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"The intell.ectual today is very much an inside 
man ... In almost euery field. of gouemmentai 
concern from economics to national security, 
the academtc community has become a central 
instrument of public policy in these United 
States. " 

- Lyndon Johnson, in The New York 
Times, May 12, 1966 

"What the hell il a univer.ity doing buying 
gUM?" 18 8. good question that demand. a 
Itraight an.wer from the academic community. 
Congreal - and the American ASlociation of 
Unlvenlty Pro(ellc.ftl-molt certalnly ought to 
be lnvestigatIng the academic ann. racket and 
the ute of univeraltlet by the CIA. The sordid 
nature of Michigan State Univenlty'. Vietnam 
project may yet .erve a. the catalYlt for a 
long-overdue review of the role of profellorl In 
foreign polley. The very leaet that should come 
out of the private and publlc debates occasioned 
by the MSU scandal is a forthright declaratlon 
by the responsible omcials that In the future 
such things wlll not happen again. MS U Presi· 
dent Hannah's statement to that effect before 
the recent ¥tchlgan LegiJlature's inveetlgating 
committee, is a step in the right direction. Caps 
and gowns must be kept in different drawers 
from cloaks and daggen. 

Unfortunately the very notoriety of the affair, 
as it has been handled in the glollY media, 
tends to dlltract attention from 'a scandal that 
runs much deeper and is much more persistent 
than the dazzling story of guns and the CIA. 
The MSU story has been given so much James 
Bond 007 treatment that there is a real danger 
of forgetting that what Michigan State did in 
Vietnam was only a more melodramatic version 
of the entirely normal, everyday operations of 
most American universities abroad as well as 
at home. Michigan State deserves its present 
notoriety, but it does not deserve to be made 
into a scapegoat for sins that are very much 
nationwide. 
MARTIN NICOLAUS / Graduate student In Sociol· 
ogy, Brandeis; contributor to Studies Uti the Le{l; 
Associate Editor of Viet-Report. 
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MANY PROFESSORS, 
MANY UNIVERSITIES 

Only a small minority of the profellors who 
participated In MS U'. Vietnam project were on 
the Michigan State faculty. The majority be
longed to universities that can not so easily be 
accused of being "on the make": Pittsburgh, 
Caurornla, Yale. and others equally well estab
lished. Except for the circumstance that MS U 
faculty held the responsible posts in the project, 
there Is no good reason to call It an MS U proj
ect at all. When one reads the still unpublished 
research reports of the project, one is struck by 
the fact that the Michigan State faculty mem
bers were neither more nor less critical of the 
Diem regime than the professors from other 
institutions. While MSU may have had a corner 
on the market of intellectual servility in Vietnam, 
It by no means held a monopoly. 

And one .hould keep In mind that the Vietnam 
project continued to function for three years 
after the arms traffic had stopped and the CIA 
had found a different cover, both In 1959. From 
then until the end of the project in 1962, most 
of the professors did most of their slgnlflcant 
research in a strictly academic setting In Saigon, 
divorced from the sordid melodrama that has 
captured recent headlines. During these same 
three years, the brutality of the Diem tyranny 
revealed itself with unmistakable clarity. During 
this period began Diem's massive witch-hunts 
against all opposition; the uprouiflc and stra· 
teglc hamlet plans were put into operation, 
large-scale guerrilla warfare broke out, the 
National Liberation Front was founded, Diem's 
army tried to overthrow him, the most eminent 
non-communist figures in Saigon protested 
against the regime and were imprisoned, and 
the first batalUons of U.S. "advI80rs" arrived. 
Yet until May 1961 there was no squeak of 
protest from any of the professors, and even 
when protest began, It was confined to a minor
Ity of project members. Most of the professors 
were ready and willing to continue working for 
the Diem regime, and there is no reason to 
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suppose that many of them would not have been 
willing to stay on even after Buddhist monks 
began to incinerate themselves alive In the 
streets of Saigon. [As we go to preas and as 
Buddhist monks again incinerate themselves 
alh.e in the streets of Saigon, we learn that Pro
fessor Wesley Fishel of Michigan State Univer
sity and former head of MS UG has returned to 
Vietnam, that J ohn P. Roche, Profeslor of H .... 
tory and Politics at Brandeis University and 
former Chairman of ADA has gone to Saigon 
to assist in writing a new constitution, that Pro
fessor .... There are too many to Ust; the spirit 
of vigilant liberalism and international reform 
still burns bright in the academic breast. Ed.] 

