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FOREWORD xiil

time thereafter. The second is that the Group had never-
theless operated as if it had been. This was assumed
from the circumstances of its inception and from the
tone of its instructions. (The Group’s acknowledgment
of help from “the many persons . . . who contributed so
greatly to our work” is somewhat equivocal; these persons
were not told the nature of the project for which their
special resources of information were solicited.)

Those who argued the case for keeping the Report
secret were admittedly motivated by fear of the explo-
sive political effects that could be expected from pub-
licity. For evidence, they pointed to the suppression of
the far less controversial report of then-Senator Hubert
Humphrey’s subcommittee on disarmament in 1962.
(Subcommittee members had reportedly feared that it
might be used by Communist propagandists, as Senator
Stuart Symington put it, to “back up the Marxian theory
that war production was the reason for the success of capi-
talism.”) Similar political precautions had been taken
with the better-known Gaither Report in 1957, and even
with the so-called Moynihan Report in 1965.

Furthermore, they insisted, a distinction must be
made between serious studies, which are normally classi-
fied unless and until policy makers decide to release
them, and conventional “showcase” projects, organized
to demonstrate a political leadership’s concern about an
issue and to deflect the energy of those pressing for action
on it. (The example used, because some of the Group
had participated in it, was a “White House Conference”
on international cooperation, disarmament, etc., which
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had been staged late in 1965 to offset complaints about
escalation of the Vietnam war.)

Doe acknowledges this distinction, as well as the
strong possibility of public misunderstanding. But he
feels that if the sponsoring agency had wanted to mandate
secrecy it could have done so at the outset. It could also
have assigned the project to one of the government’s
established “think tanks,” which normally work on a
classified basis. He scoffed at fear of public reaction,
which could have no lasting effect on long-range mea-
sures that might be taken to implement the Group’s pro-
posals, and derided the Group’s abdication of responsi-
bility for its opinions and conclusions. So far as he was
concerned, there was such a thing as a public right to
know what was being done on its behalf; the burden of
proof was on those who would abridge it.

If my account seems to give Doe the better of the ar-
gument, despite his failure to convince his colleagues, so
be it. My participation in this book testifies that I am not
neutral. In my opinion, the decision of the Special Study
Group to censor its own findings was not merely timid
but presumptuous. But the refusal, as of this writing, of
the agencies for which the Report was prepared to re-
lease it themselves raises broader questions of public
policy. Such questions center on the continuing use of
self-serving definitions of “security” to avoid possible po-
litical embarrassment. It is ironic how often this practice
backfires.

I should state, for the record, that I do not share the
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attitudes toward war and peace, life and death, and sur-
vival of the species manifested in the Report. Few readers
will. In human terms, it is an outrageous document. But
it does represent a serious and challenging effort to de-
fine an enormous problem. And it explains, or certainly
appears to explain, aspects of American policy otherwise
incomprehensible by the ordinary standards of common
sense. What we may think of these explanations is some-
thing else, but it seems to me that we are entitled to
know not only what they are but whose they are.

By “whose” I don’t mean merely the names of the
authors of the Report. Much more important, we have
a right to know to what extent their assumptions of
social necessity are shared by the decision-makers in our
government. Which do they accept and which do they
reject? However disturbing the answers, only full and
frank discussion offers any conceivable hope of solving
the problems raised by the Special Study Group in their
Report from Iron Mountain.

L.C.L.

New York, June 1967
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was that no really serious work had been done about
planning for peace—a long-range peace, that is, with
long-range planning.

Everything that had been written on the subject
[before 1961] was superficial. There was insufficient ap-
preciation of the scope of the problem. The main reason
for this, of course, was that the idea of a real peace in the
world, general disarmament and so on, was looked on
as utopian. Or even crackpot. This is still true, and it’s
easy enough to understand when you look at what’s going
on in the world today. . . . It was reflected in the studies
that had been made up to that time. They were not
realistic. . . .

The idea of the Special Study, the exact form it
would take, was worked out early in ’63. . . . The settle-
ment of the Cuban missile affair had something to do
with it, but what helped most to get it moving were the
big changes in military spending that were being
planned. . . . Plants being closed, relocations, and so
forth. Most of it wasn’t made public until much later. . . .

[T understand] it took a long time to select the people
for the Group. The calls didn’t go out until the sum-
mer. . . .

