
9.

Vietnam

From “Hearts and Minds” to

“Rational Choice”

The Counterinsurgency Symposium

In the summer of 1962, the American University in Washington D.C., hosted
a conference on “The U.S. Army’s Limited War Mission and Social Science
Research.” The event was sponsored by the Chief of Research and Develop-
ment in the Department of the Army, and organized by the SORO, a military-
academic think tank funded by the army and nominally administered by the
American University. Over a hundred prominent academic advisors as well as
a battery of army officials and officers, ranging from the secretary of the army
to the commandant of West Point, participated in this three-day conference.
The focus of the symposium was the army’s counterinsurgency doctrine

and its implementation in Vietnam. Counterinsurgency, according to official
definitions, was “the entire scope of actions (military, police, political, eco-
nomic, psychological, etc.) taken by or in conjunction with the existing gov-
ernment of a nation to counteract, contain, or defeat an insurgency.”1 By the
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C R I S I S1 8 6

time of the 1962 conferencemost attention focused on the nonmilitary aspects
of the doctrine. Given the disappointing results of superior American fire-
power on Asian battlefields, the revised national strategy for fighting and win-
ning the localized armed struggles of the Cold War assumed that victory
hinged upon the allegiance and support of the local population.
Conference organizers explained that, in contrast to previous wars, where

“the primary source of enemy strength—e.g., military personnel and equip-
ment, major war industries—could be destroyed physically,” the war in Viet-
nam featured an enemy that derived its strength from nonmilitary sources, in
particular, “the people within the nation.” Fighting insurgents, therefore, was
not a conventional military task of territorial gains or the physical annihilation
of the enemy; its requirements were “primarily nonmaterial in nature—politi-
cal, social, economic, and psychological.” Constructive and effective counter-
insurgency entailed winning back the people, and halting the erosion of mass
support for established institutions. The conflict, therefore, was first and fore-
most a political, social, and economic problem.2

Lest there be any doubt concerning the administration’s endorsement of
constructive counterinsurgency, Secretary of the Army Elvis Stahr com-
menced his keynote address at the SORO conference by explaining that, as
far as the VietnamWar was concerned, the army could not rely on its “mailed
fist.” Quoting “Che Guevara’s observation” that “all the facilities which make
life easier are unfavorable for the guerrilla force,” Stahr proposed that con-
structive measures, rather than destruction, were the primary tools for “striking
at the very roots of insurgency and guerilla activity.” Hence, he declared, “a
major focus of our army’s cold war effort” in Asia and elsewhere was not the
provision of military force, but the actual participation in civic improvement
programs, ranging from the establishment of health clinics to the building of
bridges and highways.3

Constructive counterinsurgency, was predictably endorsed by other high
ranking administration officials. Roger Hilsman, the director of intelligence
and research at the State Department and one of the principal architects of
constructive counterinsurgency, stated that “in situations such as the South
Vietnamese predicament, purely military sweeps against guerrillas will not
work.” Hilsman reminded his audience that “the military commander is faced
with the fact that the more he sweeps out guerrillas at one point, the more
they flow in at another.” As such, he urged the continuation and expansion
of civic action, lest “the struggle be lost.”4

General Clyde Eddleman, vice chief of staff, United States Army, offered
the military establishment’s guarded acquiescence. Eddleman maintained
that the main task of the army remained the “arrest of Communist expansion”
by means of military power. However, given the nature of Cold War regional
conflicts, he conceded that such a mission was impossible without vigorous,
military-directed fostering of economic growth and other nonmilitary pro-
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V I E T N A M 1 8 7

grams. “Our residual feeling that peace is peace and war is war” was no longer
operable in the fuzzy multidimensional arena of counterinsurgency. The
army had to adjust to an ostensibly civilian, peacetime task of “nation building
and civic action” in addition to its traditional military mission.5 It was for
these purposes that the defense establishment had called upon “the types
of scientists—anthropologists, psychologists, sociologists, political scientists,
economists—whose professional orientation” would help produce a success-
ful strategy for winning the hearts and minds of the indigenous population in
Indo-China.6

The SORO conference’s mixture of military and academic participants pro-
duced two distinctly different paper formats. Military participants demon-
strated a candid uneasiness with the very concept of constructive counterinsur-
gency. Their papers were markedly awkward. Brigadier General Richard
Stilwell, the commandant of the U.S. military academy at West Point, ex-
plained that military apprehension was caused by unexpected changes in the
role of modern soldierhood, as well as novel definitions of victory in the age
of Cold War. The transition from traditional battle skills to the struggle for
the hearts and minds of foreign civilians was a difficult task for an army trained
in the use of brutal and efficient force. “It has not been easy . . . to reorient
thinking throughout the Army structure as to what we are doing anyhow in
environments which are noncombat, nonoperational, in the traditional
sense.” Somewhat apologetically, Stilwell explained that “we do much better
with the hard, concrete issue; we do much better in war.”7

The awkward tone of military papers at the symposium reflected institu-
tional and doctrinarial uncertainty. American military doctrine, historian
Larry Cable has noted, was decidedly Clausewitzian; the ultimate aim of its
doctrine was the physical annihilation of the enemy. “Whether dealing with
grand strategy or minor tactics, considering the army as a whole or its smallest
tactical element, the guiding principle was the destruction of the enemy’s
military power.”8 Under these circumstances, the introduction of constructive
dimensions into army doctrine was a source of confusion. Army participants
at the SORO conference did, indeed, acknowledge the importance of psycho-
logical warfare and civic actions in the pursuit of antiguerrilla warfare. How-
ever, their approach to such matters was circumspect. Throughout the course
of the conference they repeatedly expressed an uneasiness with the nonmili-
tary dimensions of counterinsurgency.
The unsettling nature of the Vietnam conflict compounded the aura of

uncertainty among the military participants at the Limited War symposium.
Unexpected failures, both tactical and strategic, had cast a cloud over the
army’s comprehension of the Vietnam War. The military participants at
the symposium stumbled and stuttered over definitions of the conflict. Was
Vietnam a “war by proxy,” Korean-style, or was it a “subversive insurgency”
war, or perhaps some lethal combination of both? Despite the seemingly
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C R I S I S1 8 8

confident assertions that all Vietnam-type conflicts were succored, supported,
and inspired by outside forces, the level of ambiguity in this armed struggle
was confusing. Incoherence affected, by default, attempts to agree upon a
doctrine of counterinsurgency. Lacking a clear understanding of insurgency,
the military contributors implied, there was little chance of producing
counterstrategies.
In contrast to the military participants, most of the civilian participants pro-