In the light of these facts, the queetion "what 
the hell is a university doing buying guos" Is a 
trivial o ne. The real question has UtOe to do 
with weapons a nd the CIA: Why the hell were 
American professors willing to work lor the 
Diem regime a t a ll ? 

That question has not become andent history 
with the termination of the lff"SU project. There 
are other Diems in the world, other U.S. gov
ernment a gencies supporting them, and other 
professors willing to help. An example is Project 
Camelot, in which no known CIA agents were 
Involved, where no arms traffic was contem
plated, a nd where the melodramatic trappings of 
the MS U a ffa ir were completely absent. Project 
Camelot bega n in 1964 when the U.S. Army 
decided to Invest 1.5 million dolla rs annuaUy 
in socia l science research designed to fadlltate 
the Army's world-wide counter-insurgency pro
gram. A sha dowy group called the Special 
Operations Resea rch Office, theoretically a 
subsidiary of the equally shadowy American 
University, was in charge of the research. Not
w'ithstanding the unorthodox nature of the spon
sors, despite the distinctly dubious status of the 
university involved. Project Camelot sUe«Ssfully 
recruited not only some of the most eminent 
and respected American scholars, but also a 
number of professo rs with long-esta blished repu
tations a s liberals, including one sociologist 
identified in a recent N. Y. Times Magazine 
article as a member of the New York "Intel· 
lcctual J<:stabll shmen1. " As Irving- Louis Horo
witz noted in the ma ga zine Trellis-Action 
(Washington Uni vers ity, S1. Louis, Nov/ Dec. 
1965). the men in Camelot spoke or themselves 
without irony as " rerormers." Refo rm is exactly 
what the professo rs in Vietnam thought they 
were doing. In both ca ses , the professors accom
plished the pheno mena l intellectual 'leap from 
reform to counter-insurgency with the greatest 
of ease. They believed that the U. S, Army could 
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and would, 11 properly enUghtened, become a 
force for progre .. lve social change in the under
developed world; and they saw no contradiction 
between their ethos of scientific objectivity and 
their actlvity in helping the U.S. Army to lnter
fere more eftectively in the affain of other 
nations. And this was after the Domlnlcan inter
vention had been launched I 
• Camelot was omdally cancelled In 1965 when 
its purpose leaked out in Chile and caused a 
storm 01 protest throughout Latin America. 
However, slmUar projects under similar spon
sorship bave elnee been discovered in Peru, 
Colombia, and even In Quebec, Canada; and it 
would be naive to think that the Pentagon hu 
given up on social science research or that 
professors have abandoned the Pentagon. Apart 
from a few prudent souls, the reaction or most 
academIcs (according to Horowitz' article) was 
one of dlatinct regret that BO wortbwhUe an 
opportunity had been .polled. Nothing 8UpPOrto 
the expectation that American professors have 
slowed down in their effort to sell their eervices 
to the men of power who pollee the restless 
peasants throughout the world. 