Who made the selection?

That’s something I can’t tell you. I wasn’t involved
with the preliminary planning. The first I knew of it was
when I was called myself. But three of the people had
been in on it, and what the rest of us know we learned
from them, about what went on earlier. I do know that
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Mountain Boys,” or “Our Thing,” or whatever came
to mind. . ..

What can you tell me about the members of the Group?

I'll have to stick to generalities. . . . There were fifteen
of us. The important thing was that we represented a very
wide range of disciplines. And not all academic. People
from the natural sciences, the social sciences, even the
humanities. We had a lawyer and a businessman. Also, a
professional war planner. Also, you should know that
everyone in the Group had done work of distinction in
at least two different fields. The interdisciplinary ele-
ment was built in. . ..

It’s true that there were no women in the Group, but
I don’t think that was significant. . . . We were all Amer-
ican citizens, of course. And all, I can say, in very good
health, at least when we began. . . . You see, the first
order of business, at the first meeting, was the reading of
dossiers. They were very detailed, and not just profes-
sional, but also personal. They included medical histories.
I remember one very curious thing, for whatever it’s
worth. Most of us, and that includes me, had a record
of abnormally high uric acid concentrations in the blood.
. . . None of us had ever had this experience, of a public
inspection of credentials, or medical reports. It was very
disturbing. . . .

But it was deliberate. The reason for it was to em-
phasize that we were supposed to make all our own de-
cisions on procedure, without outside rules. This included
judging each other’s qualifications and making allow-
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reaction to what we were doing. We all did, to some
extent. As a matter of fact, two members had heart
attacks after we were finished, and I'll be the first to
admit it probably wasnt a coincidence.

You said you made your own ground rules. What were
these ground rules?

The most important were informality and unanimity.
By informality I mean that our discussions were open-
ended. We went as far afield as any one of us thought we
had to. For instance, we spent a lot of time on the rela-
tionship between military recruitment policies and indus-
trial employment. Before we were finished with it, we'd
gone through the history of western penal codes and any
number of comparative psychiatric studies [of draftees
and volunteers]. We looked over the organization of the
Inca empire. We determined the effects of automation
on underdeveloped societies. . . . It was all relevant. . . .

By unanimity, I don’t mean that we kept taking votes,
like a jury. I mean that we stayed with every issue until
we had what the Quakers call a “sense of the meeting.” It
was time-consuming. But in the long run it saved time.
Eventually we all got on the same wavelength, so to

speak. . . .
Of course we had differences, and big ones, especially
in the beginning. . . . For instance, in Section 1 you might

think we were merely clarifying our instructions. Not
so; it took a long time before we all agreed to a strict
interpretation. . . . Roe and Taylor deserve most of the
credit for this. . . . There are many things in the Report
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that look obvious now, but didn’t seem so obvious then.
For instance, on the relationship of war to social systems.
The original premise was conventional, from Clausewitz.
. . . That war was an “instrument” of broader political
values. Able was the only one who challenged this, at
first. Fox called his position “perverse.” Yet it was Fox
who furnished most of the data that led us all to agree
with Able eventually. I mention this because I think it’s
a good example of the way we worked. A triumph of
method over cliché. . . . I certainly don’t intend to go
into details about who toock what side about what, and
when. But I will say, to give credit where due, that only
Roe, Able, Hill, and Taylor were able to see, at the be-
ginning, where our method was taking us.

But you always reached agreement, eventually.

Yes. It’s a unanimous report. . . . I don’t mean that
our sessions were always harmonious. Some of them were
rough. The last six months there was a lot of quibbling
about small points. . . . We'd been under pressure for a
long time, we’d been working together too long. It was
natural . . . that we got on each other’s nerves. For a
while Able and Taylor werent speaking to each other.
Miller threatened to quit. But this all passed. There were
no important differences. . . .

How was the Report actually written? Who
did the writing?

We all had a hand in the first draft. Jones and Able
put it together, and then mailed it around for review
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others. . . . We were successful not because we know
more than they do about programming, which we don’t,
but because we learned how to formulate the problems
accurately. It goes back to the old saw. You can always
find the answer if you know the right question. . . .

Supposing you hadn’t developed this method. Would you
have come to the same conclusions in the Report?

