
THE INTELLECTUALS: GOD’S FROZEN PEOPLE 
Artliiir Barber 

O \ w  a century ago, Ralph \Valdo Emerson travelled 
to tlic hlidwcst to meet with a group of intellectual 
and political leaders, to cliscuss the organization of 
a riitional world. After many days of debate on the 
subject of nationalism vs. intemationnlism, and the 
oigiriizution of a world community, i t  was decided 
t l ia t  the future capitill of the \vorld should be in 
Constantinople. At this point, Emerson stalked from 
tlic conferenct, \vith the comment: “Impossible. 
It‘s too filr from Concord!” 

Today, as the distance from Constantinople to 
Concord has dwindled, our concept of the future 
and of ourselves has faded. The iduence, self-con- 
fidence, and poise of the American intellectual hils 
declined. 

Has the rapid advance of science and technology 
and the esplosive cspansion of transportation and 
popu1;ition inccifubly led to tlie diminished political 
role of the intellectual in \Vestem society? I think 
not. I believe die potential for courageous, intelli- 
gent intellechinls concerned \vith political aff,~’ , irs in 
our univcrsitics and colleges has never been greater, 
but the response has been inadequate to the chal- 
Icngc. Like tlie medieval scholars, ?any have re- 
tredcd into their ivory towers to contemplate their 
own special visions. They, too, have become God’s 
frozcn people. 

Last summer, shortly before his departure from 
the I\‘liite House, Rchard Goodwin, in a speech 
to foreign students, said: 

. . . h’otliing is more disheartening than the fa i lure  
of much of thc .American intellectual community to 
c\olvc a n s w r s  to the crisis of American public life. 
111 otiicr periods of challcnge and  forward movement 
wc Iinvc had n fertile advancc ground of thought 
iomrcl ~vliicli goicrnmciit  could mow-from the cco- 
iiomics of Lord Keyiics to the view of Louis Brandcis. 
Today, w i t h  the esception of a fcw men-mcn likc 
K C J I  Galbrnitli, and  Micliael Hnrrington and Paul 
Coodniaii-this is not true. Of course much is hcing 
xvriitcn and said. Tiic air is fillcd with the insights 
of sociology and psycliology, polit ical  science and 
public administration. This is the age of insight- 
oftcl) penetrating, sometimes brilliant, bil l  rarely Irrlp- 
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ful lo those whose job i f  is to guide aflnirs. Tlierc 
is n hlcak and dismal failure to relate much of tliis 
fresh undcrstanding LO the process and necds of 
society. T h e  rcsult is t h a t  we i n  ~\’asliii:gron-~~osscssed 
with the greatcsi political means of fonvnrd mole- 
ment in a generation-arc groping for proposals and 
programs. . . . \ f e  know there are new problems. 
But the intcllcctual resoutces of tliis nation-tl:c his- 
toric rcsenoir of social progcss-do not readily pro- 
\ idc the answers. 

\Vhile hlr. Goodwin‘s comments were primarily 
oriented to\vard the problems of American domestic 
life, I beliekre they are equally applicable to the 
failure of the American intellectual to contribute 
new idem to American foreign policy. \\%y is this 
so? Let me attempt to present a fen? reasons. 

First, most political scientists are not equipped 
by education, training, or custom to think in politi- 
cal terms, whether international or domestic. Their 
training is neither political nor scientific, b u t  a me- 
lange of abstract theory with a sugar-coating of 
computer analysis. I t  is hopelessly inadequate to 
the challenge of modem international or domestic 
dhirs.  

IVhy not teach courses in politicd &airs? Presi- 
dent Kennedy observed that most American mothers 
hoped their sons \vould grow up to be President, 
but few wanted their sons to be politicians. Whether 
at home or abroad, the nature and character of hu- 
man life will be determined by the political leaders 
of the \vorld and the nation. It is the duty of politi- 
cal leaders to formulate ;L vision of what a society 
should be and then to persuade others to achieve it. 

The contempt of politicaI scientists for politics 
is illustrated by a professor who spoke of Professor 
hlelman’s Capitol campaign: “Imagine1 I under- 
stand he circulated his paper to every Senator and 
Congressman, and talked to as many as he could.” 
Whatever one may think of Professor hlelman’s 
views, lobbying in the halls of Congress and the 
Esecutive Departments is certainly a legitimate and 
effective wav to present them. Indeed, if more 
political scie‘ntists attempted to do so, they might 
be better equipped to teach. 

Sccotul, the political science community is ori- 
ented to the past instead of the future. There are 
journals which analyze our past policies, but few 
which suggest new ones. Where is the book which 



outlines the choices of political evolution in the 
decade ahead in Europe? In  Asia? In Latin Amer- 
ica? Indeed, anywhere in the world? \\’here is the 
book that analyzes the political and economic prob- 
lems and programs necessary to provide minimum 
standards of human decency to the developing na- 
tions? ji’here is the book Lvhich analyzes the mili- 
tary effects of nuclear proliferation if it does occur, 
and the political steps which may be necessary to 
stop proliferation? I’m afraid the intellectual com- 
munity is not discussing the issues which policy 
makers face in attempting to shape or influence the 
evolution of the humiln community. 

