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The Editor’s Choice

by Florence Mischel,
Director of the Audio-Tape Program

The tape department of the Center started out
tentatively in the Fall of 1961. The equipment often
broke down; | myself was tentative. Hired as writer-
editor-producer-engineer, | had never seen a tape
recorder before | took over the new job. ‘“Dia-
logue” had not yet appeared in the language as a
verb, and no one was certain that radio audiences
would tune in to hour-long programs of uninter-
rupted talk.

Now, almost a decade and 391 produced tapes
later, four persons work full time with first-rate
equipment. Programs originally heard only over
the Pacifica stations in Los Angeles, Berkeley, and
New York are now regularly broadcast over radio
stations in Boston, Philadelphia, Washington,
Chicago, Seattle, and Minneapolis; some thirty-
five thousand copies of tapes have been purchased
by schools and private organizations. Here are
some of my favorites.

11. THE WILL OF ZEUS

“Barr,” said Scott Buchanan, “practices the dia-
lectic by telling stories.” This tape was my first
introduction to Stringfellow Barr's wit and erudition
as he related the early Greek experience to world
problems today. Listening to him | understood for
the first time the difference between a dialectic

and an eristic dialogue and what a good conversa-
tion should be.

105. AND WHAT ABOUT NOODLE?

An animated discussion of the article by John
Wilkinson (reprinted in the last issue of The Center

Magazine) in which he suggests that as technology
aadvances we may soon need to establish sanc-

tuaries for humans as we now have refuges for
whooping cranes.

473. THE TEACHER

Scott Buchanan was a Socratic teacher all his life.
Listening to this tape, composed from conversa-
tions recorded during the last two years of his
life, one understands as never before what a
teacher is, or should be.

428. ARNOLD TOYNBEE, HISTORY,
AND THE HIPPIES

A conversation with the distinguished historian and
the late Scott Buchanan, Raghavan lyer, and John
R. Seeley about the unlearned lessons of history,
the futility of patriotism, and the hippies. The hip-
pies, circa 1967, enchanted Toynbee.

7A. WHERE HAVE ALL THE CUCKOOS GONE?

With characteristic wit and urbanity, the late Aldous
Huxley is here heard warning about the risks of
upsetting the ecological balance. Unhappily, this
tape proves Mr. Huxley an all too accurate prophet.

Tapes, which are on five-inch reels, 3% ips, half-track, may be ordered at $7.50 each from the Center,
Box 4068, Santa Barbara, California 93103. (California residents add 5% sales tax.)




The Barbarian Cometh

Barbarism threatens when men cease to live together
according to reason, embodied 1n law and custom, and
incorporated in a web of institutions that sufficiently reveal
rational influences, even though they are not, and cannot
be, wholly rational. Society becomes barbarian when

men are huddled together under the rule of force and fear;
when economic interests assume the primacy over higher

values; when material standards of mass and quantity _

crush out the values of quality and excellence; when
technology assumes an autonomous existence and
embarks on a course of unlimited self-exploitation without
- purposeful guidance from the higher disciplines of

politics and morals; when the state reaches the paradoxical
point of being everywhere intrusive and also impotent,
possessed of immense power and powerless to achieve

rational ends; when the ways of men come under the sway

of the instinctual, the impulsive, the compulsive. When
things like this happen, barbarism is abroad, whatever

the surface impressions of urbanity.
JOHN COURTNEY MURRAY [in this issue]
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MILTON MAYER.:

The Children’s Crusade

I am of two minds about this country’s present con-
vulsions. My heart is in the highlands with the hellers.
But my head tells me...It’s an old head, mine,
without much wool on the top of it in the place where
the wool ought to grow. Let me tell you what it is like

to be old in the United States of America at the tail
end of the nineteen-sixties.

My generation accepted the precepts of its parents,
and they were the same precepts our parents had
accepted from theirs. We violated the precepts, natu-
rally; but we accepted them. The new generation
rejects them. We were wrong and the new generation
1s right. Our precepts were good precepts, but still
the new generation is right. They are right because
preceptorial 1s as preceptorial does. We were — and,
of course, are — pious frauds. They are impious
Abelards. .

That’s the one big change. Another one is this:
except tor the remnantal remains of Gopher Prairie,
the America of my youth is vanished without a trace;
Spurlos versunken. In its perfectly splendid isolation,
the rest of the world, being out of sight, was out of
mind. My father didn’t know whether Korea was in
the Caribbean or the Mediterranean, or whether the
Congo was a Spanish dance, a Hindu god, or a choco-
late bar; he didn’t care, and he didn’t have to care.

It was an unjust America, of course. Blacks were
Negroes, Negroes were niggers, and niggers were
ineducable and would therefore always be menial.
Jews knew their place and did not take forcible pos-
session of the boardroom of the college or country
club that refused to practice participatory democracy.
It was an uncouth America, but a generous America
and a visionary America. Its golden door was open
and the lamp was bright beside it. Its very existence

was a terror to tyranny everywhere, lest its spirit be
infectious. In its pre-scientific and anarchic ardor it
cultivated the techniques, if not the arts and institu-
tions, of peace. In the first eight years of my life in
Chicago, I never once saw a soldier. America was
still, as it was intended to be, a refuge from chauvin-
1stic horrors. If someone had told my father that he
had to take a loyalty oath, he would have said, “What
do you think this is — Russia?”

Gone, all gone now, to be replaced by the garrison
state and the last best hope of preserving the status
quo ante all over the world. If, then, you can under-
stand what it is to be old in this country at the tail
end of the nineteen-sixties, you will be able to under-
stand why I am of two minds about the present con-
vulsions: on balance, the changes I have seen in my
time have been for the worse. I am afraid. But about
certain aspects of the situation I am of one mind.

