaucratic reasons {see the accompanying

memo expressing his skepticism of the whole bombing strategy and the possible

need to compromise our aims in the war [PP, |V, 46-48]). But that does not make
this paragraph easier to read.
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a former Executive official and a researcher. The policies and de-
ceptions I was revealing to the Legislative branch did seem to me
to be illegal and unconstitutional, as well as both practically and
morally wrong. But to attribute “war crimes” to a participant
like myself would have seemed to me exaggerated. During that
conference, as I reflected on my own experience in Vietnam and
in Washington, I did see that [ might be answerable for it, even
in a legal sense. Yet aside from the insignificance of my influence,
so much of my participation had taken the form of reporting
failures honestly, criticizing mistakes, protesting evils, that I felt
little sense of responsibility, let alone guilt, for those failures or
evils.

For example, one of the very few policy memoranda that the
researchers of the McNamara Study found that criticized the prac-
ticality and the legitimacy of Walt Rostow’s proposals of coercive
bombing was largely drafted by me for the Defense Department
when T was still formally a consultant. Tt included my following
remarks cited in the Pentagon Papers:

Given present attitudes, applications of the Rostow approach risks
domestic and international opposition ranging from anxiety and pro-
test to condemnation, efforts to disassociate from WU.S. policies or
alliances, or even strong countermeasures. . . .

Currently, then, it is the Rostow approach, rather than the measures
it counters that would be seen generally as an “unstabilizing” change
in the rules of the game, an escalation of conflict, an increasing of
shared, international risks, and quite possibly, as an open aggression
demanding condemnation , . . [PP, 111, 201]

Strong words, for the Department of Defense; this may be the :

only passage by an official in the pages of the Pentagon Papers

that suggests the word “aggression” in connection with a possible*

American policy. { Though I notice, on reading it now, how much

its impact is attenuated by the traditional bureaucratic tactic of ;
ascribing such a “condemnation” to “domestic and international -

opposition,” rather than to objective judgment or to myself.)

And yet—it was after writing that critique that I came on as*
a full-time employee of the Defense Department—assigned to :
work on Vietnam policy! My motives, to be sure, were initially

those of an observer, a Rand social scientist interested in under-

- South, 1t should

COIPPOI, 312]

By the time | went to Saigon, 1 probably ha

““Phoenix”

. rogr instj

o cﬂ:v ogram that we institute
, 8 “counterterror teamns’

VC are charged with doing,
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standing the internal
nevertheless that of
ternal critic.

The situation that I entered in mid-1964

—amou i

mmmmcmms“mm_. Moo MsMoﬂm:.mo%“ the officials who became my col
: erling, in secrecy, to plan i ,

wage agoressive war against North JWH.@EEW wabm ooy 1o

processes of government. But my role was
4 participant, even when acted as an in-

~-as it looks to me now

¥ way to protect
d out was to vote for the incum-

wam.:mlwmsw&m& by the Wmimmob
cutive pattern over much of the last

uarter- — i
q I-century—have been g primary subject of speculation and

analysis in this book.}

Nevertheless, like
X others who opposed
too cooperated in ooﬁoommbm ﬁr@bwwmms.:moEo e plass, 1

, took part, criticized other poli-

» and helped those along too when told to do so. In short, T

. Eml.s&a&:m
collectin i g Ttor example, the o
g daily and weekly summaries of S.mwooﬁm mmmmm&whp.mommm

plain why our bombing of the North émmo_.wwmmymw m“n 1965 t0 ex-

2 This followed McG
*Th ) eorge Bundy's Me
a “policy of sustained reprisal against ZM,M:OH\_MM%M%Q 7o 1%, reeemmending

++.0Once a program of reprisals is

¢l i
o commee 2P0 pecine naroals is early underway, it should not be necessary
be possible

No h Vi am a pa Uiar outrage in he

rt ef n io B C t ag
055 » TOr exa :Uﬁm_ to _UCW sh week ists of ¢ it ages in
the mO::_ and to _._N<m it ﬁﬁmm;_:\ ur thmnOO& that t ese OC{mm €5 are the cause
B

or § I aclion agai he No na _um OCCurrir n € curren eriod,
g st t Y Cl g1 r b
f IC C 1 I S.