duced a significantly crisper comprehension of the Vietnamese struggle and
the challenge of insurgency. They dismissed the search for a conventional
military strategy for Vietnam as irrelevant and counterproductive. They were
near-unanimous in their definition of the war as a sociopsychological task,
not to be measured in simple military terms. The weapons of choice, they
argued, were civic improvement and effective communications rather than
military force.
The point of departure for the civilian advisors was Roger Hilsman’s asser-

tion that “it is nonsense to think that regular forces trained for conventional
war can handle jungle guerrillas.” Hilsman and his colleagues argued that
“there is no question that economic development, modernization, and reform
are key factors” in defeating insurgency.9 The civilian advisors sought to
convince their military clients that they would have to adopt certain construc-
tive tasks in addition to, and, occasionally, instead of, traditional military activi-
ties. The key to a successful execution of the war was the mood of the Viet-
namese peasantry. If, by means of propaganda, social works programs, and
economic enticements, the peasants would develop a positive attitude toward
the legitimate government, they would not be vulnerable to the propaganda
of insurgents.
The academic participants argued that the main mechanism for accom-

plishing this mission was through a reorientation of the traditional role of the
military. In addition to combat, these experts urged the employment of the
armed forces in civic improvement programs, ranging from health care to the
construction of dams and bridges in remote areas. Armies on the modern
battlefields of limited warfare would have to adjust to the employment of
“nonmaterial” weaponry, “which is not tangible or hardware.” Klaus Knorr,
the director of the Center of International Studies at Princeton University,
explained that “civic action is not just a useful way to hedge one’s bets in an
internal war situation, not just a useful supplementary technique to counter-
revolutionary warfare, but the key to the whole problem.”10 William Lybrand,
the conference coordinator and senior SORO staff member, concluded that,
given the forms of military challenges faced by the United States in Asia and
Latin America, physical coercion was no longer the principal technique for
influencing the enemy. All standard definitions of “the counterinsurgency
mission, by civilian and military leaders alike, is accompanied by the axiom-
atic assertion that success . . . is as much dependent on political, social, eco-
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V I E T N A M 1 8 9

nomic, and psychological factors as upon military factors, and sometimes
more so.” Victory entailed command and control of the “behavior of people,
their interrelationships, their cultural norms, their attitudes and values.”11

A conspicuous civilian dissenter at the SORO conference was Guy Pauker,
professor of political science at the University of California and head of the
Asian section at Rand Corporation’s social science division. As the representa-
tive of a think tank funded by the air force rather than the army, Pauker
exhibited little sympathy with the conference’s formula for winning the hearts
and minds of indigenous populations. He implied that, contrary to conven-
tional wisdom, a series of new Rand research projects questioned the efficacy
of psychological, social, and civic action as effective weapons for winning the
insurgent brushfires of the Cold War. Pauker claimed that Rand researchers
had arrived at these conclusions following painstaking research and the appli-
cation of objective, scientific criteria. In a jab at advocates of constructive
counterinsurgency, Pauker claimed that when studying a “scientific issue,”
such as the optimal strategy for counterinsurgency, “I leave my political phi-
losophy at home. Outside the United States I am neither for nor against land
reform, rapid industrialization, higher education . . . and so forth.” War was
war, not a popularity contest. As such, the concept of constructive engagement
was, perhaps, a soothing solution for the troubled souls of certain military
intellectuals. However, from a military standpoint, it was quite futile.12

Caught somewhat off guard by these aberrant remarks, subsequent discus-
sants navigated a wide berth around Pauker’s presentation, preferring to stick
to the common, positive theme offered by conference organizers. For the
moment, at least, Pauker’s challenge remained unheeded. However, Pauker
was not playing devil’s advocate. His presentation at the SORO conference
was derived from new conceptual frameworks formulated at Rand. The focus
on primary groups and psychocultural formats that had characterized much
of the work of the behavioral scientists in the United States had reached an
impasse at major think tanks. Alternative conceptual tools, derived primarily
from economics, would soon replace much of the social and psychological
bias of the behavioral sciences in general and its military implementation in
particular.

The Rand Alternative: Rational Choice

Beginning in the early 1960s and on, Rand researchers turned a skeptical
eye toward constructive measures on the modern, Cold War battlefield. Hans
Speier, the director of Rand’s social science division and one of the primary
revisionists, declared that the insurrections of the post-World War II period
revealed that “deterrence of subversion by economic aid is more precarious
than is deterrence of subversion by military means.” In his treatise on “Revolu-
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C R I S I S1 9 0

tionary War” Speier contended that “the political effects of economic aid are
as problematic as is the relation between economic misery and political insur-
gency.” Quoting conservative sociologist Edward Banfield, Speier described
the theoretical link between economic aid and political stability as consisting
“mainly of unverified and unverifiable assertions”; there was “at least as much
to be said against it as in favor of it.”13

Skepticism at Rand was expressed in its most elaborate form in a major
study of the National Liberation Front, entitled “The Vietcong Motivation
and Morale Project” (M&M). Based on over 2,000 interviews of National
Liberation Front (NLF) prisoners, defectors, and refugees, the project pro-
duced over thirty different Rand publications documenting the Vietcong’s
military strengths and weaknesses, as well as enemy strategies for winning over
the country’s peasant population.14

The results of the M&M studies were erratic at best, and reflected two
divergent views within Rand. Under the auspices of the project’s first director,
University of Pittsburgh political scientist Joseph Zasloff, the M&M survey
offered a picture of a practically invincible enemy who had captured the hearts
and minds of the peasants. Beginning in the spring of 1965, with the appoint-
ment of Leon Goure as the project director, M&M studies were aimed primar-
ily at “proving” that the source of enemy strength among peasants was coer-
cion rather than persuasion. Goure claimed, as well, that superior American
firepower could defeat the enemy and counter, by force, the Vietcong’s organi-
zational advantages. Despite such substantive differences, both approaches
agreed that constructive counterinsurgency was a misguided strategy, unlikely
to accomplish anything beyond the squandering of funds. Both strains of the
M&M studies urged the adaptation of different approaches derived from new
conceptual frameworks.
During the course of the Zasloff tenure at M&M, the Rand reports docu-

mented the Vietcong’s skillful recruitment of peasants as soldiers and collabo-
rators. The enemy’s strategy for winning hearts and minds combined an accep-
tance of local customs, the distribution of material rewards, and the attractive
packaging of nationalistic goals. All reports stressed that the key to the Viet-
cong’s hold on the peasant population was not terror or coercion; the enemy
appeared to resort to coercive measures only in well-defined marginal cases.15

