
So w1i;tt is tlic dternativc? 17’0 could use nuclear 
\\x’apons against North \‘ietnam. That is the one 
tlireat whicli Iias credibility: the only one which 
meets the American need to administer horrors 
;ig;ainst t l i cm \vliilc remaining safe, antiseptically 
isolated in  a11 dimensions except the moral, and in 
t h t  dimension \vc should be monsters. 

111.. Nixon denies that he would use these wcap- 
ons. Tlie moral ;incl political penalties for doing so 
itre lirige and obvious. I3ut the day will come when 
lie inrist ask liimself what other choice he has that 
m;ikes any kind of scnsc-except the choice which he 
rejcctcd i n  1969 and 1970, that of conceding our 
fiailrirc in  Vietnam. I n  1969, the Nixon Administra- 
tion could 1i;ave left Victnam on terms whicli at least 
rcconcilcd t l i c  United States and left tlie Vietnamese 
in no \vorsc ii condition then they slinll yet experi- 

ence. He did not. He failed the supreme test of 
political leadership, to see the truth even if it is a 
hid ;and costly truth, to accept it and be done. He 
chose illusion-the illusion of American omnipotence, 
of history’s inevitable benevolence towards America. 
R u t  he will have neither victory nor withdrawal, 
ancl when this is driven home to \Yashington, hrlr. 
Nixon will be left alone with the alternatives of 
failure nnd the recourse to nuclear weapons. What 
will he do? Lear went on: 

You think I’ll weep; 
No, I’ll not weep. 
I lliI\r<* full cause of weeping, [Storm heard at a 

Shall break into it hundred thousand f l nws  
Or ere I’ll weep . . . 

a distance.] but this heart 

PHILOSOPHERS AND PUBLIC POLICY 

\\'hen I first 11eg;in to study philosophy, there was 
not much concern with its political implications. 
One thouglit of philosophers ;is being ;i few removes 
from tlicr piihlic forum, concerned with loftier mat- 
ters, operuting far from tlae untidiness of the socid 
sccnc i n  ;I cool oxsis where the imagination could 
play and consciousntss unfoltl at its own pace. It 
w;is :i piirc world, to lie sure, and tlie purist view is 
by n o  mc.ans ;in obsolete one. Just the other day I 
Iienrd ;I urell-kno\vn philosopher i n  heated argument 
\vitIi :I c;irnps activist say that the responsibilities 
of ;I profes5ion;al philosopher end with his profes- 
sion, t l in t  liis political obligations qiiu philosopher 
\vere nil. This attitude is echoed with some fre- 
cl\iency in the ac;idcmy: I have riirely attended ii 

professional convention where it has not been de- 
fended at least oncc, for example. 

Yet tinies liavc changed, and some version of 
11iin’s plea tha t  philosophers change the world 
rather than just interpret it, that they concern them- 
selves wit11 tlic data of experience rather than tran- 
scendental realities, is gaining tlie ascendancy. Thus, 

A collection of essays by Bernard Murcliland, Thp 
A p  of ..flierintion, l ine just been published by Ran- 
clor11 I-iOli8C. 

Noam Cliomsky avers that there is no profession 
that can claim with greater authenticity that its con- 
cern is the intellectual culture of society or that it 
possesses the tools for an effective analysis of ideology 
and criticlue of social institutions. A milestone of 
sorts \viis marked in December, 1966, when the 
Eastern Division of the American Philosophical As- 
sociation passed an unprecedented resolution criti- 
cizing American involvement in Vietnam. “The 
traditions of our vocation make it appropriate,” the 
resolution reud, “that we express our concern on 
issues of great moral urgency.” Even more significant 
iv:rs the formation in 1969 of the Society for Phi- 
losophy and Public Policy. The aim of the Society, 
according to its charter, is “to promote the applica- 
tion of philosophic techniques to the consideration 
of public issues, i d  to give substantivt: political 
and social questions a central place in the profes- 
sional concern of pliilosophers. The subject is not 
political philosophy or ethics in the abstract but 
rather concrete contemporary problems like con- 
scription, police power, methods and occasions of 
warfare, treatment of individuals cliarged with 
crimes, population control, compensation for social 
disadvantages, eugenics, and so forth.” 