Certainly. But it would have taken many times
longer. . . . But please don’t misunderstand my enthusiasm
[about the peace games method]. With all due respect
to the effects of computer technology on modern think-
ing, basic judgments must still be made by human
beings. The peace games technique isn’t responsible for
our Report. We are. . . .



STATEMENT BY “JOHN DOE”

CoNTRARY to the decision of the Special Study Group, of
which I was a member, I have arranged for the general
release of our Report. I am grateful to Mr. Leonard C.
Lewin for his invaluable assistance in making this possi-
ble, and to The Dial Press for accepting the challenge of
publication. Responsibility for taking this step, however,
is mine and mine alone.

I am well aware that my action may be taken as a
breach of faith by some of my former colleagues. But in
my view my responsibility to the society of which I
am a part supersedes any self-assumed obligation on the
part of fifteen individual men. Since our Report can be
considered on its merits, it is not necessary for me to dis-
close their identity to accomplish my purpose. Yet I

xxxi
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INTRODUCTION 9

What, for instance, are the real functions of war in
modern societies, beyond the ostensible ones of defend-
ing and advancing the “national interests” of nations?
In the absence of war, what other institutions exist or
might be devised to fulfill these functions? Granting that
a “peaceful” settlement of disputes is within the range
of current international relationships, is the abolition of
war, in the broad sense, really possible? If so, is it neces-
sarily desirable, in terms of social stability? If not, what
can be done to improve the operation of our social sys-
tem in respect to its war-readiness?

The word peace, as we have used it in the following
pages, describes a permanent, or quasi-permanent, condi-
tion entirely free from the national exercise, or contem-
plation, of any form of the organized social violence, or
threat of violence, generally known as war. It implies
total and general disarmament. It is not used to describe
the more familiar condition of “cold war,” “armed peace,”
or other mere respite, long or short, from armed conflict.
Nor is it used simply as a synonym for the political settle-
ment of international differences. The magnitude of
modern means of mass destruction and the speed of
modern communications require the unqualified work-
ing definition given above; only a generation ago such an
absolute description would have seemed utopian rather
than pragmatic. Today, any modification of this definition
would render it almost worthless for our purpose. By the
same standard, we have used the word war to apply
interchangeably to conventional (“hot”) war, to the gen-
eral condition of war preparation or war readiness, and
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tention on phased plans for the relocation of war indus-
try personnel and capital installations as much as on
proposals for developing new patterns of consumption.
One serious flaw common to such plans is the kind called
in the natural sciences the “macroscopic error.” An im-
plicit presumption is made that a total national plan for
conversion differs from a community program to cope
with the shutting down of a “defense facility” only in
degree. We find no reason to believe that this is the
case, nor that a general enlargement of such local pro-
grams, however well thought out in terms of housing,
occupational retraining, and the like, can be applied on a
national scale. A national economy can absorb almost
any number of subsidiary reorganizations within its total
limits, providing there is no basic change in its own struc-
ture. General disarmament, which would require such
basic changes, lends itself to no valid smaller-scale
analogy.

Even more questionable are the models proposed for
the retraining of labor for nonarmaments occupations.
Putting aside for the moment the unsolved questions
dealing with the nature of new distribution patterns—
retraining for whatP—the increasingly specialized job
skills associated with war industry production are further
depreciated by the accelerating inroads of the industrial
techniques loosely described as “automation.” It is not
too much to say that general disarmament would require
the scrapping of a critical proportion of the most highly
developed occupational specialties in the economy. The
political difficulties inherent in such an “adjustment”
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spection, and machinery for the settlement of interna-
tional disputes. It should be noted that even proponents
of unilateral disarmament qualify their proposals with an
implied requirement of reciprocity, very much in the
manner of a scenario of graduated response in nuclear
war. The advantage of unilateral initiative lies in its
political value as an expression of good faith, as well as
in its diplomatic function as a catalyst for formal dis-
armament negotiations.

The READ model for disarmament (developed by the
Research Program on Economic Adjustments to Disarma-
ment) is typical of these scenarios. It is a twelve-year-
program, divided into three-year stages. Each stage
includes a separate phase of: reduction of armed forces;
cutbacks of weapons production, inventories, and foreign
military bases; development of international inspection
procedures and control conventions; and the building
up of a sovereign international disarmament organiza-
tion. It anticipates a net matching decline in U.S. defense
expenditures of only somewhat more than half the 1965
level, but a necessary redeployment of some five-sixths
of the defense-dependent labor force.

