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"You have to have & free and uacorrupted commiinication.
ind this is so the heart of living in a complicated thechnolog-
jeel world--it is so the heart of freedom, that that is why
we are all the time saying, "Doss this really have to be sec-
ret?" "Couldn't you say more about that?" "Are we really act-
ing in a wise way?" Not because we enjoy chatbering, not be-
cause we are not aware of the dangers of the world we live in,
buf beceuse these dangers cannot be met im any other way."

Dr. J. Robert OUppenheimer

The people is a t.rasic ehd comic two—/%ce.
hero and hoodlua' phantm and aorilla twist-
ing to moan with a gargoyle mouth. e _’ey
buy ma and gsell me o o o it'a a game
somntim I'll break loosa , & L

[ carl Sandburg
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A

i, latreduction--Joversignty amd /stomic Energy.

The gusstion "whe rules?” is basic to an understanding
of the goverament of amy soclety, but it is often avoided
ordighted in studiss of histery or politiecal theory. Usu~
aily, ths substantive character of the decision is stressed,
rather than the coampetencs of the maker of the deeision to
4o as he 61d. That is, we often igsere the question of how
the leader or sovereign came to hie authority, end she meaas
By which he maintains his power.

izcitement over whal ths decision is induces in mea

forgetfulness of their most cherished coavictions as to

whoe is compeieat to take 3-.1;3.1’
4ls0, cur soncern with the substantive charscter of deeision
mey blind us to the pealities of power in modera sosclety,
We forget to ask “teo whom is our leader respmasidle:i™ Ve
nsglect, ia short, to take inte accouat the origin, support,
and interest of stete power.

4 little reflsotiocn brivgs to minéd exsmples of new theorles
of compstence rising up to meet the needs of new situatioans.
The rise %o economic power of a class of independsal sntre-
preseurs found legitimecy in s dootase of ‘matural right,’ a
doetrine whiech stiacked the legel foundations of feudalisa,
Thorstein Veblen writes:

The seheme of natural rights grew up aad found securs

lodgement ip the common sense of the comamunity, a8 well

as with the lawgivers spnd the courts, under the disci-
pline of ssell industry apnd petty trade {("domestic ine




dustry"”) whose development culminsted in the eighteenth

cantury.z
Obher writers after Veblen, such as Thurman Arnold, have had

ocoasion %o reinforce Veblen's thesis that ‘nstural rightt
words and concepts are being used in grotesjue distortions

of their original meanings to describe the relationship of man
to man long after such words snd coneepts have ceased to have
any real relevance to actual circumstance, Such use, of
course, comtributes to the notiom that while societies have
capitalist

risen and fallen in past ages, modern American/society is
unigue in its durability. Alternatively, that while fommsrly
there was history, today there is nons.

But it was not only at the birth of capitalism that a
search for new principles of state power was needed. The
growth of the modern military force, and of complex decisions
of state éefined in terms of military realities have led to
new formulations in bourgecis democracies of the West to jus-
tify the taking of these decisions cut of the realm of pub-

lie debate,3

in spharent contravention of the natural right
principles of democracy.

Certainly, the explosion of the first atomic bomb over
Eiroshima raised sharply the guestion of whe was to control
the new force, and the purpose to which it was to be harnessed.
The sdvent of the hydrogen bomb put the guestion more force-
fully--and with an element of the poignant and the urgent--
who was to have control, not merely of the means of military

force, but of the means of cbliteration? How could the moncpoly



of this ceontrol by a small group of men in society be recon~-
ciled with the image of a democratic society as one in which
the leaders "suggest, advise, propose, advocate" while the
community “debates, seleots, conseants, and makes finsl a giv-
en course of action.™™ If the answer is that the fact could
not be reconciled with the imege, one must ask the reasons
for the discrepancy.

Thers was, though, a need more immediste than the need
to make contrel of the bomdb acceptable in terms of some
metaphysical notion of popular sovereigaty. The bomb was &
new factor in the environment which threatened the extinction
of the spleisa.s

In the Darwinisn view, animals lower than man respond
to new situetions by instinctive processes, such as migration,
This failing, the principle of matural selection leads to the
gradual emergence of a new form, better sulted to the new
envhronment. MkEan, howsver, is unique. He is abie to control
his envirocament, %o make decisions about the manner of his
survival upon full feflection and with ratiomality.

The problem with the new factor in the environment, the
Bomb, was to understand it, to comprehend ites relatiocmship
toc science, the military, and the exigencies of imerican for-
eign policy in the post-war years. But the ssescret of the
Bomb was well-kept during the war, and there wers reslly omly
two groups in socliety im 1945 who coulé be said to comprehend
the meaning of the bomb, These were:



1, The military and foreign arfairs strategists.
2., The scientists who haé been actively involved in the
produetion of the bomb. olf
The military-State Departmeit/included Truman's advisors,
Genersl Leslie Groves(wartime chief of the Los ilamos project),
Forrestal, Senator Yandenberg, end & few others. The mili-
tary was able to comprehend the significance of the bomb by
placing it in the context of military policy, by denying that
it was anything more than another instrumesnt of military
power, The military view was that the USSR was the real enemy
and had been 211 along. This afided them im viewing the bomb
as but one more asset in the post-WW II struggle with the
Sovist Enion.é
The scientists, if we count all those who kanew the scisa-
tific significance of the hokh, were many. Those wio also
realized the need for new political forms to cope with it
were few, and were joined by members of th: intellectual cam-
munity. foremost among the seisntists was Dir. J., Hobert
Oppenheimer, who had been scientifiec director at Los iAlamos.
To the seientists, the primary guestion was aot imerican he-
gemony in the post-war world (which, as will be showma, Was lhe
goal of the military) but rather a world "fixed up for peace,”
a world in which scientists of two countries could talk %o

each other, and to their respective polities, about the prob-
lems asnd questions of policy toward seience.

Thus the dichotomy: The bomb does not change the situa-
tion and tan be integrated into the o0ld strategic confents



and into a policy of n

e
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the view that the bomb makes old plens o& war aﬁd ;tntogrﬂrt,
perhaps war itself, obsolete,’

For the scientist, the guestion was orucial. The dec-
ision was a decision as to whether he would be an instrument
of a poliey of war, or the ¢o-builder and enricher of a poi-
icy of pesce.,

The attitudes, actions, and réactions'af the twe groups
mentioned form a principal element of this study. But these
two groups were not the sole elements invelved, cgrrying on
their dialogue over the heads of a powerless mass, We must
alsc consider public reaction to s series of incidents which
future antihropologists and historians may judge as erucialbn
two levels--the level of social structure, and the level of

survival of the sgseies.s

II. The Making of the Bomb,

The political decision to make the atomic bomb was taken
under circumstances not yet fully revealed. The scientific
chronology is more clesr. Gn?Jaauary 1939, Doctors Otto
Hahn and Fritz Stressman reported in a German scientifie pub-
lication that they bhad noted the presence of radiocactive bar-
ium as & result of bombarding U-235 (an isotope of the elemen
uranium) with neutrons., They had d@scoversd this in company
with Dr. Lise Heitner in the Autumn afii?Bﬁ at the Kaiser

Wilhelm Institute im Berlin. Dr. Meitner, a non-iryan, left
Germagy rfor Copenhagen shortly after the discovery. There



was no evidence in the German article that Hahn and Strassman
could explain the reasons for the presence of barium, In Go-
penhagen, Dr, Meitner met another exils from Germaay, Dr. Q.
Re. ¥Frisch, who was working in Neils Bohr's laboratory. The
three decidad thet the presence of barium after bombarding
uranium eculd result pleusibly only from the fission, or splii-
ting, of ﬁhe uranium puclei. Bohr left Copenhagen for America
to convey this information snd discuss the matter with other
scientists, He received while harecz telegram from Drs.
Meitmer and Frisch confirming urasnium fission,?

Sohr met with scientists at Princeton, some of whom had
aiready begun to work with uranium (including Fermi, recently
arriveé from Italy). These smcientists enlisted ths aid of
Albsrt Einstein, who drafted a Misr to President Roosevelt,
urging government support of fission resesarci.