One might well wonder how the problem of phi- 



losophy’s relevance arose. For, after all, a vital tr‘idi- 
tion of Marxist philosophy has been highly relevant 
to social issues, and existentialists like Siirtrc, 
3ferleau-Ponty i i ~ d  C;imus not only wrote politic~l 
theory bu t  committed themselves to political action. 
And in our own tradition, so recent ;I figure as 
Dewey proclaimed, i n  season and oat, that the con- 
nection bet\veen philosophy and tlie state of culturc 
w a s  an intrinsic one. 

I believe the cli,irge of irrelevnnce has been par- 
ticularly felt by Aniericun philosophers because most 
of them have fullen under the influence of such 

.figures as IVittgenstein, Ayer and Rylc who coun- 
selled their colleagues to witlidraw unto tliemschs 
for a period in order to re-examine their calling ancl 
hone their logical tools. The school of philosophy 
that may be broadly described as positivist hns, for 
some time now, lxen concerned with meta-issues 
like the criteria of intelligibility and the meaning of 
language to the exclusion of :ill else. So finely have 
they sharpened their methodologies that pIiilosoph>. 
did indeed become irrelevant to the larger problcms 
of human affairs, going so far as to question the 
very possibility of ethics and political philosophy. 

And so, I S  Professor Peter Laslctt has pointed out, 
“winter has set in for the politicnl philosopher. In 
ti climate such 11s this i t  can be no surprise that so 
much of the young growth of political speculation 
should liave been blasted as it burgeoned, or that 
the plant itself should show such evident signs of 
having withcretl ancl died.” It  w i s  in this climate, 
too, that a Tinic editorial essay of January, 1966, 
asked: “\\711at ( If Anything) to Expect From To- 
day’s Philosophers?” A few weeks Inter, in the pages 
of the Nczo York T i n m  Afcigazinc, Lewis Fcuer 
categorically pronounced pliilosopliy dcnd. 

A trend to redress the 11al;ince seems now M i n i -  
t i d y  begun, ;i happy effort to establish tlie rde- 
wince of philosophy to public policy. I can think 
of iit leiist four good reilsons to support this (+fort. 
The firsf is a traditional one: Our inost viable po- 
litical systems liiive itlways been inspired by phi- 
losophy. From Pliito through Locke, Roussenu and 
Xlarx to Russell and Dcwev there h a s  been ;i con- 
tinuous ancl fruitful alliance. between philosophical 
vision and affairs of thc state. Democracy itself is 
the offspring of .I vision of human possibilities first 
enunciated bv t.ightecntli-centiIr)l philosophers. Un- 
like the case with nntural offspring, there can be no 
cutting of the u~~~bil ic id  cord in thc realm of politics. 
No political system can abnndon its ideological 
base and hope to survive. That is why society must 
continiiully rework its intellectual Iteriti~ge in order 
to cope successfully with tlie challenges it faces. As 

L)c\vcy hiis pointcd out, where tlirrv is mental wit l i -  
tlr,i\vul or any kind of intellectual co\viirtlicc, wcnk 
social efficacy is the first consequence. The work of 
critic.11 intelligcnce is ;I precondition for ii 1ium;ine 
soci:il order. I t  w i s  Dc\vc~’s opinion that the proh- 
I cni of humanizing in du s t ri nl socic ty ;in d making 
tcclinology scwe huinnn ends \$fils the greatest chid- 
lengc facing philosophical thorlglit. Thtit \ \ ~ u l d  
still nppcw to hc the case. 