The economic implications assigned by their authors
to various disarmament scenarios diverge widely. The
more conservative models, like that cited above, empha-
size economic as well as military prudence in postulating
eiaborate fail-safe disarmament agencies, which them-
selves require expenditures substantially substituting for
those of the displaced war industries. Such programs
stress the advantages of the smaller economic adjustment





















































































































SUBSTITUTES FOR THE FUNCTIONS OF WAR 63

substitute for war, therefore, extension of the space pro-
gram warrants serious consideration.

In Section 3 we pointed out that certain disarmament
models, which we called conservative, postulated ex-
tremely expensive and elaborate inspection systems.
Would it be possible to extend and institutionalize such
systems to the point where they might serve as economic
surrogates for war spending? The organization of fail-
safe inspection machinery could well be ritualized in a
manner similar to that of established military processes.
“Inspection teams” might be very like armies, and their
technical equipment might be very like weapons. In-
flating the inspection budget to military scale presents
no difficulty. The appeal of this kind of scheme lies in
the comparative ease of transition between two parallel
systems.

The “elaborate inspection” surrogate is fundamentally
fallacious, however. Although it might be economically
useful, as well as politically necessary, during the disarm-
ament transition, it would fail as a substitute for the
economic function of war for one simple reason. Peace-
keeping inspection is part of a war system, not of a
peace system. It implies the possibility of weapons main-
tenance or manufacture, which could not exist in a world
at peace as here defined. Massive inspection also implies
sanctions, and thus war-readiness.

The same fallacy is more obvious in plans to create
a patently useless “defense conversion” apparatus. The
long-discredited proposal to build “total” civil defense
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apparent threat to the survival of the species. Poisoning
of the air, and of the principal sources of food and water
supply, is already well advanced, and at first glance
would seem promising in this respect; it constitutes a
threat that can be dealt with only through social organ-
ization and political power. But from present indications
it will be a generation to a generation and a half before
environmental pollution, however severe, will be suffi-
ciently menacing, on a global scale, to offer a possible
basis for a solution.

It is true that the rate of pollution could be increased
selectively for this purpose; in fact, the mere modifying
of existing programs for the deterrence of pollution could
speed up the process enough to make the threat credible
much sooner But the pollution problem has been so
widely publicized in recent years that it seems highly
improbable that a program of deliberate environmental
poisoning could be implemented in a politically accept-
able manner.

However unlikely some of the possible alternate en-
emies we have mentioned may seem, we must emphasize
that one must be found, of credible quality and magni-
tude, if a transition to peace is ever to come about with-
out social disintegration. It is more probable, in our
judgment, that such a threat will have to be invented,
rather than developed from unknown conditions. For
this reason, we believe further speculation about its puta-
tive nature ill-advised in this context. Since there is
considerable doubt, in our minds, that any viable poli-
tical surrogate can be devised, we are reluctant to com-
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promise, by premature discussion, any possible option
that may eventually lie open to our government.
y Yy P g

Sociological

Of the many functions of war we have found con-
venient to group together in this classification, two are
critical. In a world of peace, the continuing stability of
society will require: 1) an effective substitute for mili-
tary institutions that can neutralize destabilizing social
elements and 2) a credible motivational surrogate for war
that can insure social cohesiveness. The first is an es-
sential element of social control; the second is the basic
mechanism for adapting individual human drives to the
needs of society.

Most proposals that address themselves, explicitly or
otherwise, to the postwar problem of controlling the so-
cially alienated turn to some variant of the Peace Corps
or the so-called Job Corps for a solution. The socially
disaffected, the economically unprepared, the psycholog-
ically unconformable, the hard-core “delinquents,” the
incorrigible “subversives,” and the rest of the unemploy-
able are seen as somehow transformed by the disciplines
of a service modeled on military precedent into more or
less dedicated social service workers. This presumption
also informs the otherwise hardheaded ratiocination of
the “Unarmed Forces” plan.