In the most comprehensive of the early M&M studies, senior Rand consul-
tant Nathan Leites declared that the Vietcong had easily won the psychologi-
cal war for hearts and minds. Leites’s admiring account of Vietcong culture
and politics was, in essence, an indictment of the South Vietnamese political
system. He did not attribute the raging Vietnamese conflict to outside inter-
vention. He rejected, as well, the typical argument of economic deprivation
or class tensions as the main cause of the war, arguing that “it would be hard
to explain the outbreak of rebellion in Vietnam, rather than in other parts of
Southeast Asia, simply on the premise that poverty and inequality are the main
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V I E T N A M 1 9 1

cause of every revolt.” Other countries in the region were just as poor, if not
poorer, and offered even greater class discrepancies. The key to understanding
the source of rebellion in Vietnam was cultural. The South Vietnamese gov-
ernment, he argued, had not lived up to Confucian expectations and tradition
and, as such, had lost all remnants of popular support.16

The Leites study was a litany of “unworthy” behavior of South Vietnamese
officials, ranging from capricious cruelty to burdensome taxation. By contrast,
he described the Vietcong as catering to the moral and emotional needs of
the peasant population, rather than furthering a revolutionary restructuring
of peasant society. The Vietcong offered dignity and respect of tradition while
scrupulously avoiding or camouflaging the superimposing of a communist
master plan on the gentle gradated class structure of the Vietnamese village.
The Vietcong garnered support by demonstrating “clean, honest and frugal
living” that contrasted sharply with the “debauchery” and “unbridled indul-
gence” of America’s South Vietnamese allies. The accounts of “both loyal
and disaffected VC followers suggest that GVN personnel often indulge in
seemingly senseless brutality and appear to take pleasure in trampling crops
and gratifying personal resentments.”17

Other studies during the first stage of the M&M project offered similar
observations. John Donnell’s analysis of Vietcong recruitment policy con-
cluded that an attractive social doctrine, rather than coercion, was responsible
for enticing young peasants to join its ranks. Based on interviews with prisoners
and defectors, Donnell attributed Vietcong attractiveness to its development
of a “language of discontent” and the manner in which they “trained” the
peasant to think within this linguistic format. “VC agents dramatize (and
often exaggerate) the peasant’s hardships, his difficulties with the local author-
ities, and the alleged futility of obtaining justice. . . . And once discontent
has been kindled, the Vietcong itself becomes the organizational vehicle for
aggravating and spreading it, tying it to the native blend of Communist theory
and nationalist ideals, and then channeling the resultant hostility into insur-
gent activity.”18

In summarizing the first phase of the M&M project, a senior Rand official
explained that, given the skillful tactics of the Vietcong as well as the un-
bridgeable gap between peasant and government, good deeds and artful pro-
paganda would have little positive effect on the psyche of peasants. “No
amount of skill, organization, indoctrination, coercion, or psychology would
have enabled [Vietcong] leaders to design and make work such a variety of
well-fitting forces to play upon the young and not-so-young to join, if the
situation had not been so propitious. . . . The power of the VC to organize
itself is, ultimately, inherent in the situation—with all that implies for the
GVN and the United States.”19

Such candid assessments of Vietcong advantages did not amount to any
meaningful questioning of an American presence in Indo-China. Rather than
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C R I S I S1 9 2

suggesting the folly of the war, these Rand studies questioned the recourse to
the policy of constructive counterinsurgency. The distant Vietnamese govern-
ment, far removed from the folkways of ordinary people, was no match for the
enemy’s well-organized and highly motivated campaign for the loyalty of the
peasants. These studies advocated, in effect, the revision, if not actual jetti-
soning, of constructive counterinsurgency.
The full-blown rejection of constructive counterinsurgency occurred dur-

ing the tenure of Zasloff’s successor, Leon Goure.20 In his capacity as director
of the M&M project, Goure discontinued the churning out of studies on
enemy insight and GVN iniquities. Instead, the second phase of M&M publi-
cations identified enemy vulnerabilities, the result of alleged Vietcong fanati-
cism and disregard for rural customs. Contrary to previous lavish praise of
Vietcong respect of local traditions, the new studies claimed that enemy con-
trol of peasants was based on “social disruption”—the isolation “of the peasant
from his neighbors, friends, and even his family”—and ruthless domination
by coercion and occasional terrorism.21 These reports faulted American con-
structive counterinsurgency for repeating the mistakes of Vietcong rivals
rather than offering alternatives. The well-intentioned, yet misguided trans-
planting of peasants from their native soil to strategic hamlets and the reliance
on socially distant government officials rather than the traditional village social
structure was, according to M&M studies, no less alienating than the Viet-
cong’s heavy-handed control of every aspect of village life.
Given the manifest failures of materialistic, economic programs, M&M

researchers proposed alternative strategies. R. Michael Pearce’s research of
the “insurgent environment” advocated the resurrection of tradition rather
than indiscriminate economic aid as the most expedient strategy for regaining
support in the countryside. “The Vietnamese peasant,” Pearce explained, “can
be summarized in three words: family, subsistence, and subservience.”22 Re-
spect for the authority of the family, and abstinence from a socially disruptive
attempt to modernize a primitive, yet functional agricultural economy, would,
he argued, regain support for the government in the countryside.
As for M&M director, Leon Goure, he identified fear rather than econom-

ics, ideology, or tradition as the major force for gaining advantages on Viet-
namese battlefields. In his study of enemy defectors Goure announced that
his informants had been motivated by survival instincts rather than pecuniary
gain, political persuasion, or anything else. Most defectors had crossed the lines
when confronted by annihilating firepower. By the same token, the major bar-
rier to increasing rates of defection was fear as well. Goure’s informants reported
fear of reprisal following captivity. Accordingly, Goure’s recommendation was
to compound fear of annihilation by means of increasing firepower, while al-
laying fears of maltreatment in captivity by means of propaganda.23

Other Rand studies rejected economic aid projects as the most expedient
route to the heart of the Vietnamese peasant. Rand economist Edward Mitch-
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V I E T N A M 1 9 3

ell went so far as to suggest that a successful program of good deeds was not
only ineffective; it was counterproductive. Mitchell claimed that “the more
prosperous the peasants, the more discontented” they were. Inequality and
poverty did not produce support for insurgency. In fact, he argued, economic
improvement in the Vietnamese countryside increased rather than decreased
the likelihood of insurgency.24

Mitchell concluded that the Vietcong did not derive its strength from areas
of high tenancy and poverty. Based on a somewhat questionable statistical
analysis of the distribution of government-controlled hamlets, he argued that
provinces characterized by poverty and unequal land distribution were “pre-
cisely the areas of greatest security.” Mitchell explained his findings as the
result of the “docility and low aspirations of poor peasants,” the power of land-
lords in “feudal” provinces, and the “ingrained habit of obeying superiors” in
areas that had yet to be exposed to the forces of change. While shying away
from explicit recommendations, Mitchell emphasized in bold type that
“greater inequality means greater control.” Constructive counterinsurgency,
he suggested, made no sense. By upsetting customary arrangements, the
United States was literally digging its own grave.