Sccoiitllrl, pliilosophv li,is a contribution to make 
11y re;ison of its nittliodology. It c m ,  for example, 
provide pcrspectivc. whcrc ;dl too oftcw the basic 
social ciuestions get buried hcneiitli polemics, pnr- 
tisan politics ;incl short-range goals. The philosopher 
ought to bc better thnn most iit keeping his eye on 
the hiill, so to spcitk; iit kcrping the m‘iin issues at 
the center of discussion: at sorting out tlie various 
dimensions of ‘I given problem so thiit wc iire awnre, 
in some reasonnblc degree, of d i n t  we are talking 
‘ihout. I citc ;is an illustration tlie great furor tlint 
spread ;icross campuses Inst spring. One could rarely 
distinguish the emotionid, political iind fiichlaI 
aspects of what \v:is going on. The invasion of 
Cnnibotli,i provided i l l1  occasion for students to get 
back ;it their parents rind restrictive administrators, 
for professors to indulge in the rilnkest of p;irtisitn 
politics, and for the communitv :it large to havc :in 
cwwtional field day. (In an  unpopular speech I g ~ e  
at the time, I cnilccl for a niorntorium on fiirtlicr 
discussion becnuse we quite literally did not know 
what we were talking about. ) 

And philosophv is also equipped with logical tools 
of malysis that make it ii potentially effective instru- 
ment of social criticism-for unmasking ideologies, 
;U Chomskv puts it; or, ;is I would say, for explicat- 
ing the value ;issumptions that govern social institu- 
tions. The kind of i~nalyticiil refinement that works 
so well in the natural sciences can have some cor- 
responding application to tlie soqial realm. This 
might be termed the critical function of philosophy. 

It is perhaps worth pointing out here that when 

Apri l  1971 15 



I speak of the relevance of pliilosoplty to politics I 
;ini not urging philosophers to seek political office 
or influentiill positions in power centers. Socrates 
said i n  tlic Apolo,yy: “He who would really fight for 
justice must do so ;is a private citizen, not u s  a 
politicill figure.” I take him to mean that thinking 
~ i l i o t i t  political issues recjuires ;I certain freedom 
from social routine. One cannot stress too much tlie 
dangers of turning philosophers into men of kiction. 
As Sidney Hook writes: 

I’liil~isophers :ire Iicttcr critics tiim laureates of the status 
c l i i o .  The vc . ry  virtiics that make n thinker ii m m  of 
~i.~ioii--prolongcd rcflcction, skcpticisni of one’s own first 
priiiciples, tlic lonfi view, tlie ;ittempt to sec the situation 
from tlic stnndpi int  of the otlwr--m:ty prove drawbacks 
in a c t i i i i i .  I’liilosoplic!rs Ii;ive ;i kecn s(wse o f  altcrnntivcs. 
‘Iliey :ire likely to lie iiiorc awiirc than others of the dis- 
p i r i t h  I,ct\vccn the itleiil ;ind the ;ictu;il. Al)ove :ill they 
c;innot \vitl ioiit  htult if ir i i t ion give their primary intellectunl 
Ioydty tci  any nntioii, c:iusc, p i r t y ,  or organization but 
only to t l i c t  t r i i t l i  iis they scc i t .  

I t  is so l tc~ing  to recall csnmples of tlie pliilosoplier 
iis n i i in  of action. The great Pliito \viis ii failure as ;1 

pr;icticaI politician. Hegel’s genius did not prevent 
him from iiixigining that Napoleon \vas the World 
Spirit 0 1 1  1 i o d ) ; i c . k .  Nor Siintiiyitita’s from priiisiilg 
totalitiiriiin governments a s  the incnrnation of Pla- 
to’s R c p h l i c .  Siirtre w i s  ;I disaster as ;i lender of 
liis o\\m political party. And Heidegger’s support of 
I-Iitlcr ;IS \vel1 ;IS muny of IIusscll’s political judg- 
mcnts I i a d  only tenuous connections with clear 
t Iiinking. 