The problem has been addressed, in the language of
popular sociology, by Secretary McNamara. “Even in our
abundant societies, we have reason enough to worry
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emotional pacifism, that it would be desirable even if it
were demonstrably attainable. The war system, for all its
subjective repugnance to important sections of “public
opinion,” has demonstrated its effectiveness since the be-
ginning of recorded history; it has provided the basis for
the development of many impressively durable civiliza-
tions, including that which is dominant today. It has con-
sistently provided unambiguous social priorities. It is, on
the whole, a known quantity. A viable system of peace,
assuming that the great and complex questions of substi-
tute institutions raised in this Report are both soluble
and solved, would still constitute a venture into the un-
known, with the inevitable risks attendant on the unfore-
seen, however small and however well hedged.
Government decision-makers tend to choose peace
over war whenever a real option exists, because it usually
appears to be the “safer” choice. Under most immediate
circumstances they are likely to be right. But in terms
of long-range social stability, the opposite is true. At our
present state of knowledge and reasonable inference, it
is the war system that must be identified with stability,
the peace system with social speculation, however justi-
fiable the speculation may appear, in terms of subjective
moral or emotional values. A nuclear physicist once re-
marked, in respect to a possible disarmament agreement:
“If we could change the world into a world in which
no weapons could be made, that would be stabilizing.
But agreements we can expect with the Soviets would be
destabilizing.” The qualification and the bias are equally
irrelevant; any condition of genuine total peace, how-
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ever achieved, would be destabilizing until proved other-
wise.

If it were necessary at this moment to opt irrevocably
for the retention or for the dissolution of the war system,
common prudence would dictate the former course. But
it is not yet necessary, late as the hour appears. And more
factors must eventually enter the war-peace equation
than even the most determined search for alternative in-
stitutions for the functions of war can be expected to
reveal. One group of such factors has been given only
passing mention in this Report; it centers around the
possible obsolescence of the war system itself. We have
noted, for instance, the limitations of the war system in
filling its ecological function and the declining impor-
tance of this aspect of war. It by no means stretches the
imagination to visualize comparable developments which
may compromise the efficacy of war as, for example,
an economic controller or as an organizer of social alle-
giance. This kind of possibility, however remote, serves as
a reminder that all calculations of contingency not only
involve the weighing of one group of risks against an-
other, but require a respectful allowance for error on
both sides of the scale.

A more expedient reason for pursuing the investiga-
tion of alternate ways and means to serve the current
functions of war is narrowly political. It is possible that
one or more major sovereign nations may arrive, through
ambiguous leadership, at a position in which a ruling
administrative class may lose control of basic public opin-
ion or of its ability to rationalize a desired war. It is not
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until the direction of social survival is no longer in doubt
—it is of the essence of this proposal that the agency be
constituted without limitation of time. Its examination
of existing and proposed institutions will be self-liqui-
dating when its own function shall have been super-
seded by the historical developments it will have, at
least in part, initiated.

































‘Report From Iron Mountain’

By LEONARD LEWIN

The book came out in November, 1967,
and generated controversy as soon as it
appeared. It purported to be the secret
report of an anonymous ‘“Special Study
Group,” set up, presumably at a very high
level of government, to determine the
consequences to American society of a
“permanent” peace, and to draft a pro-
gram to deal with them. Its conclusions
seemed shocking.

This commission found: that even in
the unlikely event that a lasting peace
should prove *“attainable,” it would al-
most surely be undesirable; that the “war
system” is essential to the functioning of
a stable society; that until adequate re-
placement for it might be developed, wars
and an “optimum” annual number of war
deaths should be methodically planned
and budgeted. And much more. Most of the
Report deals with the ‘“basic” functions
of war (economic, political, sociological,
ecological, etc.) and with possible substi-
tutes to serve them, which were exam-
ined and found wanting. The text is pre-
ceded by my foreword, along with other
background furnished by the “John Doe”
who made the Report available.

The first question raised, of course,
was that of its authenticity. But govern-
ment spokesmen were oddly cautious in
phrasing their denials, and for a short
time, at least in Washington, more specu-
lation was addressed to the identity of
the Group’s members and of their spon-
sorship than to whether the Report was
an actual quasi-official document. (The
editors of Trans-action magazine, which
ran an extensive round-up of opinion on
the book, noted that government officials,
as a class, were those most likely to ac-
cept it as the real thing.)

Eventually, however, in the absence of
definitive confirmation either way, com-
mentators tended to agree that it must
be a political satire. In that case, who
could have written it? Among the dozens
of names mentioned, those of J.K. Gal-
braith and myself appeared most often,
along with a mix of academics, politi-
cians, think-tank drop-outs, and writers.