In this and other historical precedents, the behavioral precedent is simi-
lar. There exists in the areas of unequal distribution a powerful landlord
class exercising firm control over a conservative peasantry, which has
thoroughly rationalized the inevitability of the existing situation. It is not
these peasants who revolt, but those who “have gained enough to give
them an appetite for more.”25

The Rand Corporation’s most notorious alternative to the strategy of good
deeds was the work of economist Charles Wolf Jr. and Nathan Leites, the
ubiquitous Rand Kremlinologist. In reports and articles spanning the period
from 1966 to 1970, Wolf and Leites proposed a substitute for constructive
counterinsurgency doctrine and its allegedly dismal results.26 In accordance
with the paradigm shift among Rand researchers, these two senior consultants
found no connection between socioeconomic improvements and active resis-
tance to insurgency. They acknowledged that improving the lot of the peasants
could, theoretically, increase sympathy for the government. However, such
support did not necessarily entail decreased material support for the enemy.
In fact, they insisted that economic improvement increased the likelihood of
insurgent successes.
As opposed to those who believed that a successful conduct of the war

entailed political or social accomplishments rather than conventional military
gains, the Vietcong in the Leites-Wolf model rejected the “myth” of hearts
and minds. Vietnamese insurgents, they claimed, approached their mission
as a straightforward military campaign. Its successful execution did not hinge
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upon the whims of the civilian population, but upon the aggressive acquisition
of “supplies (food, recruits, small arms, information) at a reasonable cost, in-
terpreting cost to include expenditure of coercion as well as money.” The
attainment of reasonable cost, they argued, had little to do with the rebels’
popularity. In fact, they claimed that the rebels’ most cost-effective procure-
ment of such supplies occurred in affluent regions, where support for the
government was high. As rational persons seeking safety in a volatile climate,
the peasant-beneficiaries of constructive counterinsurgency tended to invest
in their security by supporting the government as well as subsidizing in-
surgents. “Even if the villager’s preference for the government is increased,
the fact that he commands additional resources as a result of economic im-
provement will enable him to use more of these resources to buy his security
or protection from the insurgent forces.” The notion that “economic aid
projects in Vietnam actually aid the Vietcong is as inevitable as it is unfortu-
nate.”27 Constructive counterinsurgency was, therefore, an exercise in self-
inflicted damage.
Having rejected constructive counterinsurgency, Wolf and Leites argued

that effective control of the populace entailed “influencing behavior rather
than attitudes” and applying coercion rather than persuasion. The peasants’
actual conduct, in particular, the denial of material support for insurgents, was
the only issue at stake. Such behavior was easily obtained by threats backed up
by ruthless action against enemy collaborators. The war was not a popularity
contest. Whether peasants sympathized with the central government or with
insurgents was superfluous. Their behavior, not their sentiments, was the only
factor of any military significance.
In this major challenge to contemporary counterinsurgency doctrine,

Charles Wolf and Nathan Leites explained that variations of economic behav-
ior, rather than psychological theory, were the key to victory. These senior
Rand consultants argued that good deeds and skillful propaganda might pro-
duce favorable attitudes but would not induce significant changes in behav-
ioral patterns. The “cost-effective” solution offered by the Wolf-Leites team
was to raise the “price” of supporting insurgents rather than focus merely on
economic aid and improvements. Peasants would cease and desist their sup-
port for insurgents if the price of such support—punitive measures by govern-
ment forces—was sufficiently harsh and deterrent.
Relying on the patois of economics, Leites and Wolf argued that the incen-

tive for collaboration with the enemy lay in the peasants’ “damage limiting”
and “profit maximizing” decisions. All men were first and foremost rationally
motivated creatures. An individual’s political decisions invariably resulted
from predictable, cost-benefit calculations. Under these circumstances, they
argued that the United States should raise the cost of supporting insurgency to
intolerable levels, thereby assuring themselves of the peasants’ loyal behavior.
Coercive measures, rather than socioeconomic improvements, would dimin-
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V I E T N A M 1 9 5

ish peasant support for insurgents. The two Rand consultants argued that the
Vietnam War was fundamentally a “contest between R [insurgents—R.R.]
and A [counterinsurgents—R.R.] . . . in the efficient management of coer-
cion.”28 They explained that “if insurgent success derives from their use of
coercion to gain the compliance of the populace, . . . counterinsurgents must
utilize these tactics more efficiently.”29 The morality of such deeds, they im-
plied, was not theirs to ponder; they were merely the technicians, suppliers of
solutions.
Leites andWolff could claim no empirical evidence to back their alternative

strategy of coercive counterinsurgency. The correlation of affluence with sup-
port for insurgency was speculative at best, and their depiction of the Vietnam-
ese peasant as a textbook rational-choicer was, by their own admission, a theo-
retical construct. Instead of empirical evidence, they drew support from the
musings and theoretical innovation of colleagues at Rand and elsewhere. The
Wolf–Leites model relied, presumably, on the findings of the M&M studies.
Taking as point of departure the impotence of constructive measures, the
second phase of the M&M project had focused mainly on force and fear.
According to historian David Landau, M&Mdirector Goure “held an unshak-
able belief that ‘enemy’ morale would deteriorate with increasing applications
of force.”30 Goure and his colleagues consistently correlated increasing fire-
power with disintegration of the enemy’s political resistance. Once faced with
the alternative of certain and sudden death, the enemy would, according to
this doctrine, seek evasive action, ranging from defection to capitulation.
An important source of inspiration for Wolf and Leites was the innovations

in game theory offered by their illustrious Rand colleague, Thomas Schelling.
In his magnum opus, Arms and Influence (1966), Schelling offered a deter-
rence theory based on the same logic of the coercive counterinsurgency
model. Schelling explained that efficient warfare was a violent version of bar-
gaining strategies in the marketplace. War “is always a bargaining process,” in
which “the bargaining power” comes from the “capacity to hurt” and inflict
“sheer pain and damage.” The power to hurt, he explained, was a value unto
itself. The infliction of suffering “gains nothing and saves nothing directly; it
can only make people behave to avoid it. Schelling argued that the potential
to hurt . . . measured in the suffering it can cause and the victims’ motivation
to avoid it” was the United States’s most important weapon in the arena of
limited warfare. “Modern technology had drastically enhanced the United
States’s ability to employ “pure, unconstructive, unaquisitive pain and dam-
age,” thereby making all attempts at resistance “terrible beyond endurance.”
Given this qualitative advantage in the infliction of pain, the United States
had the capability to intimidate enemies and avoid challenges to its power.31