d more ils i
probably h details in my head of recent
collects statistics

Vietcong “outrages’’
8es” than any oy
Nowadays the Pentagon also on our
: ) own terrorists,
Mm"”m%mw-mm. o “reutralize v( m:?mmﬂ_”__u_ﬂm.
¢ equipped, and paid by the CIA

reports killing or kidnappi
PRINg more Vietnamese in b
oth 1969 and 1970
than the
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Meanwhile, during the year 1 spent in the Department of De-
fense, the Congress and the American people heard many lLies
from Executive officials: not only in the election campaign but
long after it. The deception of Congress by McNamara concern-
ing the “34A” covert operations against North Vietnam, preced-
ing the incidents in the Tonkin Gulf of August 2 and 4, 1964, are
well known by now.?! But the Pentagon Papers also give the lie
to Rusk’s statement to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
that the raids were not followed “from Washington in great de-
tail”??; they include some of the detailed schedules of raids which
I was assigned to carry around regularly in the fall of 1564 to be
approved by Llewellyn Thompson in State and McGeorge Bundy
in the White House.®
Of course, it was precisely the “sensitive” nature of the opera-
jions—i.e., their illegality and covertness, which required lying to
the Senate if questions were raised—that called for a high-priced
courier like myself, let alone such high-level involvement. Within
six months, and for three years thereafter, the management of
34A operations was overshadowed by the Cabinet-level “Tuesday -
Junch® at the White House where President Johnson and his
highest advisers picked the next week’s bombing targets in North

21 Sea Anthony Austin, The President’s War, passim.
22 The Pentagen Papers, Bantam-New York Times edition, page 266.

28 For example:
The proposed September 34A actions are as follows: . . . (3) Maritime Opera-

tions
{a) 1-30 September—Demolition of Route 1 bridge by infiltrated team acco
panied by fire support teams, place short-delay charges against spans and cais-
sons, place antipersonnel mines on road approaches. (This bridge previously hit
but now repaired.)
(b) 1-30 September—Bombard Cape Mui Dao observation post with 81 mm;
mortars and 40 mm. guns from two PTFs [patrol boats, supplied by CIAL
... {K) 1-30 September—Bombard Cape Mui Ron in conjunction with jurk
capture mission [the crew of a fishing junk in North Vietnamese waters, for

interrogation] . . . [PP, i, 554]

For the procedures on handling these schedules, for which 1 was Mr. Mc
Naughton's “designee,” see Vance memo (PP, 111, 571). Some of these opera:
tional details, of the placement of antipersonnel weapons and &1 mm. mortar
rounds, and the kidnapping of North Vietnamese fishermen, might seem petty
to be occupying the attention of these officials—as well as being at odds with
Rusk’s account to the Senate—bul at the time, this was the only war we had
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quences. (Rand reports on its prisoner and Chieu Hoi interrogations
do not adequately HII this gap.)

RECOMMEND:

That on an urgent basis an adequate research effort be launched to
determine the actual physical and attitudinal consequences of pres-
ent policies and practices concerning air and artillery; by methods
including comprehensive sampling of opinions, both in the affected
areas and elsewhere, and operations to discover the objective results

of sample air and artillery missions,
We made the recornmendation i
almost everyone in the study grou
most experienced Americans in Vi
evidence from his own personal

the greater proportion of our bombing and artillery—-apart from
close support of ground combat operations-—iwas “counterproduc-
tive” in its human and political effects, even when weighed against
alleged military benefits, which we believed to be negligible, But
since no such survey had ever heen made, and since strong mili-
tary opposition was inevitable 10 any proposal to reduce the scale
of bombing operations, it seemed fruitless to make any recom-
mendations directly on those Operations prior to a comprehensive
Investigation. (Let alone to mention mere “humane” considera-
tions, )

Yet even this proposed investigation was considered too radical
or risky by the Mission Council—the term used was “unneces-
sary.” Even the civilian Public Affairs Office (JUSPAQ) rejected
it, owS.o:mc\ mmmism that any leak to the press about civilian dam-
age would have bad effects on public opinion at home, Thus the
civilian officials agreed with the military that there was no “need
to know”—no need to find out—such information,