Escept for a very few, the political science coni- 
munity has abandoned its role of leadership in de- 
veloping a vision of future political evolution to 
such disparate groups as the Catholic Church, phy- 
sicists, and the international business and banking 
communities. To the esteqt that political scientists 
do discuss political affairs, the terms have remained 
in a nineteenth century frame\vork: communism, 
capitalism, and the nation state. 

If an engineer went back to the \\?’right Brothers’ 
diruies to leam how to design n jet transport, peo- 
ple would think him mad. But most political sci- 
entists discuss political evolution in the dialectical 
frmiework set by hlars and Adam Smith. Isn’t it 
about time to reject both as incredibly obsolete? 

Third, a concern with political affairs must also 
concern itself !vith the administration of policy. 
\\'bile in theory the leaders of govemnient deter- 
mine its policy, in fact a bureaucracy can deny 
political lenders both the information and the op- 
portunity to guide policy. I t  is amazing lion. few 
political scientists have recognized the impact that 
bureaucratic traditions in all nations have upon the 
conduct of foreign policy. 

In the last analysis, however, the administration 
of policy is not primarily a problem of budgets and 
organization, but a matter of men: the quality and 
character of the men that carry out government 
policies. As Edmund Burke said many years ago: 

hlen are in public lite as in  privatc, some good, 
somc evil. T h e  elevation of the one, arid tlic deprcs- 
sion of the other, are the first objects of all true policy. 

If I \yere training !roung men for public senice,  
I would give them a t  least a term on personnel 
administration. I believe more fine public adminis- 
trators have failed to fulfill their high promise be- 
cause of failures in personnel administration than 
for any other reason. 

hlodem political science has dropped any consid- 
eration of moral or political values: the foundation 

of classical political theor).. Aristotle believed that 
politics is the queen of sciences and tlint intellec- 
tual life was essential to the ptlrpose of the state, 
which was the achievement of the good life: a so- 
ciety of virtue and justice. This goal could only be 
achieved through the conscious i1ppliciltion of the 
mind and the politicnl pmticipation of a11 citizens. 
I t  not until the Renaissance that hlachiavclli 
articulated the theory of politics based on po\ver 
rather than virtue and justice. Today, when politi- 
cal scientists discuss internntionnl political affairs, 
they do so in hlachiavelli’s terms of power politics, 
not Aristotelian terms of virtue aiid justice. 

For example, I have been amused by many in- 
tellectuals’ reactions to die Vatican ~ounci l ’ s  
Schema SI11 on the moral implications of nuclear 
arms. The general reaction seemed one of embur- 
rassnient, and many, including Catholic intellec- 
tuals, plead that the bishops were not “qualified’ 
to speak on this issue. hiost intellectuals seem em- 
barrassed a t  the courase of tlie bishops to confront 
directly an issue wluch scholars have studiously 
avoided for many years. In the past few niontlis I 
have obsewed a number of intellectuals concerned 
with mil i tav affairs struck speechless \\*hen asked 
by a priest or la)miln for their ivie\vs on the Vatican 
schema. This beliavior reminds me of tlie old 
punch line: “He’s lost in  tlio~rglit. Hc’s nci.er bcen 
there before.” 

\\‘e are a moral people. The  hIarshal1 P lm,  for- 
eign aid, and the current effort to gunruntee civil 
rights all reflect the moral commitment of most 
Aher i cnns  to help their fellow man. Economists 
like Galbriiitl~, and sociologists like Riesnian, sliilpe 
the political values of our time. But domestic vnl- 
ues are not international political values. I rcalize 
that tliere are many lenders not only in tlie Com- 
munist Ivorld, but illso in the IVestem Ivorld, who 
not only p r e d i ,  but practice the politics of potver, 
in \vliicli iirtue and justice have no place. 

Clearly, this is not true of President Johnson, 
\vho recently said: ‘IA\ President’s hardest task is 
not to do \\,hat is right, but to know \vhat is right.” 

Yet, if intellectuals continue to ignore the moral 
and ethical values which motivate much of U.S. 
and \\‘estern citizens’ attitudes toivnrd foreign pol- 
icy, ;1 fatal Barn* can develop, for good will and 
high purpose lvitliout understanding and conipas- 
sion can unconsciously become self-righteousness. I 
commend to you the \vords of Paul Camus: 

It‘e are  all responsible for the absence of values . . . 
i f  all of us who comc from Nietzsclicism, from nihilism 
or from historical realism, said in public that we 
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werc wrong 2nd t11at tlicrc are  moral values. don't 
!ou I ~ l i c v c  tliis would be the beginning of hope? 

Fuur/ l i ,  most politicd scientists are poor scien- 
tists, In tlicir piusuit of the intellectual stature of 
tlie pliysic;il scientist, they Iia\-e lost touch with real- 
iv. Often, in discussions with political scientists, 
I I i ; i \ ~  the impression I am talking Lvitli frustrated 
pliysicists, men \vIio feel compelled to develop de- 
tiiilccl inathcmatical models. Tliese men are either 
unii\v;ire or unwilling to admit tliat ever). human 
being is intricate, that tlie simplest social 
group is incredibly coniples, and, therefore, with 
tlie esccption of elementar)' matters, such i1s the 
prediction of elections, no computer program can 
describe humiln behavior. 