Qnﬁéugust 1939, Alexender Sachs of New York read the
Linstein letter to President Franklin Roosevslt ai the White
House:

Some recent work dy . Fermi snd L. Szilard, which has

been communicsated to me in manusceript, leads me to ex-

pect that the element uranium may be turned intoc a new
and importent scuree of energy in the immediaste ruture.la
The ktter went on to advocats Fresidentiszl action, to describe
the fission process, and detail possible uranium sources. It
continued:

I understeand that Germany has actually stopped the safie

of uranium from the Czechoslovakian mines which she has



B taken over. That she should have taken sueh early
action might perhaps be understood on the ground that
the son of the Germap Under-Secretary of State, vom
Weizssecken, i3 sttached to the Kaiser ﬁilhelgrfgﬁgurlin.
where some of the American work on uranium is now belng
repeated,

Roosevelt was amenable, and he "appointed a special com~-
mittee, with Dr. Briggs of the Bureau of Standerds as Chair-
man, 0 study the possible relationship to national defense
of recent discoveries in the field of atomistics, notably the
¢ission of uranium.™l (Other members were it. Colonel Keith
F. sdemson, Army Ordnsnce Corps, ané Cosmander Gilbert C.
Hoover, Navy Bureau of Ordnance.} This Committee reported
on N November 1939 with a recommendation for goveranment sup-
port of bomb rcaaarch-lz

On 15 June 1940, President Roosevelt set up ths Nationpal
Defense Research Commitiee, with Dr. Vannevar Bush, rresidsat
of the Carasgie Institute, as Chairman.l3 This Comuittee was
the ome to which the Brigss Committee--andéd others dealing with
various special weapons projects--was to report. Dr. Bush and
President Roosevelt set up the NDRC $o provide a body which
could mobilize scientists for war wnrk.lh

This Committec was superceded by the Office of Scientifie
Research and Development in Jume of 1941, Dr. Bush was named
head of the new agenoy, and continued in this post until the
end of ths war.ls

Up to the middle of 1942, however, expenditupes by the

Federal Government on atomic research for weapons appiications
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probablyéaununteﬂ to less than #3,000.000.16
i

On/#ugust 1942, the Manhattgn Distriet of the Army Corps
of Engineers was created., The nature of its work was a sec-
ret, but it had a drawing account which the Congress kept
filled to a level of 3600,&60,066. On 17 September 1942, Gen-
eral Leslie R, Groves was appointed to head the district. k7

Sndrtly after Genersl @roves was appointed, he chose Dr.
J. Robert Oppenheimer as chief secientific advisor for the bomb
project and direetor of the work at Los Alames. Dr. Oppem-
heimer had, prior to this time, been workiang om certain theo-
retical problems connected with the explosive properties of
the fission uaapan.ls

Bhy Oppenbeimer? The opiniom of those who have spoken
of the lLos Alamos project are mear unanimous im the view that
Dr. Cppenheimer filled two important eriteria. He had the
recognition of the scientific community as the pre-eminent
phisicistsin the country; and two, he was a leader. Ir. Hans
Bethe, head of the Theoretical Division at lLos ilamos during
the Second World War, has testified:

It was a very Lharé task to oreate this laboratory. liost

scientists were slready invoived in war work wvery deeply,

and it reguired somebody of great enthusiasm to persuade
them to leave their jobs and join the new enterprise of

Los AlamoS.... L1 believe that Oppenheimer had absolutely

unique gqualifications for this job and that the success

is due mostly to him and to his leadership in the pro-
jeets « . » Ve needed a unifying force and this unific-



ation eould only be done by a man who really understood

everything and was recognized by everybody as a superier

in knowledge tind judgement to all of us. That was our
girector.t?

In early 1943, Dr. Oprenheimer received a letter (signed
by General Groves and James B, Conan%t) appointing him head
of Los ilames.=Y 1Ia April 1943 Dr. Oppenheimer called a
meeting of those whom he hopad to reeruit for Los ilsmos, The
technical aspects of the bomb and the directive to build it
were dissussed,21 *In order %o bring the rsesponsible scien-~
tistes to Los Alamos," Upoenheimer said later, "I had to rely
on their sense ofﬁgztsrest, urgency, and feasibility, of the
Los Alamos mission. I had to tell them enough of what the
Job wes, and give strong sssurance that it might be success-
sully accomplished in time to afrect tha?:§§2:: of the war,
to make it clear that they were justified in laaiing other
work to ecome to this job,"%?

de addgd, "The isolated site of Los Alsmos was selected
o o o because it enabled those respoasible to balance the ob-
vious need for security with the equally important need of
free communication among those engu:ged in the work."23

Thus the early history. Why did the seientists, many of
whom today fervently express the need for disarmament, and
most of whom were opposed to the use of the bomb on Japan,
make this wespon, the first step in the arms race?

There seems to be little doudbt that, in pert at least,
the ease of recruiting scientists to work on the project was
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¢ linked te a fear of faseism, Fermi had fled Italy in 1939.

" Boar hgad received meny German refugees in his Copenhagen lab-

. oretory. Bethe and Einstein bad left Germany, fearful of re-

» pression. Oppenheimer, not to put too fine a point en it, was
anti-faseist. These sentiments were coupled with the unden-
jable probability that the Germans must certainly have verifk d
fission after a time. GQuite early in the game the scisntists,
themselves, under the leadership of Szilard and Fermi, "jolned
e o » in 8 voluntsry censorship to keep certain secrets that
eould lead in the direction of the bomb, "<

Binstein's letter pointed out ¥EEE the German work on

» puelear fission, According tn Oppenheimer, "VWe had information

> in those dsys ©f German activity in the field of auelear fission.

- We were aware of what it might mean if they beat us to the
draw in the develcpment of atomic bombs. The consensus of
all our opinions, and every éirective that I had, stressed
the extmme urgency of cur work, as well as the need for guard-
ing all knewledge of it from our epemies. . . «"%7

If the chance that the Germans could make the bomb was

of the proportion indicated by information made available
to the secientists, their fears were well groum;ie&. it becomes
important to look at the Germen position; it becomes relevesnt
to ask whether the officially-expreszed "argency® in the matier
of the msking of the bomb was diminished as Germany's ochances
of making s bomb became mo:rc remoite.

& On 2 December 1942, iam the sguash ecurt at the Uniwe sity

* of Chicago, Enrieo Fermi staged the first controlled and sus-
tained chain reaction, establishing not only that the chain




reaction wa: possible, but that production of plutbnium on a
econtimucus basis was feasible. By that time i% was known that
it was possible %o use eithsr graphite or heavy water as a mod-
erator ian nuclear reactors designed for plutbnium pmduotlc_n.zﬁ
Thus, one indieastion of lurge scale nuclear reactor work was
the use of hsavy watsr.z’

It was a matter for concerm when it was learsed that the
Germans were placing extensive ordars for heavy water at the
Norsk Hydro plant at Vemork (ia ooccupied Horway). A group
of Norwegians were parachuted into Norway near Vemork and |
dynatisdd the Norsk plant on 28 February 1943. Destroyed wers
3000 pounds of heavy water and the plant's major nachinory.zs

On 16 Hovember 1943 the Vemorik plant was bombed by Allied
Forees, andbhe Germans deeided that the heavy water produc-
tion would be tramsferred to Hamburg by ferry. On Sunday,

20 February iSik, the ferry Hyidro, on which the heavy water
containers had been plaeed for shipment, was blown up by the
Norwegian underground.”’ The Turopean Thestre of the Positive
intelligence Group reported tb the Var Department that there
was no chance that the Germans could make s bomb. This report,
made in December 1944, merely confirmed what anyone with half
an access to intelligence could long have surmised, 30 e
kaew for certain in December 1944, then, what we surely could
* have guessed in June of 1943, The Germans would not bave &
bomb for World War II., This is of course speculative, but
there is substantive evidence that seriously undermines the
eontention impliocit im the "firgenoy"™ argument, in the worries
about Germany, and the general prevalence of anti-fascist
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arguments used as a means to get scientists for the project.
The testimony of General Leslie K, Groves is illuminating:’
I think it is important to state--~ I think it is well
known--that there was never from about 2 weeks from the
time I took charge of tids projeet aay illusion om my part
but that Russia was our enemy and the preject was con-
ducted on that basis., I didn't go along with the attit-
ude of the of the country w8 a whole that Russia was a
gallant ally.jl
This attitude was not uniquely General Groves'; it per-
meated the entire project. The eriteria for security clearance
were loyalty ané diseresion. Bisloyalty and lack of dis-
erebion included membership in left-wing organizations. Events
later in the war, which we shall discuss preseatly, do not ine-
dicate that this was a mere hangeover from the anti-bolshevism
of the 1930%s, recurring occasionally like some damplng har-
monie wave., The allisnce with the USSR had no noticeable ef-
fect on the ardor of the professional aati-Communists. On 2
Sepatember 1943, Captaim Feer de Silva, a security officer for
the Los Alamos projeet, reported that he felt Dr. 4. Robers
Oppenheimer %o be a part of a Soviet espionage effort.’? It
is elear, too, that Dr. Oppenheimer was hired in spite of his
"gssociations and ralatinq"” The security officers reported
pegatively on Dr. Oppenheimer, but Ueneral Groves insisted tha
he be dieared because he was "meplaceahlal“y"
By the end of 1944, then, the Ag‘tu&tion was clear:
1. The Germans could not make the bomb;

2, The USSR was an enemy, and they were tc receive no
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information about the bomb--indeed, every efrort was to

be made t0 conceal from them evepgthe fact that wefrere

engaged in making the new weapon.35

Although co-operation with the British was toc be a part
of our offiecial program, Gensral Groves "did not carry out
the wishes of our government wmal,;:ﬁ to the Britisn 96

The war against Hitler, it was clm-w,. was in the minds
of some, not the central problem. It is still argued by some
commentators that we should not have destroyed Germany, Japan,
aié Italy, for they were the forces containing Communism in
Furope and Asis.