While ostensibly aimed at planners of strategic, nuclear policy, Schelling
argued that his theory applied to conventional war in general and the Viet-
namese conflict in particular. The unleashing of exemplary “punitive attacks”
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in Vietnam constituted the only way of conveying to the enemy the price of
continued resistance, and “the proffered avoidance or reward” that would fol-
low a logical cost-benefit analysis on the part of the enemy. “Talk is cheap,”
Schelling reminded his readers. Therefore threats had to backed up by actual
displays of coercive force; “it is often deeds and display that matter most.”32

The Leites–Wolf reliance on coercion rather than persuasion received addi-
tional support from Harvard University’s Samuel Huntington. The renowned
defense analyst drew attention to the fact that the Vietnamese insurgents pri-
marily claimed the loyalty of “backward” peasants, who were arrested at a
premodern stage of development. In the cities, where dislocation prevailed,
Huntington claimed that the Vietcong as a peasant movement had failed to
garner support. The forced move from the rural Asian gemeinschaft to the
leveling gesellschaft of the cities undermined support for the rural ideology
of the Vietcong. Because of rapid urbanization, he argued that “the Vietcong
are becoming increasingly dependent on North Vietnam for manpower as
well as supplies.” Consequently, Huntington urged a ruthless transfer of in-
habitants from villages to cities as the most efficient manner for winning over
the people.

In an absent-minded way the United States in Vietnam may well have
stumbled upon an answer to “wars of national liberation.” The effective
response lies neither in the quest for conventional military victory nor in
the esoteric doctrines and gimmicks of counter-insurgency warfare. It is
instead forced-draft urbanization and modernization which rapidly
brings the country in question out of the phase in which a rural revolu-
tionary movement can hope to generate sufficient strength to come to
power.33

Huntington’s forceful urbanization theory was by no means his own private
opinion. George Carver, a senior CIA consultant, used the pages of Foreign
Affairs to voice similar views. “In the cities, the Vietcong have an obvious
terrorist capability but are politically weak,” he observed. While never explic-
itly advocating forced urbanization, Carver emphasized that disruption of the
rural-insurgent network demanded drastic measures. Even the most alienated
of South Vietnam’s urban population, he argued, had not “sought Vietcong
support or entertained overtures of political alliance.”34

Together with the work of Schelling, Huntington, and others, the Leites–
Wolf strategy of repressive counterinsurgency gained rapid prominence
during the Johnson administration. According to numerous accounts, this par-
ticular model served as the intellectual prop for the administration’s 1965
escalation of the war.35 Faced with the crumbling of the government of South
Vietnam and its inability to achieve any significant political or military gains,
the Johnson administration embraced a radical departure from previous strate-
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gies by escalating the war and Americanizing the actual fighting through the
rapid and massive deployment of U.S. ground troops. As part of this general
escalation of the war, U.S. forces initiated a ruthless “search and destroy”
strategy aimed at undermining the NLF’s logistical infrastructure. Strategies
for ground warfare entailed an abandonment of political deeds and social
improvement as a means of subverting the link between insurgents and the
populace. Instead of good deeds, the JCS advocated destroying the insurgents’
local lifeline by indiscriminate destruction of rural food supplies, the destruc-
tion of the protective cover of nature, and the indiscriminate destruction of
villages in the insurgents’ hinterland. The objective of these suppressive mea-
sures was very much along the lines of the Wolf–Leites model of repressive
counterinsurgency. The ultimate objective of ruthless deployment of Ameri-
can fighting power was to raise the price of popular peasant support for the
enemy to unacceptable levels.
Predictably, the Leites–Wolf study had its set of admiring disciples and kin-

dred souls who sang the praises of “the rational peasant” and charted “the
economics of insurgency.”36 Such enthusiasm for this revisionist approach did
little to cover up its logical caveats. To begin with, the underlying logic of the
coercive model did not reflect the actual transpiring of events. The social
welfare approach to counterinsurgency had not failed; it had never been fully
implemented. Due to mismanagement, occasional corruption, and the am-
bivalent attitude of military enforcers, the grandiose plans for pacification and
economic improvements rarely moved beyond the squandering of large sums
of money or half-hearted implementation. To state that the foundering pro-
gram of the welfare approach to counterinsurgency had little chance of actu-
ally succeeding was, to say the least, unverified.37

The most scathing critique of this coercive strategy belonged to University
of Colorado economist Kenneth Boulding , who labeled the concept of repres-
sive counterinsurgency a “political profanity.” In his contemporary critique of
the theory, Boulding attacked the facile use of economic analogy to explain
the imponderables of a committed people as an example of “economics impe-
rialism.” The very notion that ordinary individuals were motivated solely “by
considerations of personal or perhaps familial advantage” struck him as mis-
placed plagiarism. “The weakness of this kind of economic analysis of essen-
tially non-economic social systems is precisely that it neglects those aspects of
human behavior which are not economic but which are ‘heroic,’ or more
accurately, identity-originating.” According to Boulding, Leites and Wolf ap-
peared unwilling to entertain the idea that while people might, indeed, em-
ploy cost-benefit analysis as the main source of behavior, the actual definition
of “price” was culturally derived.38

In another hostile review, sociologist J. F. Short expressed alarm over the
model’s anticipation of enemy behavior. Leites and Wolf had offered no em-
pirical support for the premise that Western codes of rational behavior had
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universal attributes, Short complained. In assuming that force and coercion
necessarily lead to obedience and acquiescence, they had simply brushed
away—but did not disprove—conflicting sociological evidence. The leap of
faith involved in accepting coercive counterinsurgency, Short feared, offered
an intellectual excuse to avoid addressing the root causes of insurgency.
“Those with political power—and particularly military power”—were liable
to “accept the assumptions and concentrate entirely on strategic and coercive
aspects of the struggle . . . to the neglect of the problems . . . underlying the
conflict.”39