First: The revolution of the young blacks, formerly
Negroes, 1s nothing but the Jim Crow branch of the
American Children’s Crusade. What the American
Negroes are saying to the American whites is what the
American young are saying to the American old: “I
don’t dig you. I don’t love you. I don’t honor you.
I don’t obey you.” Whether it’s Vietnam and “Hell,
no, we won't go,” or the ghetto and “Hell, no, we
won't stay,” the message is the same. The parochial
concern of the Negro should not obscure the common
cause against an America whose promises were made
with its fingers crossed.

Second: The revolution of the young Americans —
white, black, red, or pink —is nothing but the
American branch of the world revolution of the rising
generation — and the American branch is behind the
times. The French branch has pulled down de Gaulle.




Some advice to the black and the young:
there is no substitute for intelligence

The Spanish and Japanese branches have driven
Franco and Sato up the wall. The Italian branch has
made it impossible to govern Italy. The German
branch has paralyzed Prussianism, and the Czech
branch has immobilized communism. In our charac-
teristic American provincialism we suppose that we
have something special going here. The only thing
that is special, indeed unique, is the elders’ effort to
persuade the young to call themselves kids 1n the
hope that they won’t take themselves seriously.
Third: The revolution is overdue — the revolution
which Jeremiah and Jefferson invoked when they said
that God’s justice would not sleep forever. The evils
that were containable under kings are no longer
containable under politicians. A world that spends
more on war than it does on health and education
combined is not susceptible of reform. It calls for

‘revolution. But revolution is not the same thing as

rebellion. The aftermath of the Russian Revolution
instructs us that revolution is not a matter of systems
but of men; as the men are, so will the revolution be.

¢

John Locke never heard of law and order, but he
had heard of divine right. “When men are miserable
enough,” said Locke, “they will rebel, cry up divine
right how you will.” 1 think he should have said
“desperate enough” instead of “miserable enough.”
The difference between submissive misery and des-

perate rebellion 1s hope. And the difference between
rebellion and revolution is intelligence. The young

everywhere, black, white, poor, rich, have the desper-
ate certitude of hope along with the adolescent pos-
sibility of intelligence. The young don’t need God or

the big battalions on their side. All they need 1s the
actuarial table, and they’ve got it. My object here 1s

to persuade them to win a revolution instead of a

rebellion — to make their victory stick. No revolution

— not the French, not the American, and not the
Russian — has ever stuck.

What is wanted is intelligence. That the status quo
is unintelligent is superbly self-evident. But the revo-
lution against it is not ipso facto intelligent. If 1t
strikes with the wrong weapons at the wrong people
for the wrong reasons, it will prove to have been un-
intelligent. If it assumes that there i1s nothing wrong
with power and that a transfer or redistribution of
power will improve the human condition, it will prove
to have been unintelligent. He who says, “This ruler
is a fool, but when I am a ruler I will not be a fool”
is already a fool. It is not power that corrupts, but
the unintelligent belief that power 1s not necessarily
COITOSIVE. '

The revolution has to be intelligent, and the
Negro’s revolution has to be especially intelligent
because he 1s its natural leader and is fighting in an
exposed position. If he acts unintelligently he will go
down faster than the white revolutionary whose pal-
lor restrains (though 1t does not disable) the counter-
revolution. To ask the Negro to be more intelligent
than the white 1s only to ask him to use the intelligence
he already has. But if all he has learned through his
suffering 1s how to burn, baby, burn, he hasn’t learned
anything more than the white man, whose technologi-
cal triumph consists of burning babies. .

It the Negro does not use his superior intelligence,
he 1s lost, because an i1gnorant little man cannot beat
an 1gnorant big one. Whitey has overkill; blackie has
underkill. The interence 1s inescapable. Along toward
the end of 1941 — but prior to December 7th of that
year — Professor Morris Cohen listened while a
Jewish colleague said, “I just want to bash in a few
Nazi heads before I die.” Somebody turned to Cohen
and said, “And what do you think?” “I think,” said
Cohen, “that bashing heads is for the ninety-six per
cent — not tor the four per cent.”

Even the ninety-six per cent cannot win that way
now. It took the winners of the First World War
fifteen years to realize that they had lost it. It took
the winners of the Second World War only five. What
keeps the winners of the third world war from launch-
Ing 1t 1s the suspicion that they have lost it in advance
of 1ts launching. They can’t bash in a few Russian or
American heads without being bashed back. Their

unintelligent alternative, as every schoolboy knows, is
a balance of terror which is ruinous in any terms and
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In its own terms unreliable. Their only hope is to
save their faces: Itis an open secret that the Americans
will agree to surrender to the Vietcong if the Vietcong
~will agree to proclaim an American victory. Old
whitey seems to be at the end of the road. The inventor
of the lynching bee at Calvary, the auction block at
Charleston, and the shoot-out at Verdun seems to
have no more inventions.

The young — above all, those who are non-
Caucasian and therefore preconditioned to use their
intelligence — are called upon to go out and turn
the world upside down. Like the Apostles of Jesus,
they do not need any baggage. They do not need
black studies, because intelligence is not absorbed
through the epidermis. They do not need black dormi-
tories, because intelligence is not contracted by sleep-
ing with people. They do not need black awareness,
because intelligence is aware of itself and everything
else. They need the intelligence they acquired in the
course of their suffering, nothing more.

It 1s not enough for them to do their thing; the
thing has to be the sensible thing to do. The sensible
thing to do 1s not to demand a debased education on
the ground that a debased education is what the young,
and especially the Negro young, are fit for. The sensi-
ble thing to do 1s to demand a good education plus the
compensatory qualifications of which they have been
deprived.