MANY POLICEMEN 

As the experienee of these projects demon
strates, the United States government Ia very 
much interested in forging alliances between 
professors and poUcemen. The Intent may be 
either to use the former as a respectable cover 
for the unpubl1ciud and unpublidzable activities 
or the latter, as In the case of MSUG; or the 
intent may be (as in Camelot) to use profeuors 
as social scouts to identify the trouble .pots 
where pressure need by appUed, somewhat like 
Forward Air Controllers signal artillery crews 
where to lay their barrages. This working alli
ance between intellectuals and American foreign 
policy is always presented as a respectable 
package; the positions carry hl8h nnancial re
wards, opportunitles for publication and 
advancement, and the prestige of working for 
the government. As the government gets to know 
the academic community better, the research 
designs it proposes will be more sclentlflc, more 
intellectually challenging; consequently more of 
the top men in the Reid will be attracted to such 
projects. This is what has happened to a great 
extent already. A working alUance between a 
portion of the academic community and counter
revolutionary foreign policy il one or the en
trenched features or the American ideological 
landicape. 

The mOlt fortunate aspect of this alliance Is 
that in the form of projects like MS UG and 
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Camelot, it does not work for very long. Once 
they are publicized, once it becomes known that 
behind the professor lurks the policeman, the 
proj~ lose the respectability essential to their 
operation. Once their sacred "objectivity" is put 
into question, the projects become worthless. It 
did not take Vietnamese peasants very long to 
figure out that the MSUG researchers were too 
friendly with the local officials to be trusted, and 
as a result MS UG's understanding of the peas
ants has all the scientific merit of a white South
erner's understanding of Negroes, based on 
conversations with the colored maid. Project 
Camelot was even less fortunate. Once the news 
leaked out who was sponsoring the research, 
Latin American radicals 'and nationalists drove 
the researchers northward in a hail of verbal 
sticks and stones. Even the chances of getting 
information useful to the U.S. government under 
these conditions, much less of getting informa
tion of scientific value, becomes nll. For all 
practical purposes this amounts to the same 
thing, because the value of such research to the 
government is precisely in its "scientific" pres
tige. Once that prestige becomes publicly and 
widely tainted, the government might as well, 
and more cheaply, train members of the Special 
Forces to become social scientists in uniform. 
The training program is probably already 
underway. 

Other consequences of the alliance between 
intellectuals and the policemen of the world are 
not so short-lived. For example, its effects on 
the international reputation of American social 
scientists are worth considering seriously. A 
time may come when an American professor, 
upon entering a gathering of Intellectuals any
where in the world, will find that conversation 
drops to a whisper. Invitations to congresses 
abroad, other than those organized by the State 
Department, may cease to arrive. Books may 
cease to be translated, other than those distrib
uted by USIA. Contacts with the thinking of 
other minds may end altogether, intellectual 
cross-fertilization come to a halt. The alliance 
of professors with counter-revolution could well 
produce Intellectual stagnation on a hitherto 
unprecedented scale, just as the alliance between 
professors and white supremacists has made an 
intellectual wasteland of the American South. 
Meanwhile, the world moves on; intellectuals in 
other countries make their peace with revolu
tions or work actively toward them, and the 
United States acquires the reputation of being a 
place 80 intellectually stale that no one would 
want to teach or study except for the money. If 
this prognosis seems premature or exaggerated, 
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one should keep in mind Jean Paul Sartre's 
refusal to visit the U.S. last year. 

To educate a generation of students in the 
spirit of this alliance is almost a criminal under
taking. But apart from the moral question 
involved, the result is a bad educational invest
ment. The first to realize that their education 
has not prepared them to gain a realistic under
standing of worid events are the students. To 
paraphrase the poet, the best minds of a genera
tion are howling with confusion. More con
cretely, and more hopefully, the best minds of 
the generation will spend their time organizing 
teach-ins, Free Speech Movements, civil rights 
demonstrations, peace marches, and Free Uni
versities. In defecting from the alliance between 
universities and the power that poliees the world, 
and proclaiming their opposition to It, these 
students are incidentally doing their teachers an 
essential service. Every real protest movement on 
the campus lets fresh air into a stifling atmos
phere, breaks down petrified stereotypes, and 
preserves the intellectual community from falling 
into the provincial idiocy where the interests of 
American foreign pollcy are leading it. 