Indeed, the Wolf–Leites model held a fatal attraction for policy makers. To
begin with, the study was crisp, unambiguous, and readable. In contrast to
previous assessments of enemy motives, beclouded by long-winded references
to intellectually obscure psychological theories and sociological models, the
doctrine of repressive counterinsurgency used the terse language of Econ.
101. This document, aimed at intellectual freshmen, contained no uncer-
tainty; it was all summarized in forceful, unambiguous tones.
Rebellion and Authority’s greatest asset was that it offered a little something

for everyone. The frustrated policy maker, confronted by a manifest inability
to sustain the central government of South Vietnam, presumably welcomed
the document because it “privatized” the meaning of the war. The study
moved the center of gravity away from the nature of the South Vietnamese
regime to the individual level. According to Leites and Wolf, behavioral modi-
fication of individuals rather than structural reform of a corrupt political sys-
tem would win the war. The nature of the regime, be it aspiring democrats
or decadent elites, became superfluous under these circumstances.
The military establishment presumably welcomed repressive counterinsur-

gency as well, because it rejected all assessments of the Vietnam War as a
political problem. All wars, including the fuzzy Vietnamese variation, were,
first and foremost, contests in the efficient implementation of force. The docu-
ment flatly stated that reform or any other political initiative to contain the
enemy by means other than the use of threat and coercion had no place on
the battlefield.
Perhaps the most salient element of Rebellion and Authority was its ability

to advocate both expansion and restraint. No doubt both army and air force
officials found in this document ample support for the massive expansion of
their respective operations in Vietnam. Yet, even as it served as an intellectual
rationale for aggressive escalation of American military operations, this revi-
sionist model offered a clear restraining tone. The Leites–Wolf document ad-
vocated that forceful military moves could still be made without an irrevers-
ible territorial expansion of the war beyond Vietnam, and without inviting a
Vietnamese version of the Chinese response to the Korean crisis. Coercive
counterinsurgency could be read as an implementation of Korean lessons on
the benefits of limited warfare. According to the Wolf–Leites model, the war

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



V I E T N A M 1 9 9

could be won without aggravating the foreign supporters of insurgents, be they
Russians, Chinese, or anyone else. The study urged applying pressure on na-
tive inhabitants, supporters of the insurgency, rather than on its external
sources. The coercive model, however brutal and unrestrained, offered a pow-
erful counterpoise to a territorial escalation of the war.

From Pacification to Coercion:
The Intellectual Significance

The promotion of coercive counterinsurgency represented a major moral and
intellectual watershed for the behavioral sciences community. Prior to the
advocacy of coercive counterinsurgency, and in contrast to the dominant
trends in strategic planning at Rand and elsewhere, behavioral scientists had
consistently espoused social and psychological strategies however fantastic and
unproven, for the military problems of the Cold War. As described in previous
chapters, behavioral scientists had unfailingly offered psychological, nonlethal
alternatives to conventional destructive weaponry. Through skillful psycholog-
ical warfare, and by deciphering the inner psyches of adversaries, behavioral
scientists had promised to pursue and subdue the enemy by means other than
physical annihilation.
Such was not the case by the mid-1960s. The Leites–Wolf study represented

a turn toward alternative, and harsher, theories for subduing the enemy. Fully
aware of the moral dilemmas inherent in the infliction of indiscriminate suf-
fering on civilians, Nathan Leites, formerly a prolific contributor to conven-
tional behavioral strategies, argued that such issues were not his to ponder. In
the introduction to Rebellion and Authority, the published, public version of
the coercive counterinsurgency model, Leites was at pains to register his per-
sonal disavowal of American policy in Vietnam and his private, personal dis-
taste with coercive counterinsurgency. As a concerned citizen, he rejected the
very policy that he, as a scientist advocated; he doubted the “moral acceptabil-
ity of these policies even if conducted efficiently.”40 However, as a scientist,
he implied that he was bound to set his personal misgivings aside and pursue
the task at hand.
Leites was not merely the dubious victim of torn loyalties between scientific

rigor and personal values. His espousal of this economic model of coercion
was a clear rejection of his own previous intellectual achievements. Leites
had been the undisputed master of psychocultural explanations of human
motivation; calculated decisions based on cost-benefit analysis contradicted
his hitherto most cherished intellectual assumptions. The punitive approach
to counterinsurgency did not necessarily deny imponderables such as culture,
loyalty to a cause, and ideology as motivating factors. However, contrary to
previous work, where Leites had argued that political loyalties were psycholog-
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ically derived and impervious to change, the model of coercive counterinsur-
gency assumed that loyalties were neither static nor essentialist. In a crucial
amendment to his previous assumptions, Leites now claimed that rational
considerations overrode all behavioral codes and customs. “Fundamental to
our analysis is the assumption that the population, as individuals or groups,
behaves ‘rationally’: that it calculates costs and benefits.” As for his previous
psychological explanations, Leites explained that such “apparent irrationali-
ties” resulted from faulty analysis, “misinformation; a shortage of information
on the part of the population; or a misunderstanding on the observer’s part.”41

This disavowal of previous strategies of behavioralism was indicative of the
epistemological importance of Rebellion and Authority. The Leites–Wolf
study was one of the first major cooperative ventures at the trend-setting
Rand Corporation between the poorly regarded social science division and
the more august economics division. Collaborative studies with the physics
division swiftly followed the removal of institutional and intellectual barriers
that had kept behavioral scientists far from the center of prestige at Rand and
elsewhere.
In part, the rising fortunes of behavioral scientists in particular and Rand’s

social science division in general had much to do with the political entangle-
ments of the Vietnam War. During the early 1950s, futuristic nuclear scenar-
ios had monopolized the collective agenda of policy makers and the upper
caste of strategic academic advisors; they had paid scant attention to issues of
conventional warfare. The growing embroilment on Asian battlefields, and its
debilitating effect on the polity and economy of the United States, attracted
the attention of elite defense intellectuals, many of whom had previously dis-
missed conventional warfare as an issue not worthy of their attention.42