A good education is not vocational training. The
purpose of education is human freedom. We don’t
want Dow Chemical or R.O.T.C. off the campus;
we want everything off the campus that has nothing
to do with education for human freedom. That takes
care not only of Dow Chemical and R.O.T.C. but
also the placement office, home economics, physical
education, business administration, journalism,
speech, fraternities, and all the other goodies with
which the old have tricked out higher learning in the
hope of keeping the young quiet in a rest home for
rich adolescents. We don’t want war research off the
campus; we want everything off the campus that has
nothing to do with education for human freedom —
including war research and industrial and commercial
and labor research. We don’t want theology, law,
medicine, and engineering off the campus, but across
the street where we can take advantage of pure re-
search without diverting it from 1ts purity.

Their motto has to be the motto of my alma mater,
“and 1t has to be properly parsed. The motto of my
alma mater is, “Let knowledge grow more and more,
that human life may be enriched.” My alma mater
abandoned the enrichment for the knowledge, the

end for the means, and achieved the first self-sustain-
Ing nuclear chain reaction; the enrichment of human
life in Hiroshima astonished the world.

There 1s nothing the young can do to disrupt the
American college campus that hasn’t been done by
their elders. They should not connive with their elders
in 1ts disruption. They should revolutionize it —
revolutionize it intelligently on the intelligent ground
that 1t has forfeited its legitimacy and prostituted its
independence. A university fifty per cent of whose
budget is provided by the producers of overkill is
monopolized by them and every one of its procedures

tainted. (The Supreme Court once held that control
of six per cent of the market for automobile magnetos

was enough to constitute a monopoly in the industry.)

Education has always presupposed authority — the
rightful authority, in respect of teaching, of those
who know over those who don’t know. It has lost its
authority because its practitioners have lent them-
selves to the production and perpetuation of deadly
error. Authority stripped of its rightfulness is authori-

The Negro does not
have to be superhuman
or saintly...

tarianism. The young are right in repudiating author-
itarianism. But they are mortally wrong if they think
that they will improve their situation by replacing
their elders’ authoritarianism with their own.

Their intelligence, as it rejects authoritarianism,
rejects the struggle for Negro rights as such and for
student rights as such. Such a struggle is self-interested
and 1s therefore no different in principle from the
self-interest that disgraces their elders. There is no such
category as Negro rights or student rights because
there 1s no such category as Negro or student. Either
there are human rights or there are none. Either we
are first of all men, and only then black men or white
men, or we are nothing. Because blacks are men, they
are not to be badgered. Because they are men, they
are not to be manipulated. Because they are men, they
are not to be conscripted or enslaved. When the
Negro was a slave, and the white man called him a

black, he said, “I am a man.”
The Negro does not have to be superhuman or

saintly. He has only to be intelligent. What was good



about Martin Luther King was his intelligence. He
would not lift a finger to save one man Or one country.
His race was the one race, man, without regard to
the amount of melanin in his skin. He knew the
perdurable agony of man in his own person. Perse-
cution was his teacher, and he learned from his

teacher how to speak for man.

Who else will speak for man? Not whitey. Whitey
has battened on partiality — on racism, on national-
ism, on the exploitation of his brother, black and
white. Whoever fights for partiality is playing whitey's
game and playing into whitey’s hands, perpetuating
the intolerable separation of man into species. Sepa-
ratism is for the birds; there is only one surviving
species of the class Homo, and that is Homo sapiens.
Whoever speaks for man must refuse to let any man
be segregated by anybody — even by himself.

Just as there must be one world or none, so there
must be one culture or none. That culture is man's.
Asian and African and European studies in America
are justified only by the American’s ignorance of
Asia, Africa, and Europe; that is, they are not justi-
fied at all. The black culture of the African-descended
American, like the Irish culture of the Irish-descended
American, is an atavism that denies the common
manhood and asserts a tribalism which is always and
everywhere barbarian. If I cannot understand the
writings of Eldridge Cleaver because of my skin color,
then Eldridge Cleaver cannot understand the writings
of Shakespeare because of his. Everybody, and not
just the Nazis, will burn the books.

¢

What is wanted here 1s unanswerable argument.
Attack education for its present debasement, and
you are unanswerable. Assert your right to live with-
out killing, and you are unanswerable. Demand jus-
tice and not advantage, and you are unanswerable.
Call upon the church, not for five hundred million
dollars in special reparations for the Negro but
for five hundred billion dollars in general justice
for the poor, and you are unanswerable. But call
policemen ‘“pigs” and you are answerable by those
who remember the Nazis calling the Jews Schweine-
hunde. Call public officials “fascists” and you are
answerable by those who remember fascism. Call for

power and you are answerable by those who remem-
ber the Caesars and the Hapsburgs and the Romanovs.

Call for black faculties and black curricula and you
are answerable by those who call for humanistic
faculties and humane curricula. Call for separatism

and you will have on your side — though they kill
you — the supremacists who have the necessary over-
kill to maintain the separatism you call for. Do you
want separate but equal opportunity? You will get
the separate opportunity and suffer the inequality that
follows ineluctably from the separation of the minor-
ity from the majority.

The Negro racist, like the white racist, bases his
racism on dignity. But men cannot shoot or burn or
brawl their way to dignity; if they could, the Ameri-
can white man would be the most dignified man on
earth. Does it make the young feel good to occupy
an administration building and horrify the straights
and terrify the timid and license the governor to turn
on the tear gas? Do they want to feel good or to be
intelligent? Do they want a rebellion or a revolution?
Dignity is not a matter of feeling good — of the
mumbo-jumbo of “black is beautiful” or “America
the beautiful.” America is no more beautiful than
Africa and black is no more beautiful than blue.