Our poliey, upon entrence inte the war, was to hold Japan
in the South Pacific, and destroy Hitler as scon a8 possible,
demolishing the ARrike Xorps and teking Italy, opeaning the
ilediterranean and gaining e¢ontrol of the ssa there. A Second
Front was to be established in Furppe, to ease the strein on
the Russian frontiér, and destruction of V-1 and W2 launching
sites carried out, With defeat of Germany assured, we would
proceed o finish up operations in the Facifie, with Boviet
aid if thst became mcaamy.j? Stalin complained during the
eourse of the war in Europe that he was the victim of a "blsed
white" policy on the part of the “estern Allies. He eriticized
the delay in setting up & Second Front.

If "Russia was ocur ememy," why did we enter the war at
her side? PFaul Sweezy gives a clus when he speaks of three
Second World “ars:

The Second VYeorld War as a whole, however, is not,
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like the first, a simple inter-imperlialist struggle for

redivision of the world. It is imn realily three distinct

wars which are merged togethsr only in & military sense
and even in this respect not completely. The first of
these wars is a war of redivision on the 1914-1918 pattern
with Germany, Italy, and Japan on ene side and Great

Britédn and the United States on the othsr side. The

second is = war between capitalism snd socislism, with

Germany on one side and the Soviet Union on the other;

the third is an anti-impe®isziist war of national indep~

endence waged by China against Japan.38
This is pot She place to debate Doctor Sweezy's thesis exten-
sively. The Serman dual intention: to destroy bolshevism and
to gain world merkets, would seem o indicate some validity
for the Sweezy thesis. The sisissmseed Nazl-Soviet paet,
of whieh mueh has been made, did accomplish one thimg for sure,
It efraectively prevented the Western sllies from joining with
Germany in a war %o meske the world safe for cspitalism, Also,
the fact that atomic information was mede availiable to all our
allies exeept the USSR should be considered.

Other factors more indig#énously Ameriecam bear pointing
out. 4n 1938, net nsticmal product dropped 5.6 billion dollams,
or 6,7%, froam 1937, and unemployment rose 4.7% to 19% of the
total labor foree (sort of a depression in the recession in the
depression).>? This seems to indicete that the redistribution
of income efforts of the New Desl were not sufficient tostim-
ulate production, and that there was still a leck of effective
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demand., Two good remedies would have been 1o expand our ex~
port of goods and capital to world markets, snd to increase
public expenditures. lilitary assistance and preparation for
war accomplish both these ends, and this must be taken into
account,

"hussia was our enemy....* When war is over, its results
are not gauged solely in terms of winmer or loser. Rather, 1%
is more sensible to lock at the destruction of the politiecal,
economic, and social structures in eaech of the warring coun-
tries. By this standard, the United States emerged as the
victor in World Wer II, and its victory was total, Our entry
into World ¥ar I had given us a piace at the bargaining table
and made us a c¢reditor nstion. Ve smerged from World“ér II
as the undisputed leader of the capitalist or "free" world.
our aim te be the stromgest, in military might, in economic
power, was fulfilled by the war. % "So we are going to win the
war,” said@ Frasklin Roosevelt, "and whet is more important,
we are going to wim the peace that follows.®

But what ever happened to the defeat of fascism, which
was our reason for eatering the conflict, which was our sup-
posed reason for needing an stomic bomb; and which was cer-
tainly the basis on which some ormthe_humanitarian sciestists
joined the project. As John xaﬂldy has said:

There were nemes like Fermi and Wigner, Rabi and another

gueer name, Szilard, or something like that-~but I have

the impression they came over here, and probably embued




A

with a certain anti-Nazi fervor which tended to stimulate
thinking, and it is that type of mind that we certainly
needed thsn.kl
The scientists at 108 iAlamos appear not to have been told
of the fact that Germany would act have the bomb. The dedision

to use the bomb was, for them, & lesson in power polities.

III. Fo More Hiroshima

Germany surrendered om 8 May 1i945. Hiroshima was bombed
6 August and Hagasaki 8 August 1945. The proelogue to this
use of the fissiomn weapom is unclear. {nce CGermeny was defeated,
the question was the final defeat of Japan., Alr power ad-
vocates saw the matter in terms of a strategy of heavy bomb-
ing attacks. Naval strategista thought that & blockade would
shortly bring Japan to her knees. The Army &nd Marine Corps
doctrine called for invasion, with capture of Tokyo by i March
1946, %

The sctual course of military events after the defeat
of Germany is common knowlsdge. The bomb was dropped, om a
high-density civilian area. An pfrigial version of the se~
yuence is given by E. B. Fotter of éannapolis:

.Neither the rulsers not the people would accept & pesace
thet 4id not preserve the impsrial system. Negotiations
therefore had to be cerried out in secret and terms
short of "uncopditional surrender"™ had to be obtained.
Since of the major powsrs only Russia was even osten-
sibly neutral with respect to the Facifie War, it was
appropriate that pesace feelers be extended through Mos~-




€6W o« o« « o DBut when the Japanese ambassador ab lioscow
approsched the Russien foreign office on the subject of
terms he was informed thet mo official action coculd be
taken at that time because Fremier Stalin and Foreign
Minister Holotov were about to depart for rotsdam %o con-
fer with the other victors over Germany.
On July 26 however, the government of the Vaited
Stetes, Britain and Chine made it clear /[Sig/ with the
Fotsdam Froclamation that for Japsa "unconditionali sur-
rende® was to spply omnly to the armed forcés. . .
Nothing was said about the Emperor or the imperial sys-
tem because the Allisd gowernments had not yet made up
their minds on that point.3
Potter goes on to say that the Japanese Premier relesased the
text of the Potsdam Proclamation to Japanese newspapers, with
the explanstion that the Imperor was witholding comment. AR
error in translsting his message, says Potter, led to an Am-
ericap belief that he had summarily rejected the terms. ™Ihe
U.S5.. resctéd: militarily to the supposed rejection, " Potter
goes (A9l "On iugust 6, a B-29 from the Marianas /Tiniag/
dropped an atomic bemb . . . /op/ Hiboshima,™
It sesms clear that R this act, the dropping of the
bombs, was to close a series of wvents which B led to the
antd-war militancy of the atomic scientists at the close of
the war. ™The scientists have known s8in,”™ said Oppenheimer.
The power of the bomb was enormous; the callousness and iasen-

sibilisy of the bomb's use dwarfed the enormity of its power.
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This point is far from self-evident, and a discussion of it
provides a context for viewing the post-war fole of the schen-
tists,

it Yalta it had been agreed that the USSR would eanter She
war against Jspen within three months after the surrender of
Germeny. V-E Day was 8 Moy 1945. The schedule then called fa
a declaration of war by Stalim by 8 August. This did indeed
take place, and the Red 4rmy had ro@led through Manchuris by
war's end.