Most reviewers, relatively uncontam-
inated by overexposure to real-politik,
were generous to what they saw as the
author’s intentions: to expose a kind of
thinking in high places that was all too
authentic, influential, and dangerous, and
to stimulate more public discussion of

Leonard Lewin’s next book is “Triage.”

The
Guest Word

some of the harder questions of war and
peace. But those who felt their own oxen
gored—who could identify themselves in
some way with the government, the mili-
tary, “systems analysis,” the established
order of power—were not. They attacked,
variously, the substance of the Report;
the competence of those who praised its
effectiveness; and the motives of whom-
ever they assigned the obloquy of author-
ship, often charging him with a disingen-
uous sympathy for the Report’s point of
view. The more important think-tankers,
not unreasonably seeing the book as an
indictment of their own collective moral
sensibilities and intellectual pretensions,
proffered literary as well as political
judgments: very bad satire, declared Her-
man Kahn; lacking in bite, wrote Henry
Rowen, of Rand. Whoever wrote it is an
idiot, said Henry Kissinger. A handful of
far-right zealots and eccentrics predict-
ably applauded the Report’s conclusions.
That’s as much background as I have
room for, before destroying whatever res-
iduum of suspense may still persist about
the book’s authorship. I wrote the “Re-
port,” all of it. (How it came about and
who was privy to the plot I'll have to dis-
cuss elsewhere.) But why as a hoax?
What I intended was simply to pose the
issues of war and peace in a provocative
way. To deal with the essential absurdity
of the fact that the war system, however
much deplored, is nevertheless accepted
as part of the necessary order of things.
To caricature the bankruptcy of the think-
tank mentality by pursuing its style of
scientistic thinking to its logical ends.
And perhaps, with luck, to extend the
scope of public discussion of “peace plan-
ning” beyond its usual stodgy limits.
Several sympathetic critics of the book
felt that the guessing-games it set off
tended to deflect attention from those ob-
jectives, and thus to dilute its effects.
To be sure. Yet if the “argument” of the
Report had not been hyped up by its am-
biguous authenticity—is it just possibly
for real?—its serious implications wouldn’t
have been discussed either. At all. This
may be a brutal commentary on what it

sometimes takes to get conspicuous ex-
posure in the supermarket of political
ideas, or it may only exemplify how an
oblique approach may work when direct
engagement fails, At any rate, the who-
done-it aspect of the book was eventually
superseded by sober critiques.

At this point it became clear that what-
ever surviving utility the Report might
have, if any, would be as a point-of-de-
parture book—for the questions it raises,
not for the specious ‘“answers” it pur-
ports to offer. And it seemed to me that
unless a minimum of uncertainty about
its origins could be sustained—i.e., so
long as I didn’t explicitly acknowledge
writing it—its value as a model for this
kind of “policy analysis” might soon be
dissipated. So I continued to play the no-
comment game.

Until now. The charade is over, what-
ever is left of it. For the satirical conceit
of Iron Mountain, like so many others,
has been overtaken by the political phe-
nomena it attacked. I'm referring to those
other documents—real ones, and verifi-
able—that have appeared in print. The
Pentagon papers were not written by
someone like me. Neither was the De-
fense Department’s Pax Americana study
(how to take over Latin America). Nor
was the script of Mr. Kissinger’s “Special
Action Group,” reported by Jack Ander-
son (how to help Pakistan against India
while pretending to be neutral).

So far as I know, no one has challenged
the authenticity of these examples of
high-level strategic thinking. I believe a
disinterested reader would agree that sec-
tions of them are as outrageous, morally
and intellectually, as any of the Iron
Mountain inventions. No, the revelations
lay rather in the style of the reasoning—
the profound cynicism, the contempt for
public opinion. Some of the documents
read like parodies of Iron Mountain, rath-
er than the reverse.

These new developments may have
helped fuel the debates the book contin-
ues to ignite, but they raised a new prob-
lem for me. It was that the balance of
uncertainty about the book’s authorship
could “tilt,” as Kissinger might say, the
other way. (Was that Defense order for
5,000-odd paperbacks, some one might
ask, really for routine distribution to
overseas libraries—or was it for another,
more sinister, purpose?) 'm glad my own
Special Defense Contingency Plan includ-
ed planting two nonexistent references in
the book’s footnotes to help me prove, if
I ever have to, that the work is fictitious. W
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