[ wish that the young could make their demands
negotiable, but I don’t see how they can if they make
them intelligent. I don’t see how overkill can be
negotiated. I don’t see how a ghetto or nerve gas
research or the C.I.A. can be negotiated. But properly
non-negotiable objectives cannot be achieved Dby
throwing a rock through a window on the ground
that the owner of the window understands nothing but
force. He understands force, all right, and he has it.
His level of intelligence has to be raised to the point
where he can comprehend that the travesty of the
campus and the ghettos and the battlefield is finished.
A generation which elects a Lyndon Johnson or a
Richard Nixon has no visible intention to negotiate.
It will pay lip service to negotiation, provided that
the shape of the table is right and as long as 1t doesn’t
have to stop doing the only thing 1t knows how to do.
Harvard University had three hundred years to clean
house on the basis of negotiable demands. The peo-
ple who rightfully deplore the claim of the riotous
young to amnesty have amnestied themselves since
the world began. There may be those who recall
Cain’s general demurrer to the complaint that he had
failed to discharge his responsibility to his brother.

Old whitey may be unintelligent and out of steam,
but he still has his pristine cunning. If he 1s persist-
ently pushed he will propose gradualism, by which

he means gradually wearing blackie down. Whitey
1sn’t wicked. He 1s unconcerned. His unconcern 1is

not immoral. It i1s unintelligent. By power possessed,
he cannot understand what Paul meant by saying that
we are all members one of another. He cannot under-



stand what Jesus meant by saying that he who takes

the sword will perish by it. He cannot understand
what the prophet meant by proclaiming the greater
damnation of those who devour widows’ houses and
make long prayers for a pretense. He didn’t mean to
be like this. Power benighted him, and he walks in
the noonday as in the night. If I may paraphrase an
eminent Harvard alumnus — a hundred generations

of people like us is enough. If the new generation
turns out to be the hundred and first, it is lost.

The old have torn down Vietnam and kept the
ghettos in their place, and now they say that the
young want to tear things down without having any-
thing to put in their place. The old are not compe-
tent to complain, and the complaint is an empty one
anyway. The young don’t have to have anything to
put in the place of the present shambles. The Lord
God Jehovah did not tell their ancestors and mine
what to put in the place of Sidon and Tyre; he told
them, “You shall walk in My path and I will show
you My way.” It 1s easy to think up the right thing.

Anarchy is the
second worst
condition of society

What 1s hard 1s to stop doing the wrong one. The
LLord did not tell their ancestors and mine to do good.
He told them, “Cease to do evil — learn to do good.”
They need only to be intelligent.

It they are intelligent, the totalitarian spirit —
which unintelligently obeys all laws — will call them
anarchists. But they should not be dismayed. True,
anarchy 1s the second worst condition of human so-
ciety. The worst i1s tyranny. He who, like the
intelligent founders of this republic, will not have
tyranny, must take his chances on anarchy. The Nur-
emberg decision of the International Military Tribunal
in 1946 requires anarchy of the soldier who is ordered
to pertorm inhuman acts. Disorder 1s no worse than
injustice, which 1is the institutionalization of disorder.
When the laws are rooted in violence and maintained
by violence, they must not be obeyed. Socrates was
right, not wrong, when he said, “Men of Athens, I
love you, but I shall obey God rather than you.” John
Brown was right. Mohandas Gandhi was right.
Martin Luther King was right. And Thomas Aquinas

was right seven centuries ago when he said that an

unjust law is no law and does not bind a man in
conscience.

T'here is a higher law. The higher law does not
have to be very high to be higher than the Selective

Service Act or the Internal Revenue Act, only more

Intelligent. The young should study the German ex-
perience of the nineteen-thirties, when the most liter-

ate nation on earth, mistaking literacy for intelligence,
elevated ignorance to power and cut its own head off.
They should study the German experience and learn
that neither the government nor the majority is by
definition a good judge of justice. Civil disobedience
may be treasonable. It is not necessarily unpatriotic.
A patriot will set his country right if he can, but in no
case will he contribute to its continued delinquency.

¢

I am one of the elders of whom I speak. The young
terrify me. They terrify me because I have mine,
which I got by the exercise of the good precepts I
learned from my parents plus being white and landing
on my feet every time I fell on my face. The young do
not territy me with their popguns; I have ten machine
guns for every one of their popguns. They terrify me
because they show some small sign of social maturity,
of civic responsibility and human concern. Their
elders, like me, are nice people, but they did not
mature. The young have seen them playing cops and
robbers at home and overkill in their worldwide play-
pen. Television reveals the infantilism of the adults’
attention span. They cannot talk; they can sit mes-
merized, or they can shout or mumble. They made
the young mumble, “One nation, indivisible,” and
after they had mumbled it a few thousand times, some
subversive told them that five per cent of the Ameri-
can people have twenty per cent of the nation’s in-
come and twenty per cent have five per cent of it, and
they began to become what their elders call cynical;
that 1s, intelligent. The day the young complete the

process their elders will fall off the stage of history;

they won’t even have to be pushed.

The President of Notre Dame says that “we need
a rebirth of academic, civic, and political leadership
— a sharing of those youthful ideals and dreams,
whether they are impossible or not.” The President
of Notre Dame is right. But whose fault is it that we

need such a rebirth? How did we come to be so
needy, with so rich a heritage and so profligate a

land? How are we to be reborn? What does “a sharing
of those youthful ideals and dreams” mean? What




have the elders got to offer as their share? Not youth
or ideals or dreams.