CAN SCIENCE BE SOCIAL? 
Meanwhile the possibility of a truly objective 

social science is in serious question. The "scien
tific method" itself is value-free, inert, but so is 
any other method, be It the method of delving 
a car or of typing. But if all the cars are driven 
on the same side of the street and all the type
written words express the same thought, then 
the method is being used non--objectively. Social 
SCience, as a social system of practices and 
theories, is not now "objective." Even the very 
word "objective" has become so shadowy that 
a candid treatment of the topic compels one to 
enclose it in quotation marks, as if referring to 
hearsay evidence. When one hears a phrase 
like "value-neutral social science" one never 
knows whether the speaker is referring to an 
attempt to get at the truth of a matter regard
less of whose feet are being stepped on, or 
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whether he is defending the paltriness of his 
thoughts on the grounds that it is not his busI
ness to step on anyone's feet-especially on the 
feet of those who pay for research. The coin of 
the realm has become so debased that one can 
no longer accept it at face value. 

The kind of social science that allows a pro
fE'JI~or to pass over without comment an inter
view with a secret police chief whose latest 
victim lies brutalized in a corner (Part I, Feb. 
Viet-Report) - this is not value-neutral social 
science. The most charitable thing that can be 
said about it is that it is value-neuter-abso
lutely devoid of all social and human values, 
ready to adopt the values of whoever pays. 

SOME RADICAL PROPOSALS 

In this situation it is senseless to raise the 
question of objectivity. Until a social basis has 
been found for the development of a body of 
research that does not serve to perpetrate and 
strengthen exploitative relationships, all discus
sions of objectivity become jngenious fabula
tlons. Probably an objective social science can 
never be achieved. In any case, it will only 
make sense to raise the question of objectivity 
after it has been demonstrated that social science 
substantially bases itself on the following three 
points: 

One: That social scientists do not participate 
in research sponsored by organizations that 
WIeld power over those who are being studied. 
In a world where, for example, the government 
is in latent or actual conflict with so many 
people, both abroad and in the United States, 
the researcher's formal association with the 
government makes him subject to suspicion. 
Where that suspicion exists, the colored-maid 
syndrome arises, a nd the research easily turns 
into a confirmation of the researcher's preju
dices. Despite the researcher 's personal feelings 
of sympathy for the people he studies, despite 
his sincere intentions to treat their case fairly , 
the fact of his association with the power that 
controls his subjects biases the relationship. 
\Vhether the resea rcher works for the Saigon 
government or for the city welfare department, 
the fact that he is responsible to those powers 
means that the people he studies cannot reason-, 
ably or safely permit themselves to be objective. 
If the resea rcher wishes to be objective, he must 
first make it possible for the people he studies 
to be objective toward him. This means that he 
must dissociate himself from any individual or 
organization that wields power over the people 
he studies. A corollary of this point is that any 
attempt by the researcher to withhold or conceal ,. 

the Identity of his sponsors amounts to dis
honesty. 

Two: That social scientists regulnrly commu
nicate their findings to those wllo nrc affc.,(·tl'ri 
by them. When those who are able to pay for 
research are Individually and collectively the 
only ones to bencOt from it, then aocial science 
is part of an exploitative arrangement. Research 
does not always yield knowledge, and knowl
edge does not always yield power, but research 
leads to power so often that powerful intercsts 
find the sponsorship of research a profitable 
investment. A social science which is truly neu
tral between conflicting values must go one step 
further than the present minimum obligation of 
publishing its results. It must publish its results 
in a language, in a medium, and at a price 
accessible to those who (individually or collec
tively) are affected by those results. For exam
ple, an arUcle about poverty published in a 
scholarly journal will not reach the poor, nor 
will it do 80 If it is written In jargon, or if it 
appears in a book no poor person can afford 
to buy. In the attempt to establish communica
tion, it may turn out that (for example) the 
poor fmd that most of the resea rch being done 
about them is wrong, wide of the mark, or 
meaningless. If this feeling arises, it is a sign 
that the research is not objective, and that it is 
not free of particular values. A body of research 
that is meaningful only to the rich is not ob
jective. It may be technically sound , but it is 
not socially neutral. 