This was a striking instance of a phenomenon I was to see often
later, and not only in the Government: the “need not to know”
certain unpleasant realities, In particular, 2 need not to gather
data at all, if it might leak to the wrong audience: that is, to

n this cautious form although
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Two and a half years later, at the outset of a new Administra-
tion, 1 spent some weeks in the Executive Office Building in
Washington, reading and helping to summarize for the President
more than a thousand pages of answers from various agencies
involved in Vietnam policy to a set of questions I had drafted
earlier, as described in my Introduction, which had been sent out
as National Security Study Memorandum 1. One of these ques-
tions was: “How adequate is our information on the overall scale
and incidence of damage to civilians by air and artillery, and
looting and misbehavior by RVNAFP” Answers varied in honesty
and specificity, but it was clear from the overall set of replies, as
I had expected, that such information remained inadequate or
nonexistent. As my last task on the project, I drafted a set of di-
rectives for additional studies on various subjects and some “De-
cision Memorandums” on others. One of the latter, addressed to
the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Director of Central
Intelligence, was, once again, on the subject “Reporting and Com-
pensation of Civilian Damage in South Vietnam™;

(1) The President has directed that the Secretary of Defense, with
the assistance of the Secretary of State and the Director of Central
Intelligence, establish procedures assuring regular reporting on as
comprehensive a basis as possible of damage to civilian lives and prop-
erty caused by U.S., RVNAF, and other allied operations. As a base
point for this reporting, a study should establish as realistically as

possible the magnitude of past and current damage, using all available
sources for this estimate, and establish the nature of current gaps in -

our knowledge and reporting.
(2) The Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense will evalu-:

ate the adequacy in scale and promptness of cwrrent programs for -
compensating civilian victims, providing medical aid for civilian®
injured, and handling refugees, and recommend needed improvements, .

including U.S. support costs.

This draft memorandum, along with my others, went to Henry
Kissinger for his approval on March 1, 1969, the day I left Wash-
ington. A week later, I was told that all the proposals looked
worthwhile, but that the agencies “had been asked enough quet
tions for the moment.” That seemed reasonable . . . for the mo-
ment; but the list of studies now reaches well over a hundre

: in these pPrograms; I knew that, and acce

- 1ot to resign over any of the milestone
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I left the Government in mid-1967 in large part in order to . out ever seej .
: ) ing or h PIET
oppose our policy—though still as an insider—but not because 1 - terized them, W vommw.zmmn MWM:W as my wife did when she charac-
believed that those particular thresholds had been crossed. Not . ’ € language of torturers.”
even the third; for although T was aware that our South Vietna- : When T
. w . . came hack f i : .
mese “allies” did use torture, with the general .wsoéwmmmw of sense that our H.m<oH<mMMM_M\ ﬁMmS m 1967 [ did not yet bave a
American advisors, | had not heard, despite my asking, of any but strongly believed that it must b omw%mmczm or criminal, but I
isolated instances of comparable behavior by U.S. units., Thus, P among other officials who had WMH <m wH vmmmsmﬁm look for allies
i i 1elnam or left office disilly.

even my own tour in Vietnam had not prepared me to expect
that a day would come when an American officer like Lieutenant
Colonel Anthony Herbert would testify about the routine torture
and murder of Vietnamese by American officers.

But neither had my year in the Pentagon taught me to read the
“contingency plans” and proposals that had passed through my
own hands with the same eyes that my wife and children brought
to them six years later. Here is some of the language they read in
the Pentagon papers about our bombing policy:

“We all accept the will of the DRV as the real target”;

“Judging by experience during the last war, the resumption of
bombing after a pause would be even more painful to the popula-
tion of North Vietnam than a fairly steady rate of bombing”;

“ .. ‘water-drip’ technique . . .7}

“It is important not to kill the hostage’ by destroying the North
Vietnamese assets inside the ‘Hanoi donut’”;

“Fast/full squeeze . . . ” option versus “Progressive squeeze-
and-talk”;

“. .. the ‘hot-cold” treatment . . . the objective of “persuading’
Hanoi, which would dictate a program of painful surgical strikes
separated by fairly long gaps . . .}

“ ... our salami-slice” bombing program . .. ”;

... ratchet...”;

“ ... one more turn of the screw .. .™?¢

These were phrases—written by senior officials 1 worked with
and respected—that I had read and discussed in offices in the Pen-

tagon and State, often in disapproval of their contents yet with-

any more active part in antiwar effor i

were still serving the Oo<m~.b§wbo.n. o then they had while they
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“opposed”

cswﬁ life. A German, a Nazi—Albert Speer.
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which evidently he has not regretted. He wag
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28 Respectively: William P. Bundy, (PP, |V, 649); (PP, IV, 35); (PP, 11, 650);
Robert §. McNamara, (PP, 11, 706); John T. McNaughton, (PP, [, 599); (PP, 1V,
45-45); (PP, IV, 44); (PP, IV, 33); Richard Heims, (PP, 1V, 65).
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sentenced to twenty years in Spandau Prison, which he served;
he entered in 1945 and came out in 1966.