The ideals of the elders are money, fame, and
power, and they dream of bigger and better sugar-
plums. They are starved for soul food, and chicken
every Sunday has not filled them. They are obese, but
unfilled. Now they have run out of time. They have
run out of time to choose to free the Negroes or to
fight a civil war to enslave them. All they can do now
is cry up the divine right of law and order and
shudder for themselves as they see it in action and
observe the lawlessness and disorder it brings in 1its
train.

Our black brethren are freeing themselves 1m-
patiently. For three centuries they waited patiently —
so patiently that whitey, who takes impatience for
manliness, took them for sheep who look up to be fed
and look down when they aren’t. They waited at the
end of the line, and no matter how short the line got
they were still waiting. They waited at the back ot the
bus, and no matter how empty the bus was they were
still at the back. Their patience is beginning to be
exhausted.

Whitey had no intention of living up to his profes-
sion that all men are created equal. As this country’s
sovereign he could not and can not pass the buck for
its derelictions. What the country was was his doing;
was, and is. His tragic flaw was his possession by
power and the consequent corruption of his intelli-
gence. He did not understand that no man can free
another because no man can enslave another. Whitey
wanted blackie to act like a freedman. But blackie
isn’t a freedman; no man is. He is a free man, and a
free man because he is a man. Therein lies his dig-
nity — not in the grace of his master — and he loses
it not by being in chains but by chaining himself to
the humiliating values of his master. Whoever would
want to be and do and have what the American white
man is and does and has i1s not a man but a slave and,
like the American white man, an unhappy slave at
that.

The only hope of the old is the intelligence ot the
young. Their intelligence may be undeveloped, but
it 1s not yet corrupted. They are still young. They have
been forced by the American educational process to
undertake their own education. They are not to be put

down or put off, because they have been set to wonder-
ing. What set them to wondering was, I suppose, the
two victorious world wars their elders waged and lost
in the process of winning them. Coming in the wake of
these wingless victories, they would have had to be
catatonic epileptics not to have wondered. Wonder

is the beginning of wisdom. The young are wising up.

All they have not to do is what e. e. cummings called
up-grow and down-forget.

Their intelligence tells them that the only solution
to racialism is miscegenation. There was a time
when an Irishman could not be elected President.
There was a time when a Catholic could not be
elected President. There was even a time when a fight-
ing Quaker couldn’t be elected President. The change
in our national attitude was the result of what we
Dixiecrats call mixing. Hybrid corn and hybrid pigs
are of higher quality than the original stocks, and
there is no evidence whatever that hybrid man is not.
Since seventy per cent of all the American “blacks™
are part “white” and millions of American “blacks”
have passed unknowingly into the so-called white
race, the racist who says he wouldn’t want his
daughter to marry a Negro — or a white man — has
no way of knowing whether she does or doesn’t and
neither has she or her fiancé. As long as pigmentation
provides our society with the one discernible other,
and as long as whitey is ineducable by anthropology,
psychology, and theology, the only solution i1s to make
indiscernible others of us all.

Five hundred years would do it. But then five
hundred years of education for freedom would make
intelligent human beings of us and it wouldn’t matter
anymore what color we were. But we have run out
of time. It 1sn’t the future that’s dark — it’s the present.
It the young do not bring light to the world, if they
spurn a little suffering undergone for the sake of
Iintelligence, the wave of the present will roll over

them and, like their elders, they will be heard of no
more.
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has frequently served abroad as a representative of
the American Friends Service Committee. He is
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In 1959 the Board of Directors of the Fund for the
Republic established the Center for the Study of
Democratic Institutions with a mandate to “clarify
the basic issues and widen the circles of discussion
about them.” The Board’s decision followed two years
of study that had led to the conclusion that the
original purpose of the Fund, to advance understand-
ing of civil liberties and civil rights, could best be
carried out in the context of an effort to advance
understanding of democratic institutions.

In 1959 the financial future of the Fund was ob-
scure. The Center was perforce made up of part-time
consultants, with the staff of the Fund in support.
Each of the Center’s studies was under the supervi-
sion of one or more of the consultants; a member of
the staff acted as director of each study. The original
projects dealt with the corporation, A. A. Berle,
~consultant, W. H. Ferry, staff director; the labor
union, Clark Kerr, consultant, Paul Jacobs, staff

director; war and peace, I. I. Rabi, consultant, Walter
Millis, staff director; religious institutions, Reinhold
Niebuhr and John Courtney Murray, consultants,

John Cogley, staff director; the mass media, Eric

Goldman, and later Harry S. Ashmore, consultants,
Frank Kelly, staff director; the political process,
Eugene Burdick, consultant, Hallock Hoffman, staff
director. George N. Shuster and Harrison Brown
were consultants-at-large.

The difficulties of bringing the consultants together
led to a gradual shift as the projects on which they
worked came to an end. The Center decided to avail
itself of the consultants’ advice on an individual and
ad-hoc basis. Thus the staff became the Center.

The generosity of Chester F. Carlson, who gave
the Center almost five million dollars over five years
and left it another five million at his death, had a
dual effect: it made it possible to foresee a future in
which the Center would not be dependent on annual
money-raising, and it permitted the Center to take a
step that had been debated for many years, expansion
of 1ts lIimited publication program to include a maga-
zine. THE CENTER MAGAZINE has been successful be-
yond expectations. The one hundred thousand
members 1t has brought the Center have served
still further to reduce financial anxiety about the
future, and to provide an important national and



international audience for the Center’s deliberations.

Until the Center has an endowment that relieves
it of any conscious or unconscious desire to please
and that enables it to deal with any i1ssue as it sees
fit, it will not be ideally situated. But the Board of
Directors decided in May, 1969, that the organiza-
tion now had a sufficiently firm and independent basis
to enable 1t to attempt in the nineteen-seventies what
it wanted to do 1n the sixties.