The late Henry Stimson (Secretary of War, 1%45) argues
that the decision to use the bomb was bassed on the desirs to
save Ameriean lives, to shorten the war and minimize destrucse
tion of Japan.ha He feared, he seys, tha:t ettempts to reduce
Japsn to surrsnder by conventional means would have produced
"race soclidarity and fusion.™

in Intei@j Committee recomuended to President Trumen that
the bomb be used. Their recommendation was trifold:

l. that the bomb bde used against Japan as soon as possible;

2. 8 dusl target be chosen-- military end éivilian;

3. that no priecr warning be given &«s to the nature of
the wcapen.#5

But Mr. Stimson's arguments dc not conviee one of the
need to use the bomb. We had demolished Japan by Jume 1945.
B-29's, sometimes five hundéred &t once, had burned out great
areas of Japan with nepalm bombs. The naval blockade was
ef"eective; hunger was rife; production wes at a standstill,

The USSR had refused in April to renew its Neutrality Pact

with Japan, thus adding one more potential ememy. Okinawa
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fell on 22 June 1945. On that date Emperor Hirohito is re-
ported to have said to the Supreme War Couneil that Japan
must £ind a way to end the war.&s Why, then, d4id we drop the
bomb?

To savelimerican lives? Not so, for it would have taken
but few ships to keep a‘bldayhda on Japen. To shorteam the
war? Perhaps, but surely only by a couple of months at the
outside. Why were those two months so vEl? Or, if they _
were not vital, why did we use the bomb?

There are several theories., The first is the "Roman
Holidey™ theory, which holds that we had spent two billion
dollars on the bomb, which is quite a large sum for 2 singile
weapons system(three bombs}. This effort would have been
wasted, and we would have never had an oprortunity to see how
the bombs worked on people ané real buildings. "The wit of
man could hardly dewise a2 theory of the dropping of the bomb
both more insulting to the imerican people and providing greatsr
Justification for an energetically pursued Soviet defense pol-
fey. "hk8

The second theory is the “"tactless™ theory, which would
almit that the bombing was not necessary in the light of his-
tory; but adds that we had elaborate plans to drop it and did
80 and it was ip rather ponr taste to have done so, especially
since we dighot consult the USSR, If "tactlessness™ is all
one ecan 8eée in the unnecessary incineration of the humans at
Hiroshima, then it is a waste of time to discuss the matter.
As Paul Baran has said, " & meaningful discussion of humen

affairs ¢an only be copducted with humans; one wastes one‘'s
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time talking to beasts about matters related to people.”

Third, there is the "ecold war" theory, whieh holds that
the dropping of the bomb on Japan served to affirm the mil-
idary strength of the United Stetes vis-a-vis the USSR, and
to keep the Far East and Japan free from Soviet influence by
forestalling the entry of Sovist troops. By this theory, Hiro-
shims and Nagasaki were not the last moves in the siruggle
with Japan for thé markets of Southeast Asia, but signified
the re-entry of the United States into 2 cold war conflict with
the USSR ané with sociaslism. This position seems %0 be the
only one which makes any sense out of American actionms.

When P. M. S. Blackett's book, The Military end Political

Consequences of Atomic Energy, appeared with the wid war”®
+hesis in it, 2 Los alamos physicist, reviewing the book, gave
this account of the events of mid-1%945: "While the matter is
complex, he /Blacketi/ is cogent. I can testify personally
that a date near August 10th was a mysterious fipnal date which
we, who had the daily technical job of reaging the bomb, had
to meet at whatever cost in risk or monsy or good developmead
paliﬁy."“g

These obsermations by Dr. Fhilip Morrison are seconded by
much evidence in the transeript from the Oppenheimer Personnel
Security Board Hearing.

We 444 not need to drop the bomb to win, but drop it we
did. We 4id not need the two momnths (this is the limit of the
time saved), unless we wanted to insure that the USSR dd not
take any part of Japan, or participate in a blockade %o starve

her out.
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Recall too that President Truman was far more anti-Soviet
than President Roosevelt. Evidences of the abrupt change in
attitude toward the USSK as the Truman administration took
over are not difficulé to find. One indication was Mr. Tru-
mafs treatment of Foreign Minister lMolotov, semt to the United
Stetes as a gesbure of frieandship to indicate Scviet wishes
to continue on & eo-operative basis with the United States
despite the death of Roosevelt.’? ioclotov met with Truman
in Washiangton pricr to gzoing to San Franeisco where the Un-
ited Kations meetings were being held.

Ko one is sure whether the meeting with Truman just ter-
minated or whether Moltov walked out. Byrnes said that "it
was not a very harmonious meeting =nd ended rather sbrugtly."sl
Molotov said at the time, "No one has ever talked to me like
that before."® Trimen's charge was that the USSR bad violated
the Yalta agreement on Peland ., MMMER Senatpp Arthur Vandenberg,
hearing of the meeting, wrote, "This is the best news ia
months, F.D.R.'s appessement of Russia is over.»53

Shortly after Roosevelt's death, Truman gave orders to
halt lend-lease shipments to the USSR, His bétter criticisam
of Henry Wallacds "internationalist outlook"™ are indicative.

A post-war entry in Tfuman's diery {probadbly about Wallace--
at least Wallace was sure it was) reads:

X is & pacifist 100 per cent. He wants to disband our

armed forces, give Russia our atomic secrsts, and trust

a bunch of adventurers in the Mremlin Politbureau. . . .

The Red®s, phonies and the 'parlor pinks' ssem to be

banded together and are becoming a national danger. b




The dropping of the bomb fulfilled any anti-Soviet plans
we may have had, while realizing mo asnti-Japanese plans. We
suprprised the Soviets--they did not know about the bomb or
its power., We kept them out of Japan. We served noticse that,
despite the war, we wBre the strongest national power in the
world,

Where were the seientists when it was decided that we
ought to use the bomb? Some acted to halt the bomb's use.
Some said nothing. Dr. Oppenheimer, among others, said that
it shoiild be dropped. The Interdm Committee which recommended
to President Truman that the bomb be used was advised by
a Scientific Panel, of which Dr. Oppenheimer was a member,

The Fanel underscored ths disagreement among scientiasts as to
the best use of the bomb,

The opinions of ocur seientific colicagues en the initial

use of these weapons are not unanimous; they range from

the proposal of a purely technical demonstration to

that of the military applieatioa?gzzgined $0 induce sur-

render, Those who sdvocate s purely technical demonstra-

tion would wish to6 outlaw the use of atemiec wespons, and
huve fesred that if we use the weapons now our position
in future negotiations will be prejudiced, Others em-

phasize ths opportunity %o saving Americsn lives by im-

mediste military use, ané believe that suah use will impmve

the international prospects, in that they are more con-
cerned with the prevention of war thaen with the elim-

ination of this speciel weapon., We find ourseives close

%0 these latier views; we can propose no tecinical demon-
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ﬁration likely to bring an end to the war; we see no
acceptable alternative to direct militery use.
¥%ith regard to these more gensral asepcts of the
use of stomic emergy, it is clear that we, as scientifie
men, have no proprietsry rights. It is true that we are
among the few citizens who have had occasion to give
thoughtful consideration to these problems during the
past few years., We have, however, no claim to speé¢ial
competence in solving the political, social, and mili-
tary problems which are pressnted by the advent of atomie
power .2
Others were of different persuasion. Leo Szilard reflectsd
that:
o ¢« o Guring 1943 and part of 1944, our greatest waorry
was the possibility that Germany would perfect an atomic
bomb before the invasion of Europé. . « « 1n 1945, whken
we ceased worrying about what the Germans might do to us,
we began to wopry about what the gomerameat of the United
States alght do to other cauntriaa.sé
Szilard sent a letter te President Roosevelt shortly before the
latter's death, pointing out thet if we dbtonated the bomb,
the USSR would rapidiy begin to work on it, t00.27
The mostwill-known anti-detonation briaf was signed by a
group of scientists at the University of Chiocago Metallurgical
Laborstory--the Franck Report of June 11,"191;.5, "t0 warn against
the use of the atomic bomb sgainst J apah; u38
The scientists who met tc advise the Intesm Com=ittee
knew of the strong sentiment at Chicago against dropping the
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bomb, but they did not ses the Franck Report with its eloguent
arguments and réasoned approach to the question. The Report
was seant to Seeretary Stimson on June 11, in an attampt to
counter the opinions of the seientists on the Interim Committee
and its seientirfic ];mne.'i.‘..'59 4 portion of the report reads:

It would be foelish to hope to retain our lead in
nucleeriés by seerety.  « - The military advantages
and the saving of American lives acheived by the sudden
use of thgﬁggég against Japan may be outweighed by the
loss of confidence and by a2 wave of horror sweeping over
the rest of the world, and perhaps even dividing publie
cpinion at home,

From this point of view, a demonsiration of the new
weapon might be msde, before the syes of representatives
of all the United Natiocns, on the desert or a barren
island, The best possible atmosphere for an international
agreement could be achieved if imericas would say to the
rest of the world: "You see what sort of a weapon we had
but did pot use., We are ready %o renounce its use in the
future if other nations join us is the renunciation and
agree to the establishment of an efficisnt internatiomal
control,

The contrast between the views of the Oppenheimer panel
and of the Franck Report signess {who had sympathizers at Los
ﬁlamaaieﬁ is strikiﬁg. The divergency turns on the question
of the effect of the bomb's use. The Franck Report advances
the idea that the explosion would diminish prospects for an
international solution. The Oppenheimer Panel belisved "that
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such use will strengthen the international prospectis.” How
could the international prospects bs improved through the
use of the bomb. Two mean 8 come to mind:

1. the destruction of Jepan would contribute to the causse
of peace~--this is not logically scund, witpess our
experience with Germany after Versailles,

2, the wave of bhorror swesping over the rest of the world
when the effects of the bomb were known would lead to
renundation of war--this seems to be the orly plausiblk
hypothesis for the panel's conclusion 28 to the im-
provement of the internationai prospscis.