The changing research interests of Herman Kahn, formerly one of Rand’s
most influential nuclear theorists, serves as a case in point. From the seminar
rooms of his New York-based Hudson Institute, Kahn pondered, “Can we win
in Vietnam?”43 In typical style, Kahn inundated his readers with long lists of
confusing and often conflicting suggestions, ranging from run-of-the-mill so-
cial reform to the expansion of free-fire zones in sensitive areas of South Viet-
nam. Yet, his most provocative suggestion had little to do with the likes of
nuclear doomsday theories.
In 1968, with the publication of the Hudson Institute’s recommendations

on Vietnam, Kahn sketched out a political compromise, based on the “Balkan-
ization” of Vietnam. He suggested dividing the country into 240 separate dis-
tricts, each district to be governed by the most powerful political faction within
its midst. The factional nature of politics in Vietnam, Kahn claimed, augured
unfavorably for any future robust democratic system. The Vietnamese were
“people of the past,” and their ability to adapt to the abstract political mecha-
nism of a large overarching democratic state merely played into the hands of
the enemy. “Federalization,” he argued, “might create a natural structure
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within which various anti-VC Vietnamese could in fact develop dedication
and loyalty.”44

Within the confines of Rand, the growing importance of Vietnam proved
to be a boon for the hitherto marginal social science division and its preoccu-
pation with conventional warfare. Rather than contesting the turf of conven-
tional warfare with its current occupants, the members of Rand’s more presti-
gious divisions offered their marginal colleagues in the social science division
collaboration and access to the sweet realms of prestige and power.
Successful collaboration between behavioral scientists and their colleagues

from physics and economics involved a crucial intellectual concession on the
part of members of Rand’s social science division. With few apparent signs of
remorse, behavioral scientists at Rand and elsewhere abandoned their psycho-
cultural models of human motivation and adopted, instead, the code of ratio-
nal choice. The strategy of interdivisional collaboration and the theory of ratio-
nal choice provided Rand’s behavioral scientists with the opportunity to
engage in the previously restricted area of global warfare, and even dabble in
nuclear strategy as well. One of Rand’s most significant documents on nuclear
strategy in the 1960s was a collaborative effort of Andrew Marshall, a leading
member of the economics division, Herbert Goldhamer, the Rand expert on
psychocultural analysis of the enemy at the Korean armistice talks, and, of
course, the omnipresent Nathan Leites. Entitled The Deterrence and Strategy
of Total War, this document was lavishly praised as a “tour de force” for its
innovative and mathematically rigorous use of game theory. It had little to
do with any type of psychocultural model. In fact, it was a straightforward
mathematical model.45

The Political Significance of
Coercive Counterinsurgency

Aside from its epistemological importance, the Rand model of repressive
counterinsurgency had a distinct and alarming political significance as well.
The publication of Rebellion and Authority exemplified the aggressive intru-
sion of theories developed in a foreign, mostly military domain into the hith-
erto restricted territory of domestic American affairs.
While ostensibly an analysis of a foreign problem, Leites and Wolf stressed

that their model applied to internal challenges to authority within the United
States. At the very outset of their study they stated that “much of the analytical
framework” derived from analysis of rebellion in foreign lands offered solu-
tions for “contemporary urban disorders and campus rebellions.” As far as
they were concerned, there were no great analytical differences separating
rebellion in Asia from internal American unrest. Just as they had refuted the
supposedly false linkage between insurgency and poverty in Asia, the Rand
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investigators offered fairly explicit disapproval of much of the economic
improvement underpinnings of the “Great Society.” In analyzing the race
riots of the late 1960s, they observed that, like the Asian setting, poverty ex-
plained little.

From an economic standpoint, Watts in 1965 was probably among
the most favorably situated of the black communities in the U.S. When
one looks at the Detroit riots of 1967, it turns out that incomes of
rioters were significantly higher than those of non-rioters. . . . Similarly,
campus rebellions have often beenmost severe in those academic centers
(for example, Berkeley, Columbia, Wisconsin, Cornell, Harvard, and
Swarthmore) where living and learning conditions were among the
best.46

In lumping together Vietnam and Watts, campus rebellions and peasant
insurgencies, Wolf and Leites argued that much of America’s political prob-
lems could be allayed by extracting a high price from those who either
instigated or supported challenges to authority. “In discussions of campus re-
bellions, principal attention is often focussed on student demands and griev-
ances, rather than on the actions (or inaction) of administrators and faculty
that lower the costs and facilitate the organization and radicalization of student
rebellion.”47

Wolf and Leites were by no means alone in this intertwining of domestic
and foreign, military and civilian. Nor for that matter, were they the first of
America’s academic warriors to cross the divide separating domestic and for-
eign issues. As early as 1953, Albert Biderman, who had earned his reputation
as a senior analyst of enemy prisoners of war in Korea, produced a study for
the air force’s HRRI on the military applications of prison riot control in the
United States. Based on an analysis of the January 1953 riots at the Rockview
State Penitentiary in Pennsylvania, this study defined a universal code for
efficient, cost-effective suppression of rebellious behavior, regardless of dif-
fering political or social causes. In line with his colleagues at Rand, Biderman
explained that civilian “riots, domestic disturbances, protests, which constitute
a challenge to established authority” were not significantly different from for-
eign military challenges to power. From a theoretical point of view, it was
irrelevant whether such challenges to “established authority” occurred in
Korea, Pennsylvania, or anywhere else. Urged on by the contracting air force
agency, Biderman moved cautiously beyond prisoner-hostage situations, and
offered observations of the use of airpower, in general, in the suppressions of
all types “fundamental challenge[s] to the authority of government,” civilian
and military, domestic or foreign.48

Coming in the aftermath of the Koje Do riots in Korea, the Pennsylvania
standoff offered an intriguing comparison. To begin with, the timing of Rock-
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view riots, in January 1953, was distinctly political rather than an unforeseen
eruption. The prisoners, according to Biderman, were intent on embarrassing
the state’s governor, who at the time was attending President Eisenhower’s
inaugural ceremonies. The American prisoner riots were permeated by crucial
tensions between white and African American inmates, tensions which, at
least superficially, were not unlike the divide separating communist and anti-
communist inmates on Koje Do. Moreover, like the Korean rioters, the in-
mates at Rockview used hostages as bargaining chips; they had managed to
kidnap some of the guards in the early stage of the riots.
The respective resolutions of the Koje and Rockview incidents were how-

ever, quite different. While Koje had ended in humiliating concessions in
return for the release of General Dodd, the prisoners at Rockview had sud-
denly, and quite unexpectedly, capitulated. Moreover, the ensuing bloodbath
that had followed the release of Brigadier General Dodd had not occurred at
the Pennsylvania penitentiary. The Biderman study raised the possibility that
these very different endings had transpired due to the discriminating use of
airpower in the Rockview incident. Prisoners at Rockview had capitulated
following the buzzing of the institute by National Guard aircrafts. Pennsylva-
nia officials had claimed that the intimidating appearance of the planes had
caused panic among prisoners. Alarmed at the very use of an aircraft to subdue
the riots, the prisoners had supposedly capitulated rather than face the lethal
use of airpower.
In his evaluation of the Pennsylvania incident, Biderman swiftly moved