The Board authorized the President to refound the
Center according to a procedure in which the Senior
Fellows, beginning with the President and one ap-
pointed by him, would elect their associates. A total
of seven were selected. They will choose others. They
are under instructions from the Board to elect the
most highly qualified persons to be found. _

Harvey Wheeler pointed out in a paper written in
1961 that the early projects of the Center were at that

date approaching completion or stalemate. Solutions
currently recommended for the problems with which
they dealt were seen to be inadequate, because no
solutions can be adequate unless they are sought in
the widest possible context. Economics and politics,

for example, remain unintelligible except in terms of
a general conception of social order. The over-arch-
ing theme of studies of the social order now has to be
the nature of world order and the universe of man
In 1ts most fundamental aspects. The Board of
Directors last May removed any limitations found
in the American background of the Fund for the
Republic and any restrictions that might be thought
inherent in “the study of democratic institutions.”
What the Board decided to do was to establish an
international community of scholars.

‘The phrase “community of scholars” is inappli-
cable in varying degrees to all modern universities.
In a recent 1ssue of the Universities Quarterly, H. T.
Betteridge, of the University of Glasgow, remarks that
“learning for its own sake has now become just laugh-
able, for 1t leads neither to riches nor to power or
influence.” Academic institutions all over the world
are 1ncreasingly dedicated to training in narrower
and narrower fields of specialization. They can
hardly be called intellectual communities, or com-
munities of any kind. The demands upon them by
industry and the state have made the university, as




the former president of Cornell once boasted, “the

great pumping heart” of the industrial state.

The 1solation of the specialties is such that there
1S no way of taming the pretensions of any one of
them. One cannot shed light on another, and they

cannot come together to focus on the basic or urgent
problems of civilization.

The desperate attempts to meet this situation by
meetings, conferences, and symposia are laudable but
unsuccessful. The problems require systematic and

continuous attention, which, by definition, sporadic
gatherings cannot give them.

In America academic careerism and foundation

funds as well as governmental and industrial grants
direct the vast but scattered resources of the multi-
versity 1nto a network of pipelines leading to the
military-industrial complex and other agencies of
national power and prosperity.

A recent issue of Science reported that one
agency, the Air Force Office of Scientific Research,
was financing the research of more than a thousand
Doctoral candidates and of many more Master’s can-
didates. The report added: “The over-all impact is
apparent from the observation that these graduate
students rank at the top of the nation’s younger gener-
ation of scientists and are developing their expertise

In areas particularly relevant to Department of
Defense interests.”

Yet the multiversity may be obsolescent in the
sense that the problems lie elsewhere. The revolutions
we hear so much about may make the multiversity
an anachronism. Nobody can deny the value of dis-
covery and invention, but a most pressing question is
nhow we can live with science and technology. Nobody
would care to reduce the prosperity of the advanced
industrial nations, but we may be coming to a point
at which the issue 1s not how to produce and dis-
tribute goods but how to live human lives, not how
to strengthen and enrich the nation-state but how to
make the world a decent habitation for mankind. The
causes of the present worldwide unrest among stu-
dents are complicated, but one of them seems to be
a growing conviction among young people that con-
temporary institutions, especially the university, can-
not 1n their present form deal with the dangers and
opportunities of the present and future.

Against this background, the Board of Directors of
the Center has decided that it 1s desirable to organize
a small center of independent thought and criticism,
made up of men and women highly qualified in their
specialties who are prepared to devote a major part
of their time to a common effort to understand the
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contemporary world. During the coming year the
Center will try to discover whether this can be done.
A series of meetings will be held with scholars from
all over the world. The present Fellows will seek
their advice and their cooperation as resident, visit-
Ing, or corresponding members of the Center.

One question the Senior Fellows will have to de-
cide 1s whether the refounded Center should have

students. Their present view is that younger people
should be associated with them as collaborators or
junior partners. Since the number of Senior Fellows

1s unlikely to be large, the number of students will
be small.

¢

Looking back over the sixties, one can see that the
developments are a natural result not only of the im-
provement in the Center’s financial position but also
of reflection upon its program. The staff was syste-
matically engaged in such reflection for a year and a
half before the Board acted in May. No one who took
part in those discussions could escape the conclusion
that the academic affairs of the Center should be in
the hands of a small number of qualified Senior
Fellows. The number should be no larger than might
be required to provide a continuing nucleus for the
dialogue.

The method of the dialogue, though difficult, was
seen to be the only one that encouraged the kind of
interdisciplinary criticism in which the Center has
been engaged. The dialogue had to be about subjects
selected by the participants. It had to be frequent
enough to build up continuity — meetings should not
be so far apart that what went on in one was forgotten
by the time the next took place. On the other hand,
the dialogue had to be infrequent enough to permit
the participants to prepare and at the same time to
get on with their own studies. These studies would
be the basis of later meetings led by them.

Frequent, but not too frequent, dialogue on sub-
jects chosen by the group, accompanied by work of
one’s own that was to be brought ultimately to the
table — this was the method that was carried to some
degree of pertection by the Center and that will be
employed by the refounded organization.

Center Fellows, and often visitors as well, soon get
out of the habit of referring to themselves as lawyers
or political scientists or whatever they happen to be.