The "wave of horror®™ was preécisely the concem of the Fraack

Report, The divergency, to put & fine point on it, is found

in differin: intérpretstions of what was essentiailly & politicel
or socislogical question, 'he scientists on the Uppenheimer
penel, if our reasoning is valid, played Ged with the lives

of two cities full of Japanése. For world peace.

The Franek R‘fpart and the decision of the scientific pand
dié not finish the dialogue sbout the use of the bomb., Leo
Szilard circulated a petition at the Metallurgical Laboratory,
wihich received sixty signatures. The petition presented the
moral reasons for not using the bmmb, supplementing the essent-
ially political and scientific analysis of the Franck Report.
There is no evidence that President Truman ever saw the petition,
which was forwarded to Washington on 17 July 1945, after the
President had left for Potsdam. Also, one of the members of
the Oppenheimer panel, Dr, i, H, Compton, polled 150 Het, Lab,
scientists and starff members with academic degrees. Two per
cent said that the bomb should never be used, fifteeam per
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cent said that the bomb should be used in sny manner the mili-
tary saw fit, and eighty-three per cent fagored one of three
forms of prior demoastration. Compton forwardeé the results
to Washington on 23 July. Further activity was limited as Met.
Lab security officers prohibited the holding of meetings %o
discuss the queati-&n.éi
Dr. Blackett raises another guestion:
Qn_érs wers undoubtedly, among the nuclear physicists
working on the project, many who regarded the dropping o
the bombes a vietory for the progressively-minded among
the militery and political suthorities. What they feared
was that the bombs would pet be dropped in the war against
Jépan, but that the attempt would be made to keep their
éxistmca secret for an eventuecl war with Russia, To those
who feared intensively this latter possible outcome, the
éropping of the bomb and the publicity thst resulted,
eppeared, not implausibly, ss far the lesser svﬂ.ég
They did not comsider, m’ckett goes on, the bombs' use in
ocrowded eities. This is cited here becflghe Blackett, as a
scientist associfted with bomb research here and in Britain
in a direct way {he was one of Rutherford’s most brilliam pupils),
is in a pesition to know and evaiuate the scientists’ attitudes.
For whatever resson, we dropped the bombs, and, to (uote
Dr. Oppenhsimer:
Every imerican knows that if there is anatha:?i:;,
atomic weapons will be used. ¥%e know this because in
the last war, the two nations whieh we like to think are
the most enlightened and humene in the world--Great Britain



*fﬂ[ﬁ.:'

27

and the Unitedéd States--used atomic weapomns against an
snemy which was essentially defsated,®d
And Irving Langmuir provides & fitting question:

What would American public opinion now be if we had
had nc atomic energy development, but if near the and of
the war, stomic bombs hal been dropped by the Russians on
Berlin wibhout adeguate consullation? Would our insecurity
be entirely rslieved if the Russian goverament, a few
months later, had announced Jis President Truman 4id7/
that it held an increasing stockpile of atomic bombs as
a sacred trust.Gk

IV. Whose Atom? _

At war's end, the work which had gone on at Los Alamos
and the other luboratories of the Manhattan District ocould
be, in part, revealed., The efforts of the scientlists, the
power of the bomb; all these were splashed acress front pages
and written into books which contalned many scare stories and
1ittle information. 4 1953 article in the Bulletin of the itom-
de Selentists put atomic energy and sex in an analogous pos-
ition:

Both are relevant te survival and nsither should go un-

harnessed., By some strange social agreement, they are

eschewsd in polite conversaticn. . . « Uccasionally the
two problems boil into public conscicusnes: ia the form
of lurid magazine articies,b5

It seemed quits clear at the end of the war that we had
spent two biliion dollars on a bomb, and spent sven more in
delivery systems planning; and all this haé been done without
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people being aware of it. In point of fact, no one outside

of ocur govermment knew of the effort, with the exception of
some British goverament officials and a handful of Canadlans.
The Congress knew nothing of the mature of the venture, if
Heary Stimsen is to be believed.®® Xow we were raced with

the problan:'ﬁ#@& to do asbout atomic energy?" Seerst diplo-
macy had of course been the order of past days. But the nu-
clear weapons were not just another inaqaghant of state poliey.
Their significance ocutweighed even the significance of our

., commitments in World War II. The guestion was whether ¢isir

use and coatrolias to be a2 matter for the fullest and freest
public debate, path as to the domestic and international contri
of the etom; or whethsr control of the new ferces would be
visited upon the military and a small group of civilians fream
the corporations ané power ¢ompanies~-az kind of "ruiing class
eontrol over the msans of destruction,.®

The atomic scientists were to assert themselves politic-
ally in this battle. They were to renounce partiaily the Op-
penheimer panel dictum that "we as scientists have no prop-
rietary rigﬁta.iﬁ? The scientists were now teo assert social
responsibility for the work of five years.

The first substantive juestion was, "Who shall comtrol
atomic ensrgy on the domestic scene?"™ A tentative answer was
given by the military-sponsored May-Johnson Bill. It provided
for military control of atomic energy, and for severe penalties
for unsuthopized disclosures of scientificeinformation or for
pegligence or the part of scientific personnel which led to
such disclosures. FPrison sentences of up to ten years were

provided for those found guilty. The Bill was introduced in
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the House and Senate on the same day by Senator Johmson and

68 On 14 Uctober 1945, Representative lay

Rﬁprasantative May.
said that the bill had béen acclaimed by Drs. Oppenheimsr, Permi,
and iLawrence (the latter was head of the University of Calif-
ornia Radistion Laboratory).®? The bill was opposed instantly
by the majority of the scientific community, and Oppenheimer
and Permi later modified their stands. Kven st first, Dr.
Oppenheimer had qualified his support of the bill with the

" remark that the powers of the proposed Commission, "if. . .
exercised unwisely, could stop science in its tracks,"/0 The
day after these remarks, Oppenheimer testifieé (during the

one day of hearings which the May-Johason Bill recsived) for
the biil as "an interim measure,®?i The May-johnson Bill was
ocpposed by important forces within the trade unions, such as
Philip Murray, President of the C,I1.0.,7% by liberal journals
such as the Hation,73 and the idea of civilian control was
even advanced by conservatives like Arthur Vandenberg of
ﬁiehigan.75 late in October 19L5 the Senate set up a com-
mittee of eleven following 2 resolution by freshman Senator
Brien lMcMahon of Connecticutt., The Comuittee was to work

with the President, receive some secret informstion (the Pres-
ident refused toc tell them some things), and present a bill,
Holiahonfas comnittec chairmen.?’? The committee’s membership
represented many political tendencies, to say the least:

Brien MclMahon {chairman), Thomas Connally, Arthur Vandemberg,
Thomas Hart, Edwin C. Johnson (May-Johnson}, Bourke B.
Hickenlooper, Lugene D, Millikin, Millard F. Tydings, Richard
Russell, and Warren Austin,76
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The seiantists were not unconcerned, Under the leader-
ship of lLeo Szilard, Harold Urey, and Bdward Condon, seientists
began to mset to express concern about the May-Eohnsen Bill
and to find ways to break down the compartmentelization chare
acteristie of wartime research and to begin exploration of
constructive uses of atomic energy. With the aid of professors
af the University of Chicago Law School, a bill was drafted
which put atomic energy under a civilian commission. This
bill was introduced by Senstor MeMahon in December 1945, and
his commitiee held hearings on.it.77