Inside the Third Reich is an amazing document, one that has
no analogue, so far as I know, among the writings of any Ameri-
can associated with our cwrrent or past wars. What is most
troubling about this book is to discover that the man who wrote
it does not seem to be an unfamiliar type at all. The tone, the
point of view, even much of the account of his life could be
taken for that of any one of a number of our most respected
officials.

Speer was, after all, regarded as the most liberal, humane, and
intelligent of the Nazis. What is disconcerting is to find that this
means that he would not at all have been the least creditable
member of recent National Security Councils. Thus his own ex-
planation of his sense of accountability—the standards that led
him to take responsibility as broadly as I have described—would
seem to be particularly pertinent.

Recently in an interview, Speer was asked, “How could a man
of your intelligence and sensibility allow himself to remain part
of so evil a system, however gradually it enveloped you?”?? It is,
in effect, the question Townsend Hoopes has addressed, rhetori-
cally, to our recent officials. Hoopes found the answer in their
good intentions and their reliance on a misgnided sense of his-
tory. Speer’s answer is: “There is, unfortunately, no necessary

correlation between intelligence and decency; the genius and the
moron are equally susceptible to corruption.”

On his motives for returning to Hitler's intimate circle after

he had left it once, Speer says:

. . . the desire to retain the position of power I had achieved was
unquestionably a major factor. Even though I was only shining in the
reflected light of Hitler’s power—and 1 don’t think I ever deceived
myself on that score—T still found it worth striving for. I wanted, as
part of his following, to gather some of his popularity, his glory, his
greatness, around myself. Up to 1942, I still felt that my vocation as an
architect allowed me a measure of pride that was independent of

7 Piayboy, June 18, 1971,
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I still feel, to this day, responsible for Auschwitz in a wholly personal
sense.30

«f

In his interview, Speer sums up the moral burden of the “need

2

not to know” in a stunning image:

If T was isolated, T determined the degree of my own isolation. If
I was ignorant, I ensured my own ignorance. If I did not see, it was
because 1 did not want to see. .

In my own case, there is no way I can avoid responsibility for the
extermination of the Jews, I was as much their executioner as Himmler,
because they were carried past me to their deaths and I did not sece.
It is surprisingly easy to blind your moral eyes. I was like a man follow-
ing a trail of bloodstained footprints through the snow without realiz-
ing someone has been injured.®!

In the end, after twenty years, the “one unforgettable expe-
rience” that dominates Speer’s impressions of the past remains
.. . the Nuremberg trial itself, with its photographs and testi-
mony presenting, inescapably, not “enemnies” but individual
human beings, victims, who had become, at last, real to the
criminal defendants. In particular, Speer recalls:

.. . there was one photograph of a Jewish family going to its death,
a husband with his wife and children being led to the gas chamber.
I couldn’t rid my mind of that photograph; I would see it in my cell
at night. I see it still. It has made a desert of my life.52

When T began to read these passages aloud to an audience
at the Community Church in Boston in late May, 1971, my pri-
vate mood as T began was, I thought, detached. 1 was, in fact,
imagining that Robert McNamara, McGeorge Bundy, Dean Rusk,
or the Presidents they served were Listening—until 1 heard my
own voice growing low and halting. 1 told my hearers, “T am
finding this difficult to read.” After a moment, I went on, but
I brought the talk to an end. I knew that it was myself who was
the listener, my eyes, my voice responding to these indictments.

I was there, too, however minor and “innocuous” my role.

“My moral failure,” Speer says, “is not a matter of this item and

30 Inside the Third Reich, page 113.
81 playboy, pages 72, 74,
32 playboy, page 72.
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that; i i i
at; it resides in my active association with

of events.” That ac i the whole course