They talk to the problem under consideration, bring-
Ing their own special knowledge to bear on it, at the
same time recognizing that no single discipline can



have the final word on the kind of issue with which
the Center deals. For example, the last discussion in
June of this year took place with Arthur Jensen,
Professor ot Educational Psychology, University of
California at Berkeley, on the inheritance of intelli-
gence. The staff had had three previous meetings on
Professor Jensen’s views, one of them with him. The
final conterence on the topic was attended by two
visiting political scientists and a visiting psychologist.
The question of the inheritability of intelligence as set
forth by Protessor Jensen in the Harvard Educational
Review has become a cause célebre in the academic
world; subsequent issues of the Review are devoted
entirely to critiques of Jensen’s thesis and to his reply.
These scholarly exchanges have spilled over into alle-
gations of latent racism and angry charges that
Jensen’s researches support the anti-integration po-
litical faction outside the academy. The controversy
has spread to include the methods and responsibilities
of scientists; the proportions are approaching those
of the great Lysenko imbroglio that divided the aca-
demic community in the Soviet Union a few years
ago.

If the Jensen affair has attracted so much attention,
1t might be asked what special contribution the Center
can make to the discussion. The answer lies in the
central thesis of the Center, that it is impossible to
explore such issues within the limits of a single aca-
demic discipline, or a cluster of related disciplines.
Protessor Jensen has raised prime questions of psy-
chology that must be dealt with by specialists, but
attending them are grave matters of public policy for
which the same specialists may have no particular
competence. It 1s the Center’s contribution to take
the discussion into multi-disciplinary territory, and to
1nsist that the issues must be appraised finally in terms
of human values. We believe the same thing is true of
most of the major 1ssues that confront mankind.

¢

The work of the Center has shown that all these issues
are interrelated. Whether we think of how to live with
science and technology or how to advance the idea of
world community or to remedy the economic dis-
parities that plague the world, we notice at once that,
though solid work must be done by all the disciplines
bearing on the problem, there must also be some way
of bringing them together if the issue is to be seen in
the round, without distortion.

Rextord G. Tugwell’s new constitution for the
United States is now in its thirty-fourth draft. The
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Center entered upon this project without any notion
that the eventual document might be considered by the
people. The Center’s intention was to use these con-
stitutional drafts as a focus for its work, to give con-
creteness to i1ts speculations, and to force it to think
carefully about the kind of charter a modern de-
mocracy ought to have. Now I am not so sure. If the
present demand for a constitutional convention per-
sists, 1t may be well to have before the country a care-
fully worked out plan to which those interested in
freedom and justice can repair. The motives of those
who are urging a convention seem to have little to do
with freedom and justice.

The Tugwell study of the Constitution has to em-
brace all the new conditions and considerations that
characterize the new world. It would obviously be
absurd to have it criticized by constitutional lawyers
alone, tfor they are frequently unfamiliar with the
conditions with which a constitution must deal. By
the time Governor Tugwell’s final draft is published
it will have been inspected from every point of view
by experts 1n all the fields that it impinges upon.

So 1t 1s with the problem of world organization,
which overlaps the question of controlling technology,
that of economic development, and even that of the
American Constitution, for America is the most
powerful country in the world. Wherever this prob-

lem 1s touched, it immediately calls for the collabora-
tion of specialists.

The seabed, for example, once thought to be the
common property of mankind, now appears to have
economic and military value. Only a coOperative
effort by statesmen, businessmen, and scholars in
many fields can lead to a political framework in
which the interests of the peoples of the world can be
safeguarded. Elisabeth Mann Borgese’s project on
world organization, which can be traced back to the
world constitution framed by a committee at the
University of Chicago in 1947, is closely linked to
the struggle for the seabed. Officers of and ambas-
sadors to the United Nations have recognized the im-
portance of this work and have assisted in making
plans for an international meeting to be held in Malta
in 1970, at which a program for a regime of the sea
will be presented and discussed.

Throughout the last decade the Center has been
concerned with science and technology. An Occa-
sional Paper by Donald Michael on cybernation,
published by the Center in 1962, was an attempt to
indicate the nature and consequences of the techno-
logical revolution. A number of international con-
ferences have been held at the Center on this subject



since that date and many publications have resulted
from them. A continuing study under the direction of
Harvey Wheeler 1s called the Constitutionalization of
Science; it 1s concerned with the control of the appli-
cations of science in the public interest. While the
advanced nations have been turning their attention
to other planets, this one is being made uninhabitable
by the unexpected side effects of scientific progress.
The problem now is literally how to save the world.
What 1s going on in the seabed is an example of what
may happen, and the relationship of this study to the
others 1s clear. It is also clear that no system for the
control of the applications of science can be devised
without the type of collaboration among the disciplines
that is characteristic of the Center’s work.

Building on the studies of war and peace conducted
In 1ts early days, the Center in 1964 decided to
arrange a convocation to call attention to the papal
encyclical Pacem in Terris, a document that seemed
to suggest paths toward peaceful coexistence among
men of different nations and ideologies. The object
was to see whether the understanding and interchange
advocated by Pope John XXIII was possible. Two
thousand people from many countries assembled in
New York, and interchange between East and West
did occur. The addresses of the representatives of
what was then called the Soviet bloc were concilia-
tory. Positions that had seemed fixed became less
rigid. The meeting showed that East-West dialogue
could take place.

Encouraged by this result, the Center held another
meeting, Pacem in Terris II, for three hundred and
fifty invited guests in Geneva in 1967. The effort was
to broaden the dialogue. In one way it conspicuously
failed, for the Soviet Union, citizens of which had
eagerly coOperated in plans for the meeting, withdrew
at the last minute because of the war in Vietnam, and
many Arab representatives declined or disappeared
because of the Six Day War with Israel. From many
other points of view, on balance, the meeting suc-
ceeded — the Germans, East and West, discussed in
public for the first time their points of difference and
agreement; the countries of Southeast Asia came to-

gether to request a conference among themselves
looking toward the neutralization of the region; and
many public persons speaking in a private capacity
discussed the international relations of their countries
with surprising candor.