Memawhile, of course, the scientists were leaving the
wartime laboratories, Oppenheimer resigned 16 October 1945.79
(In fact, he said thehain reason he was for the May-Johnson
Bill was that it would keep Los Alamos snd Oak Ridge from
falling apart.)79

In the interval between the introduction of the Melahon
Bill and its passage in amended Tform, the seientists lobbying
efforts were continued most efrectively. In late 1945, the
Bulletin of the stomic Seieatists was founded "to help ed-
ucate the world ebout the atomic bomb,"o0 The Fedsratioa of
Atomic Seientists (later the Federation of American Seientists)
was founded in late 1945, in an attempt to provide a foous
for the €fforts of seientists on behalf of eivilian cantrol
of atomic energy. The scientists opened a Washington office,
and volunteers streamed in from laborateries scress the
nation; seientists volunteered their time freely, making
8peeches, seiting up presa conferences, writing articies,
testifying, lobbying, and in gemergl conducting themselves
with the fervor that comes of convictiom. And while their
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effort was %o lobby to get a bill passed, they were congcerned
aiso that the public be educated about the hard politicel
decisions which underlay the guestion of atomie ansrgy.sl

The MeMahon Bill, as passed in August 1946, set up a
five-man Atomic EZnergy Commission with broad powers regarding
the financing ogjgﬁtgarah, the alloeasion of radicactive mat-
eriasls, and the control of atomic information. The A,BE.C. was
4o come undsr continuing surveillanmee by the Joint Committee
on Atomic Fnergy of the Congreas, which the Helehon Bill also
provideé for. The A.E.C. %ook over control of the ateaic
projects of the Manhettan Distriet at midnight, 31 December
1.91..6..8'2

The five-pan A.E.C, was advised by twe committees--the
General Advisory Committee, or G.A.C., which was composed
of scientists, and the Military Liaison Comaittee, or ¥.L.C.,
msde up of representatives of the Jeint Chiefs of Staff.
The Commission had six operating divisions: Reactor Develop-
ment (added in 1948], Engineering, Pfoduction, Biology and Med-
icine, and Military Applieatian.aB

The passage of the MclMahon Bill and the setiing up of
the 8,4,C. marked an express split in the political roie of
the seientist. The éual role might be sketched as follows:

1. The scientist in government. This scientist partic-
ipated in one or another of the scientific advisory groups
which were appended here anéd there in the state apparatus,
prineipally where advice about sciemce and the miligary was
needed. Ferhaps this type of vcientist held a high post in
a governmeat laboratory, such a&s Los Alamos. His power was

never great, for his function was always advisory. 4also,

3/
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it seems clear that the scientists were never gallsd upoa to
give final decisions on matters of impeortance,

2, The second role of the scientists was that of publie
spokesmen for the nseds of science. The seientists, right
after the war, begans to speak of the hoorors of the bomb, of
the need for =a open society if sclence and sbatecralft were
to flourish and communicste with one amother. In this role,
the sds%tﬁsts were most effective, as the campaign for the
&eﬁahonfgoena to show,

What were tha goals of the scientists in this activity?
One cannot, of ccurss, speak with surety. DBut the scientists
have always argued for freedom as an essentisl condition of
their work, This was seéen in the arguments for Los ilamos as
& place o builéd the bomb., The pomt-war drive for public in-
formation was merely an extension of the principie of free
discussion to all of soeisty, Dr. Oppenheimer, having cast
off his earlier notion of "me proprietary rights, ™ wrote:

The secientists have played s more intimete, deliberate,

and oonscious part in altering the conditicns of humean

1ife than ever before in our history.

The obvious conssquence: of $this intimate partic-~
ipation of scientists is a.guite new sense of responsib-
ility and concera for what they have done and what may
come of it. This book /Uns World Or None--a symposium
published by the ¥.A,S.--M.T,7 is in itself an expres-

sion of that comncern. A more subitle aspect of it, not
frequently recognized but psrhaps in the long rum more
relevant and mors constructive, is this: Secientists are,
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anot by the nature of what they find out, but by the
way in which they find 1%, huganists; seiencs, by its
methods, its values, and the nature of the objectivity
it seeks, is universally humsn. It is therefore natursal
for scientists to look at the new world of atomic ensrgy
anc atomic weapons in & very broad light. 4pd in this
1ight the community of experience, of erfort, of values
that prevail among scientists of different nations is
compsrable in significance with the community of interest
existing for the men apnd women of ome netion. It is
natural tha$ they should supplement the frateraity of
the peoples of one country with the fraternity of men
of learning everywheae, with the value that thess men
put upon knowledge, amd with the attempi~-which is theis
heritage--to tramscend ths accidents of personal or
nabional history in discovering more of the nsture of
the physiczl world,

The injection of the spirit of the seientist into
the problem of atomic weapons, in whiech it has been
elear from the first that purely national ideas of wel-
fare and security would doubtless prove inadeguate, has
been recognized, if not c¢learly uddsrstood, by states-
men as well ss soientists. The emphasis (that has been
given--in the statemsnts of the President and the agreed
declarations of ihe heads of state eof BritM Capdda, and
the United States-~to the impertance of the re-establishment
of the internationsl fraternity ané freedom of science




is an evidence of this recognition. It should not be
thought that this recogition implies either thet ceol-
leboration in science will constitute a solution to

the problems of the relations of nations, nor-that the
soientists themselves can play aay disproportiocnate part

in ashieving that solution. I% is rather 2 recogition

that in these problems a common gpproach, im whieh nat-

iocnal interests can play eply a limitedly comstruetive
part, will be necessary if a solution is to be found at
all, OSuch ap approach has been characteristic of science
in the past. In its applicstion to the problems of inte-
national relations there is novcl‘hy.s"‘

The sigaificantec:pfothe remsrks justifies the rathsr
extensive quotation. The scientists were, as history shows
and we shall presently discuss, checkmeted. In the councils
of state, they could be ignored, their deecisions changed or
owerridden by the military or the State Department., Before
the public they could be labelled, investigated, and stoies
of spy rings could be distorted all out of proportion to the

fact acress the front pages of american newspagers.ss The

seientists, for ajl his efforts in the councils of Btate and
the public forum, was sandbagged from the stert. Ve do not
lack examples.

V. The Russians Can Go To Hell

"I was moved, in the afternoom of my life. . " With
these words, Bernard Barueh presscnted the Unlted States plan
for the international control of atomic epergy to the General
Assembly in the summer of 1946.%0 The plan was a rewised

%
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version of the Aﬁdeaon-Lilienthal Report, drawn up by &
Panel of scientists and officials in the State Departaent.
The plan was proposed as a generou§ measure. We were %o
give up our zatomic “saaretg;“ to aid in the building of
atomie installaticas in other countries.

The fact, of course, was that there was aoc such thing as
an atomic "secret," and that the principal pre-requisite fa
making & deliverable bogb or a power-producing atomic pile

was industrial sapaﬁlity.87 These facts seem not to have beean
public knowledge, sven though stressed by the socientists,
They were certainly overlooked in press accounts of the plan
for internsational contrel.

Far more sigaificant, however, were thee central prop-
osals of the plan; the Realpelitick which lay at the center
of the workings of the proposed itomic Development iuthority,

frgthority e |
The fghority Would meke all its decisions, including the
applicat@#ion of sanctions, by majority vote, instead of unan-
imously. This departure from the unanimity, or "veto" rule,
was a change in U.S. policy. The reason was perhaps contained
in the fact thst the countries who were to be members of the
commission gave it e majority of anti-Socialist represeantatives,
This gave the Uaited States a decided advantage. In addition
to guote the Acheﬁoanilieﬁthal Beport, on which the Barueh
plan was based:

The significant fact is that at all times during
trassitional periocd, such facilities--stockpiles of

bombs and planst to produce / rissionadle/ meterial--
will continue 0 be located within the United States, 58
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Blackett points out additiomally thaet an "imwmedlate
reduction of military strenzgth by the USSR"™ would be the
plan's first step, without “aany clear reciprocal gain. "%

But, for the USSR, the unacceptable feature of the plan
was the U.S.~fominated development asuthority, independent of
the U.N. and acting by majority vote, This feature was not
part of the Asheson-iLilienthal Repeort, waeh Oppenheimesr had
so great s hand in drafting. it was adopted by lir. Baruch
against the advice of &t least two members of the Committee
which drew up the original report. "¥r, Lilienthal and I,"
wrote Chester I, Barnard (now of New Jersey Bell Telsphone],
“personally begged lr. Baruch not to introduce the veto prob-
lem. "9 Rovert 4. Taft (R-Ohio) later mede & speech in the
Senate praising Baruch for having introduced the "veto
problem,” thus saving us from having the USSR aeccept the
plan. %t