Three: That social science devote 0.1/ t..>quitable 
portion of its energies to the solutiull of "pru b
lems" as defined by those whu cannot pay for 
research. When the "problem" which the re
search is supposed to help solve is defined by 
men of power, then the resea rch does not begin 
on an objective bosis. A problem is a problem 
for someone; it has a subjective, particular refcr
ent, and the same is true of solutions. When all 
the problems to be researched are the problems 
faced by men of power, then researchers provide 
only men of power with solutions, a nd therefore 
lend themselves to an exploitative relationship. 
In the present state of social science the powedul 
command an entire industry of computers, 
mathematicians, statisticians, data analysts, and 
publicists to help them solve their problems, 
while the poor have to rely on the maxims of 
Ho ratio Alger memorized by an over-burdened, 
underpaid welfare worker. A fundamental dem
onstration of the possibility of an objective 
social science is whether it can identify and 
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solve what the poor St· as problems. For ex
ample, social science should allow itself no more 
latitude in interpreting what its task is when 
solving the problems of the poor than it allows 
itself in solving the problems of the rich. If a 
corporation thinks its sales problem results from 
a bad public image (rather than from an in
ferior product), researchers find ways of 
improving the image. IT some body of poor 
people thinks that the landlord is charging too 
much rent, social scientists likewise should be 
able to find effective ways of getting the land
lord to charge less rent. When management 
complains that workers waste too much time 
while on the job, social scientists may devise a 
way of changing the workers' attitudes so that 
they will work harder. Social science itself is not 
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by Edward S. Herman 
and Richard B. Du Boff 

Part II 

PRESS CONFERENCE- JULY 28, 1965 
The campaign to rally popular support for the 
Administration's "win" policy in 1965 reached 
a high point in the presidential Press Conference 
of July 28. Characteristically, Mr. Johnson 
sought new support for what was presented as 
a concession to political realities in Vietnam, 
while managing at the same time to ratify 
pubUc consent to the rightness of his basic 
objectives; to winning the war against Asian 
Communism with the readiest means at his 
disposal, military might. The paradox was 
not incidental. 

For the first time the President gave his 
explicit verbal support to free elections in South 
Vietnam "or throughout all Vietnam under 
international supervision." He even declared 
his readiness to discuss Hanoi's Four Points, 
although he referred repeatedly to the conflict 
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I A88oc1ate Professor of Finance, Wharton School of 
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objective unless It can devote equal energy to 
helping workers devise ways of spending more 
time on the job relaxing and of doing less work 
for more pay. When the government of Vietnam 
hires social scientists to find out how to get the 
peasants to like the government, social scientists 
do their best. But social science is not truly 
value-free unless it also does its best to devise 
ways of solving the same problem from the 
peasants' pOint of view by getting rid of the 
government. 

Revolution is the acid test of neutrality. When 
sodal scientists as a body have demonstrated 
that they can help make revolutions as well as 
they have helped to prevent them, then and 
only then can the question of objectivity be 
raised in a meaningful way. 0 

as one caused simply by "Communist aggres~ 
sion." No specific propusal was made on the 
matter of elections, and no suggestion of a 
truce was mentioned. Left unexplained was why 
the ne\ll alleged readiness to discuss Hanoi's 
proposals had been so long delayed. There 
was still no hint of any willingness to recog
nize the indigenous character of the NLF and 
to deal with It as an important political force 
in South Vietnam. Nevertheless, these verbal 
concessions to free elections and unification 
were once again sufficient to disorganize much 
of the Administration's political opposition, 
despite the vagueness of President Johnson's 
statement, its bald hypocrisy ("we wlll continue 
as best we can to help the good people of South 
Vietnam enrich the condition of their life"), and 
the widening contradictions between words and 
deed •. 

In the world of deeds, the statement of July 
28 announced, and was followed by, a large 
increase of U.S. arms and manpower in South 
Vietnam. Air attacks on North Vietnam were 
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