The virtue of the kind of private peacemaking in
which the Center has engaged lies in its flexibility.
When public positions are frozen, private groups can
establish private relations that may influence public
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attitudes. When representatives of the Southeast
Aslian countries asked the Center to invite them to a
conference under its auspices, the Center put the
natural question, why do you need us? The reply was
that the official relations among these nations were
such that no one of them could take the initiative.

In private meetings under private auspices, where
everybody 1s speaking in his private capacity, plans
can be put forward that a government would hesitate
to present because they might be thought signs of
weakness. It is a rule of official diplomacy that one
must always seem to be negotiating from strength.
Hence the difficulties of the U.N., an organization of
sovereign states. Having undertaken to formulate a
program for the seabed, and having assembled a large
committee for this purpose, the U.N. finds itself un-
able to move. Meanwhile, the member states with
access to the oceans are proceeding to stake out their
claims.

The risk 1n private peacemaking is considerable.
Although the Center has never made a move of this
kind without the knowledge of the government of
the United States, it has not been able to count on the
sustained support of that government, even when
such support has been promised. For example, during
the planning for Pacem in Terris II, the Soviet dele-
gation proposed that the Center try to see what
private peacemaking could accomplish with regard
to the war 1in Vietnam. With the concurrence of the
State Department, the Center established connections
with Hanoi; Harry S. Ashmore and William Baggs,
with Luis Quintanilla, an experienced Mexican diplo-
mat and consultant to the Center, went there. Dis-
cussions with Ho Chi Minh and other North Viet-
namese officials were so promising that Ashmore and
Baggs returned for a second visit. Significant pro-
posals did emerge. However, confusion in the State
Department and the White House rendered these
overtures abortive. The story is told in the special
Center Report by Ashmore and Baggs, Mission to
Hanoi.

The Center does seem to have a certain attraction
for those who see places where private peacemaking
might work. I have already mentioned the instance
of the crisis about the ocean bottom. Another ex-
ample 1s that of American-Japanese-Chinese rela-
tions. Through Harrop Freeman, Professor of Law
at Cornell and a consultant to the Center, a group in
the Liberal Party of Japan approached the Center
with a request for a conference in Santa Barbara

about the policy the United States and Japan should
adopt toward Communist China. Ten leaders of the



Japanese group attended the meeting, held in Jan-
uary, 1969. The Center invited tour leading U.S. sena-
tors of both parties and other public figures and experts
on the Far East. The exploration of the 1ssues was as
thorough as time permitted. The Japanese indicated
satisfaction with the results and have suggested fur-
ther conferences in Tokyo to which they would 1n-

vite citizens of mainland China. A book-length report,
Asian Impasse, will be published 1in October; there
will also be an edition 1n Japanese.

The project known as the Civilization of the Dia-
logue, under the direction of John Wilkinson, carries
private peacemaking to a more profound level. It 1s
an attempt to understand the conditions of cross-
cultural, international, and inter-ideological com-
munication and to test that understanding by eflorts
at intellectual coOperation. Relations have been estab-
lished with the Neues Forum group in Vienna, which
has many connections with individuals and groups 1n
the Soviet Union and other countries 1n eastern
Europe. Professor Fred Warner Neal, a consultant to
the Center, has been helpful in putting the Center
in touch with scholars in the Soviet Union and
eastern Europe. A steady stream of these scholars has
flowed through the Center. There 1s a Rumanian
Visiting Fellow, Ileana Marculescu, now 1n resi-
dence, and Academician N. Inozemtsev, a Russian
social scientist, 1s a consultant. Joint publishing
arrangements have been made with the Neues Forum
group and with the Institute of American Studies 1n
Moscow.

At the instance of the Chairman of the Board of
Directors, Justice Douglas, the Center will hold in
Mexico City this month the first of a series of
Pacem in Terris seminars designed to carry the dia-
logue 1nto one region of the world after another. The
Mexico City meeting will deal with the obstacles
to economic development in Latin America and
methods of overcoming them. It 1s being organized by
Raul Prebisch, a leading authority on the subject,
and will bring together experts from all the Latin-
American countries, including Cuba.

¢

At the rate of about four meetings a week through-

out the calendar year for a decade the Center has
touched upon the major issues that have arisen or
that seem likely to arise in the contemporary world.
Some of them, as I have indicated, it has selected for
continued study. Others it has dealt with more sum-
marily, thinking that i1t has made its contribution by
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calling attention to them. Where it has felt that novel
or heretical views deserved consideration it has not
hesitated to provide a forum for them. For this reason
the Center has had some utility as an early-warning
system.

Its first projects adumbrated the course the organi-
zations under study— religious institutions, the cor-
porations, the mass media, and the unions — might
take or ought to take. As long ago as 1958 a paper
written by John Graham and published by the Center
recommended that conscription be abolished, and
added that if this recommendation could not be
adopted, selection should be by lot. These suggestions
are now a commonplace of political discussion.

A symposium on the Negro as an American, which
was conducted in 1963, one on a free press and a fair
trial in 1965, one on the opinions and aims of radical
youth in 1967, and one in 1967 in which the present
Chief Justice set forth somewhat unorthodox views
of the administration of criminal justice 1llustrate the
value of an independent institution bent on trying to
discover and understand what 1s going on in the
world. I could extend this list almost indefinitely to
include, tor example, the city, the university, bureau-
cracy, ecology, and ghetto education.

In general, the Center has tried to avoid the burn-
Ing 1ssues because by definition they are already re-
cerving attention. The Center has thought its main
function was to bring to the surface those issues which
had not yet come to public notice but which seemed
likely to become the burning issues of the future. The
Center has not tried to tell people what to think; i<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>