Oppenheimer's role, as scientist, im the formulatiom of
the icheson-lilienthal Report--which metamorphosed into the
Baruch Plan--is typical of the first, or advisoBy, role of
the scientist. The panel that drew up the report was under
a Sgeretary of State's Uommittee which consisted of Dean
Acheson (Under-Becretary of State), John leCloy, Beneral
Lesliie Groves, James B. Conant, and Vannevar Bush. <he
Panel members were Dr, Oppenheimer, Dr. Charles Thomas of
Monsanto “hemical, Harry Winne of Gensral Rlectrie, David
r. Lilienthel of T.V.A,, end Uhester Barnard,’”

Dr. Oppenheimer's function, along with Dr. Thomas, was
that of teacher for the rest of the panel. He and Dr. Thomas




were the physiecists, and they deseribed how power is produced,
how weapons are made, and what 2 chain reaction is and doaa.93

Dr. Oppenheimer, accordinz to David Lilienthal, first
suggested the notion of international owmership of atamis
reactors, as more amenable to control than & system of nationsl
ownershir with inspaatian.gk The central theme of what was
to be the Ascheson-Lilienthal Report was contained, however,
in one of Dr. Oppenheimer's memoranda to Dawid Lilienthal.??
Dr. Oppenheimer wes, by aeny standard, instrumental in forming
the "sciegtifie™ aspects of the plan--the frecdom Sf inspection,
internationsl ownership, the surety that our atom monopoly
would not last--these ideas were Ir. Oppenheimer's. They
reflected, if one surveys the Bweep of saiantifie ognion,
the felt need for freedom for science to proceed, unencum-
bered by secreey or threat of war, $0 explore the problems
of fission as they relsted to peacetime applicatioms.

Dr. Oppenheimer has sipnce testified that he did not
believe that the USSR would accept the plan. He said im 1954
that his belief rose from the knowledge that the USSR was a
"closed society.” In 1948, he wrote thet the relevant infor-
mation for ihe thoughtful consideration of the plan wgs sece-
ret, thus it could be expected that when the plan was intro-
duced, the USSR wojld stall for time to look into the matter
more rnlly?6 4% any event, one must probably disecount some-
what the anti-Soviet statements made by a man in the pos~
ition of Dr., Oppenheimsr in his 1954 "security" hearing.

4lsc, the fesct was that to the scientist, the central aspect
of any worthwhile plah was the freedom to communicate the

great discoveries of modern nuclear science to the placed

3%
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where they sould be used in the service of peace,
One must note, o0, that the cynieal heart of she
Barueh plan, the Realpolisick, canm be aseribed to Baruch and
his advisors, The insistence and adamance on the "no veto"
question, the presentation of the plan as a fait accompii whish
the USSR eould take or leave({and not merely as a basis for
discussion, a8 the panel intended), and the massive publieity
campaign to herald@ the pian as a generous one~--thess 1aa§
to the conclusion that in the end it was Baruch, Vendenberg,
Connally, and Byrnes who made the crucial deecisions about
the international contrel of atomic ensrgy. These were cer-
tainly the msn who made atomic poliey and inSernational oup-
look at Potsdam snd San Franeiseo after Roosevelt's death.d7
Dr. Oppenheimer,as a scientist#h, was really.‘pawarless;
though he sat in the hipghest councils of state, the plam
for international control became not a means for establish-
ing trust, but another step in the Cold War. The Russians,
as Harry Trumsn said to his cabinet toward the end of W
th@ war "oould go to hell.”

VI. "let e Tell You A Story About 0ld Man Atomes « %

", « « in the particular fisld of atomic ensrgy, to urge
thet the United States help initiate and pérpetuate an effechH
ive ané workable system of world control based on full co-op-
eraetion of all nations. . . ; tc safeguard the spirit of free
inguiry snd free interechange of informetion without which
science cannot flourish. . . ; %o promote those publie poi~
jcies which will secure the benefits of seience tc the gen~
eral welfare."?® With those words in the preamble of its

cherter the Federation of American Scientists (She successer
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of the Federation of Atomic Scientists), formed in kate 1945.
Its first and prinaigggfa:: has been indicated, was in the
area of civilian controi of etomic energy. In this instance,
of eocurse, the secientists were supported by most of the lid-
eral press, the left wing of the laber movement, and the
public impact of sciencd’s new prestige.

For the seientist, taking publie rqﬁganaibility for his
acts was a mew phegomenon in 1945. The role of science in
the world's wars had besn primarily advisory up to thea.

The advice and work of scientists, where it bore on yuestioas
of mational security, was given and considered in secret.%9
For the secientist, the prineipal concern was with looking in-
to, and knewing, something of how the universe worked. Gov-
srnoment officials were certainly comscious that science and
poliey--science apd statecraft--were interrelated and becom-
ing more so, But public éebate of guestions of policy coan-
gerning seientific work was out of the question in war time,
even given the fact that poliey could be "subverted by felse
knowledge and seduced by gimmickry," 00 with all that implies
about theheed for constant debate and review of poliecy de-
cisions with respect to science,

Thus, prior to 1945, the two complementary thedencies-~
the scientist uninterested in poliey and/or how his werk was
applied; and the need for secrscy--coalesced 1o produce
scientific irresponsibility.

The production ané use of the BomblOl bdrought a sense
not only of responsibility, but of culpability. It must have
brought also the knowledge that if '#reedom of seience’ was to




have more than rhetorical content, the public wouléd have

to be brought to the realization of the need for free inter-
change of informstion--or free debate--pnot in spite of e
need for security from war, but because of it. The themes of
the scientists, as they strove $o make the public aware of the
perilé and the hope of fission were prineipally:loz

1., There is no seeret. This theme was designed to com-
bat President Truman's prouncuncements to the effect that there
was some iron-clsd secret bound up in atom bomb manufacture.
Oppenheimer and others repeatedly pointed out that secience was
internationsl; we had no monopoly on learning. The basie
work on fission was done by Joliot-Curie of Framce, and Hahn
and Strassman of Germany first reported evidence that fission
had ocoBured., "It seems clear,™ wrote Oppembeimer, "that much
more is involved in the determinstion of nations to direct
their attention toward stomic power or atomic weapons, or
both, than their ability to get chain resctions gﬁiﬂg.“laB
He went on t6& deseribe the industirial problem as the prinecipal
one faeing & nation wishing to make power plants or bombs, given
the then-present state of science.

The scientists never succe¢eded in oconvincing the majority
of pecple that there was no secret. As one after another of
the "atom spy" plots were "uncovered,” public opinion came
to regard ocur atomic weaspons as the product of a ufiguely Am-
erican scientific experience, "and others would just have %o

cateh up with us."10% There were, juite obviously, Soviet
efforts to find out what we were doing in atomic energy and

atomic weapons. But that there was a wholesale number of
secrets to steal before one could build a bomb seems ludi-

&0
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erous. Equally sbsurd were the predictions of some military
experts that it would take 20 to 60 years for the USSR to
have an atomie bomb. Most seientists put the figure at four
to six years in 1945. Thus, in an extensive, random sample
survey taken in Jume 1946, 40% favored holding on to our
fatomic secrets® while oaly 10% favored free exchange under
s system of international eontrol (others favored limited ex-
change, as with our allies).+05

It is a grotesque distortion to say that the fact that
ne exchange of seientific information of an important char-
acter took place is a triumph of @8mocracy because the polls
showed that "no exchange™ is what the people wanted. The
fact is that there is very little which can or could be called
be called "secret” today or in 1946, for the universe does not
reghire non-Communist affidavits from those who would seek
informetion about 1t, and the parallel development of sciemce
here and in the USSR is evident. That is the faot, The Am-
erican people were sold & lie by their govermment, and the
scientists had nobt enough facilities, hours, or money to
counter it. Any popular judgement based upon a lie from the
leaders is, ipso facto, not made in accord with democratic
prineiples.