I t  is unfair, lioivetw, to criticize without sug- 
gcsting the direction in \vliicli solutions can be 
found. \\'bile the richness and variet)' of human es- 
pericnce canuot l x  defined or quantified, it curt be 
o b s e n ~ d .  In this faet lies the possible rebirth of 
politicill scicnce-not by following tlie atomistic pat- 
tcriis o P  pli!rsics, but  those of medicine. Early in 
nicdicnl Iiistory there jvere complex theories of 
nicdicine based on concepts of good and a r i l ,  hu- 
inours a i i d  spirits \vliicli troubled ninnknd. Progress 
b c p n  \ \ h m  iiien like da  I'inci and H a n e y  began 
to int.cstig;itc :incl clinicnllv describe human anat- 
om!' : i d  Iiuman i l k  If intcllcctuals :ire to make a 
grcnter contribution to internation;ll ,2ffairs, I be- 
licipc tliev must pursue a sinii lu road. The relatively 
recrnt trcnd to\vard tlie conduct of rigorous politi- 
cal analyses of tlie past, particularly the events of 
tlic post-\v;ir \vorld, the excellent analyses of people 
sucli as A411iln \l 'l~iting on the Korean ll'ar, Roberta 
\\'olilstetter on the events leading u p  to Pearl Har- 
bor. and hlorton I-Ialpcrin on the belia\4or of the 
CO ni ni I I n is t Cl 1 i n r  se i 11 the Qu c may/ 5 1 U t s u crisis , 
proi.ide cstraordinurily valuable insights. The value 
is increased, not decreased, by the fact that the 
evidence cod ic t s  sliarply u i th  tlie conventional 
\visdom, \vhicli is, as usunl, superficial and fits the 
myths of our parents and the press, rather than the 
rcalities of today. Thus, for esample, Ii'hiting's and 
I-Ialprrin's Xvorks suggest that the Chincsc Comniu- 
nist leadcrsliip is not irrational. Indeed, tilev sug- 
Scst it is guitc sophisticated. 

Second, and perhaps the more difficult task, is to 
conduct an analysis of policy alternatives available 
to \\'nsliinSton or other Sovemnients and then rec- 
ommend tlie direction \vliich policy should take. 
Tllis is, undoubtedly, a most difficult task, for it 
iequircs a rigorous analysis of available materials 
and an attempt at  objective analysis of the likely 
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outcomes and, last bu t  not least, a lucid presenta- 
tion. Such papers are extraordinarily valuable for 
the government, are  very widely read, and  very 
rare. 

At present the channels of communication be- 
hveen scholars and their government are clogged 
\vitli tons of paper. I read a recent report which 
said that there are 1,500 monthly scholilrly period- 
icals. On  the average, each new scientifically pub- 
lished paper was read by 1.3 persons. As some 
papers are read by hundreds, i t  is clear that some 
are read by n o  one but  the author, and  sometimes 
I \yonder if the author has read his o \ n  paper1 
Holyever, these figures should not discourage you, 
for the occasional rare paper that is very good ndl 
be read by hundreds of people in Iyashington. 

In  my esperience, the high reputation of an au- 
thor does not guarantee reading, nor does the ob- 
scurity of an  author mean that his paper will go 
unread if his prose and analysis is sound and inter- 
esting. Unfortunately, tlie supply of creative thought 
does not meet the demand. Recently an  attempt 
!vas made within the Esecutive Branch to review 
all newly published material on international affairs, 
to estract fresh, new ideas to circulate to high-level 
policy makers. I t  \vas abandoned after some months 
because of a lack of material. 

IVhile my remarks may appear overly critical, 
the fact remains that scholars and teachers-the 
custodians OE human intellect, the  central nervous 
system of democracy-have failed to address most 
of the fundamental questions of our time. Rarely 
does anyone go beyond the limits of the conven- 
tional wisdom. Public responsibility cannot be h l -  
filled by e m p h  rhetoric. I t  must be  fulfilled by 
men who assume the role of leadership in the intel- 
lectual world; men who present new ideas on the 
organization of the human community. 

I hope that some will accept this challenge and 
inject new vitality and ne.w ideas into the dialogue 
on international affairs. If they do, I think there is 
no better advice than that of Thomas Jefferson, 
\vhen he  wrote to a nephew in college: 

Shake o f f  a11 the fears a n d  servile prejudices, under 
which weak minds are servilely crouched. Fix reason 
f i r m l y  in her seat, and call to her t r ibunal  every 
fact, every opinion. Question with boldness even the 
existence of a Cod; bccausc, if there be one, he 
must morc approve of the Iiomge of rcason, than that 
of blindfolded fear. 

You must lay aside all prejudice on both sides, 
and neither believe nor reject anything because any 
other person, or group of persons, has rejected or 
believed it. Your own reason is the only oracle given 
you by heaven, and you are answerable not for the 
rightness, but uprightness of your decisions. 
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