A t!iirtl ;irc;i of rapprochement between philosophy 
; inc l  politics is in  tlic renlm of ethics. I think it c m  
I W  said witliout riiricli f c w  of contradiction that the 
greiit problems of our times ilre ethical ones. Phi- 
losophy’s rclcord is a glorious onc? i n  this domain, for 
it  1i;is 1i;id its finest mornents in deding with (pes-  
tions of inoral  clioice and thc good life. Interestingly 
cw)rigli, thc prolilc~ms which the Society for I’lii- 
losopliy ;incl Puhlic Policy recommends for plii- 
Iosopliical cwmination are, without csception, moral 
i n  natrire. Tliis, I fer1 sure, is \vhy philosophical 
novelists likc Caniiis iutd  Kiifka a s  well ;is psycho- 
logical \vritcw like Laing and Fromm 1i;ivc~ such 
\vide ~1ppcaI. They deal convincingly with those 
c~tliicd iispvcts of living in the contemporary world 

onnl pliilosophers pay scant heed. 
Siimrtimcs, i n  ;i playful mood with my students, I 
lay out ;I stmi of moncy on ;I wager tliat tlie nest 
significmt lirc&tlirorigh in philosophy \vi11 Iw i n  
t l iv renlm of ethics. In my opinion, tlicre hasn’t k e n  
o n c l  since Ncitzscltc~. 

Firwll!/, t h e  i s  wliat I \vorild call the im;iginativr 
contri1)utioii of pliilosophy. I m i  ;I heliwer in tlie 

old adage that without a vision the people perish. 
Of course other agencies, like religion and literature, 
provide imaginative nourishment; but at  the heart 
of every great philosophy is a poetic kernel, a 
sustaining metaphor which rounds out the liibor of 
logic and gives i t  universal appeal. Some esamples 
would be the vision of Beauty in Plato, the heavenly 
city of Christian philosophy, or the earthly city of 
5.1 ars. The negative images of existentialism also 
serve this purpose in a kind of reverse way. In  this 
perspective, the great challenge facing p h i l ~ s ~ p h y  
today is to give rational expression to  a unifying 
myth, one that gives purpose to our experiences and 
cohesion to our social institutions. In the final analy- 
sis, the philosopher must join hands with the poet 
and the mystic to do his job well. 

correspondence 
“THE N E W  STYLE IN U.S. FOREIGN POLICY” 

Oxford, Ohio 
Dcur Sir: Recently, my colleagues, Drs. Enloe and Rkjai, 
\\‘ere thoughtful enough to pass along to me the copy of 
worldtiiccc; (November, 1970) which contained their 
:irticle on “The Ne\v Style in  U. S. Foreign Policy.” 
Since both authors are friends of mine, I dutifully set 
about reading the piece. Now, I am rather cranky 
Iiecairse the central notion of the article seems to me to 
be pernicious. 

At the center of their analysis is the observation that 
people are unalilc any longer to meaningfully discuss 
U. S .  foreign policy becausc their “vocabulary is not 
cquipped to  cope with their country’s behavior. The 
poverty of vocabulary stems from a more serious con- 
ceptu;il vacuum.” 

The remainder of the article, very perceptive in parts, 
is devoted to miking a plea, not for the development 
m d  employment of, sav, “expertise” in matters relating 
to the discussion and/or prosecution of foreign affairs 
h i t ,  rather, for the development of a conceptually 
sophisticated theory of foreign policy-a systematic 
systems theory, ;IS it tlcvelops. 

Trying to understand how it is that one might sponsor 
;I copious vocnld;iry, hence :in adequate if not reas- 
suring grasp of U. S. foreign policy, by first insuring a 
conccptual plenum has left me dotty. If anything, it 
sceni~ to me t h t  this is precisely the sort of effort which 
h;is gotten the U. S.  into its present pickle(s)-lots of 
positin’ h t  little thinkin’. 

Fleeing ;i hriiniliating md mnlingering death from the 
rigors of tei mina1 chagrin, Louis J. Halle, former member 
of the Policy P1;iiining Staff, wrote from Geneva in his 
h i k  The Cold \Vur ns History: 

The original cold war had been set-off by the 
stidden expansion of Russia in Europe. Consequently, 
tlicre could be little doubt in any impartial mind 