beyond the Koje Do parallel. He offered, instead, a series of conclusions on
“challenges to authority,” whether domestic or foreign, military or civilian.
The basic rationale behind modern deterrence theory was that it attempted
“by communication and demonstration” to avoid the actual “naked exercise
of armed power.” The display of planes over the penitentiary—“dramatic
symbols of the violence potential of the State”—was a well-signed threat. Bid-
erman argued that airpower was the ultimate and most clear-cut symbol of
violence capability. The “sheer physical intensity” of a mock or symbolic
bombing had a debilitating effect on the adversary. The conventional mar-
shallng of ground troops as a means of signaling intentions had, according
to Biderman, a certain quality of irrelevance. It assumed that the enemy
could be scared into compliance by means of minor symbols of power. Air-
power, by contrast, was much more unnerving. The physical shock of mock
or symbolic bombing runs “may not result in serious” physical or structural
damage. However, it invariably induced emotional disruption and “severe psy-
chological shock.”
While offering fairly explicit recommendations based on what he consid-

ered to be an irrefutable example of coercive rational choice, Biderman did,
in all fairness, add a cautionary note. He explained that “we generally have
difficulty in understanding the motivations of “powerless” people—prisoners,
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totalitarian subjects, school children, slaves, etc.,—who choose to resist total,
official power.” Such difficulties, resulted, in part “from attributing an overly
rationalistic interpretation to their behavior. We ask ‘what can they hope to
gain?’ without full realization of what might constitute ‘gains’ from the psycho-
logical standpoint of the subject[s].” The definition “of what constitutes a
‘rational act’ varies significantly from one situation to the other.”49

Such caution and relativism had no apparent traces in the major models
of rational choice, such as the Leites–Wolf presentation of Rebellion and Au-
thority. In fact, the underlying premise of the Rand report on counterinsur-
gency was the universality of economically simulated rational choice. The
suppressive model of counterinsurgency fit all forms of insurgency, regardless
of location and irrespective of political context.
By the early 1960s most military-funded think tanks had adopted the format

of mixing civilian and military case studies, as well as privileging the logic of
violent rational choice. During the 1960s, the army-funded CRESS was the
major center for the study of the cause and controls of rebellion. As part of
the U.S. Army’s attempt to emulate Rand’s wide berth of research interests,
CRESS associates, led by political scientist Ted Gurr, produced an ambitious
multinational study of rebellion. Gurr offered a “general, explanatory theory
of the conditions of violent civil conflict by applying complex and powerful
statistical techniques to data from a large number of nations,” including the
United States.50 Claiming that his theories were equally “applicable to riots
and rural uprisings . . . coups d’etat and guerrilla wars,” Gurr sought correla-
tion among ten independent variables that affected “the likelihood andmagni-
tude” of military rebellion and/or civil violence.
By his own account the correlations among his “predictive” variables, rang-

ing from economic conditions to the political climate, produced poor results;
the model failed, for example, to predict conflict in Vietnam. Gurr was, how-
ever, quite adamant that the employment of coercion was the only variable
with satisfactory predictive power. Much like his Rand colleagues, Gurr found
“no evidence that any particular level of economic performance is necessary
. . . for civil peace.” In fact, he claimed that “among less developed nations
increasing levels of development are evidently associated with increasing
strife.”
By contrast, he found much positive evidence to support the Rand model of

government-ordained coercion. “A high level of deterrent power, consistently
applied, tends to inhibit civil strife.”51 Fear of retribution, measured by the
number of military personnel per ten thousand adults, strikingly affected levels
of civil strife. Such findings, he argued, were applicable to societies as far apart
as the Congo and the United States, and were meaningful within the context
of both civil war and mere civil disturbances.
Gurr would later use this study as the basis for a fledgling academic career,

based on a recycling and extension of his theories on “Why Men Rebel.”52
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His indiscriminate mixture of different sociological contexts, and the cavalier
blending of military conflicts and civilian standoffs, however, paled in compar-
ison to a contemporaneous study by CRESS research associate Carl Rosen-
thal. Entitled “Phases of Civil Disturbances: Characteristics and Problems,”
Rosenthal’s CRESS report was underwritten by a somewhat murky military
agency, the U.S. Army Limited War Laboratory, stationed at the Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Maryland. Ostensibly the Rosenthal study had nothing to
do with limited war. It was a study of civilian riots in the United States. Never-
theless, the Limited War Laboratory’s interest in the subject was an alarming
sign of fusion between once clearly distinct domains.53

Like Gurr, Rosenthal produced a framework for identifying the variables
leading to civil disorder. His report offered, as well, advice for the development
of “sophisticated countermeasures.” In one crucial element Rosenthal’s report
was particularly disturbing: it was based entirely on data derived from recent
riots in American urban ghettos. Nowhere in the report did Rosenthal suggest
that his study of domestic racial riots had any foreign applications. Rosenthal’s
ultimate objective was to inform the army on tools and tactics for riot control
within the United States. Theoretically and, perhaps, politically, Rosenthal
approached civilian unrest in the United States as a variation of limited war-
fare. His investigation made no mention of any universal significance of this
specifically American dilemma. It would appear, then, that U.S. Army in the
1960s entertained the possibility, however distant and improbable, of engag-
ing in guerrilla-like warfare within the United States. The always slim line
separating domestic from foreign, military from civilian, appeared all themore
faint and porous.54

The growing interest in rational choice and coercive methods, the dissipat-
ing borders separating civilian and military domains, and the fusion of foreign
and domestic political concerns did not signify a mere technical adjustment
in research interest and techniques. Instead, each and every one of these intel-
lectual transformations were part and parcel of a major paradigm shift, an
abandonment of an orthodoxy that had fallen into disfavor.
The demise of classic, psychocultural strategies was accompanied by a reex-

amination of other premises of behavioralism, ranging from the espousal of
value-free science, predictability in human inquiry, and the very nature of
the government-academic nexus. By the mid-1960s, the once unassailable
assumption that only the presence of professional social and behavioral scien-
tists could guide democratic governments through the dislocating periods of
rapid technological advances was subverted by popular satire and learned trea-
tises. The attack on behavioralism, by a combination of scientific critique and
parody is the subject of the concluding chapters.
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