2. Tﬂs'ssoand argument of seientists was thet there is
no defense in a world with atomic weapoms. Indeed, "There Is
No Defense™ was the title and last sentence of the article
on atomic defense with appeared in the Federation of American
Seientists book One World Or None. In this same book, Philip
Morrison had a frightening piece about the effects of atomiec

weapons, effects from which there was no defemss. In retro-




spect, and in his review of P, M.B. Blacketi's book, Dr.
lMorrison agrsed with Dr. Blackett that the success of the
argument that "there is no defense™ may not have advanced
the larger goals of the scientists as enumerated in the F.a.S.
statement guoted above., Dr. Morrison writes:
I wrote of the lingering dcath of the radistion cas-
ualties, of the horrible flash burns, of the human
wretchedness and misery that every atomic bomb will
leave pnear its ground zero. Ag;inst this nisery there
is no real defsnse, HNeither our oceans, nor our radar,
por our fightsrs can keep us intaet through another
major war. Bui, --and I juote Blacketbt(p. 159): "the
very effective cempaign, largely initigted by the atomic
scientists themselves, t0 make the world aware of the
terrible dangers of atomic bombs, played an important
part in bringing pressures to bear on the American gov-
ernment to propose measures to control atomic weapons
ané to taks them out br the hals of the ailitary. The
very success of this campaign was in the end one of the
major causes of the failure of the plans for control.
For the :imerican public became sc frightened that nothing
but the prospect of 100 per cent security became accept-
ablie, The only possible way in which the American peocple
can ohtain complete safety from atomic bombs is by effeci-

ive American control of all other naticns., . . . So the

widespread publicity to the real “Horrors of Hﬁz;ﬁ?ima"
s L

unwittinzly gave impetus to a drive to atta-né% security

as Americap had enjoyed in the past. Clearly this could

only be attgined by measures which were themselves likely

LA




%o provoke a third world war and so to inmcrease the
likelihood of more Hiroshimas. Ia faet, as in ordinary
life, the only real saféty lies in taking reascnable
risks. But to the overcharged imsgination and the un-
sasy conseience of the American publie no risks appear
reasonable, 06
3, The third notion stressed by the seientist was that
science cannot flourish without the free flow of information
ané ideas. The scientist never proved this point, partiy
because it is not strictly valid, Science can flourish
without international communication. UVompetent memn in the
United Steates and the USSR built hydrogen bombs in secret,
independently develophng the lithium-hydride éore. Free
communication is needed if scientific discoveries ere %to be
mefld/ of greatest benefit to mankind--if the pool of scientists
is to be igcreased and if new discoveries are to be applied
gquickly. For example, distribution of medicslly useful iso-
topes was held up in the years after the war because of sec-
urity regulations, and Lewis L. Strauss was $till arguing
against such distribution in 19&9-107 But that was & peagce-
ful concern. And psaceful coneerns were far from the minds
of most when atomic sclence was mentioned in the ysars after
world War II., In €. P. Snow's words:

Seience needs disecussion, yes; it needs the orit-
icism of other seisntists: but that can be made to exiat
in the most seecret prajeets.lﬁa
It was at the point where science merged with policy tha

%3
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public debate was essential. Thus, the activities of the
¥.A.5., and related organizations represented an effort to
bring the public to an awarensess of the problems of stmmic
energy, to give dispassionate anslyses of the alternatives,
to advocate some stepls for ceomtrol, to talk to Congressmen
and constituencies; to, in sum, gocept and dlscharge the res-
ponsibility for having borne the bomb, The goal was im-
possidle of achievment, given the forees arrayed against the
scientists, Trom the first atem-spy story to the Oppenheimer
security-risk hesring, the scientists found that the cors

of their argument, the part about free communication, was
red-baited. Loyalty oaths were asked, Beginaniag in 1949,

for recipients of A.E.C. fellowships (to study non-military
physics). At that time, it was sleagﬁgg-sama scientists (in-
eluding the American Institute of Physices) preferved not to
risk denouncing the new restriction. Leo Szilard roundly
condemned this refusal by scientists to stand and fight, in
an article in the Bulletin of the stomic Seientists. 7

The House Committee on Un-American Activities) c¢alled EZdward
Condon a security risk as early as 1948, and Joseph McCarthy

- had evidence, he saié,of Communist infiltration into the

American Assceiation for the Advancement of Science.
To get an idea of the magnitude of this attack on the
scientists, one need merely read the Bulletin of the Atomic

Scientisss for the relevant yeers. Thus, the offensive for

international control in the U,H. and wivilian control in
the U.S. had to give way to defensive maneuvers to maintain
"face"” and "imagq"” the better to be able to argue for the
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larger goals of peace and atomic control in the future. This
njescer of two evils™ or "this is not the time to make a
stand” theory came under attack in Dr. Szilard's article:

Are we scientists going to follow the tradition

of the lesser evil? Our colleagues in Germany have

trodden that path. « «

The German scientists would not, of cpurse, have
saved acdademic freedom in Germany even if they had

reised their voices in protest in the early days of

the Hazli regime when they could stilli do so with im-

punity. They could not have dhanged the ecourse of

history, but they could haeve kept their hands ¢lean.llC
Integral to Szilerd‘’s argument is the notion thet the reéd-
baiting was only a2 tactie i the minds of those who directed
it, as anti-Jewishness and anti-bolshevism anly = tacties
for Hitler and the German ruling c¢lass.

It was this attack and counterattack which led some
scientists to a elearer perception of just what it was that
was vital about this mattsr of the free flow of information,
The need for this kind of open communication could now be
demonstrated as thrss-fold.

First, greatep progress could be msde in the nen-military
uses of seientific information. Second, an atmosphere of trust
would be set up, ajlowing for a more frﬁghtul basis for fur-
ther negotiation; anéd third, the public in a demoecratile
soociety needs t¢ have all relevant informetion available %o
it ip order to come to the wisest and most considered decisions

about pelicy.



This does not mean that the public cofild decide, for
exzample, whether or not it is possible to make a hydrogen
bomb. It does EEE mean that, ziven abstracts of all relevant
data on the effects anéd conseguences inherent ip the building
of such a weapon, the public can decide whether or not it is
wise as aqmt‘bar of poliey to build it.

Free inquiry, then, became not just the special comeern
of the scientist; rather, in the mind of the scientist, it was
a reguisite of democracy. And if adl were mob aware that the
campaign of the Congressmen was not maral# a technijue %o
harass scientists--if all were not wware that the members

P of free igauiry
of the public were the real wictims of supresgion/through
red-baiting ané excessive seereey azbout governmentel decisions--
the fact was established by the circumstances surrounding
the decisions t.c. build the hydrogen bomb and by tihe "Oppen-
heimer case"” of 1954.

ViI. "...no 1imits exist to the destructivensss of this weapa.”

On September 23, 1949, President Truman announced that
"we have evidence that within recent weeks an atomic explosion
ocoured within the USSR,"ill mhe government of the USSR
countered with the assertion that Nolotov had anot been bluff-
ing when he said ip 1947 that Sthere was no longer any secret
about the atomic bomb. 1%

The reactions of sclentists to this announcement were
manifold. The Bulletin of ths Atomic Scientists pointed out
that atomic secientists had said all slong that there was no
seeret; but there were still those who called the repodted

Soviet device a "Beria bomb," meaning that it had been stolen
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from the U.S. atom laboratories and assembled in the USSR,
Harold C. Urey took the occasion to chide the govermment's
security procedures for keeping scientists out of military
work., He underscored his own apprehension sbout the state
of world affairs, and added, "sometimes I feel that the dirf-
fieulty of appreaching Washington today is about as great
&8 it was when Professor Zinstein brought the problem of at-
omic snergy to the attention of President Raosetelt.iljlsa
Szilaré argued for new political forms %o cope with the prob-
lems of a world in which ?ntageniatie national states have
atomic weapans.ll“ He drew an analogy to the Pelcponnesian
Wars--to the unwanted and destrustive confliet which brought
down grand Aithens as she listened to demagogues, militarists,
and chauvinists, ?”;’ sl

There were scveralyresponses width=uiben toc st the
Soviet announcemsnt. We could sedk new political forms, un-
deeeived by self-rightecusness about the Baruch Plan(the
cauticnary words about self-rightesusness were Szilard's);
or, we could answer the announcement militerily.

The scisntists' public statements argued for & new effort
at consiliation, taxing‘Pramier Stalin at his word:

The believers in the atomic bomb might consent to

the prohibition of atomic weapons only when they see

that they are po lopger the manopalists.ll5

The concern for e¢ivil libverties, the defense against
attack from Congressional committecs--these haed been the
prinecipal concerns of scientists after the stillborn efforts
at international contrel in 1946. The Soviet explosicn--or




rather President Truman's announcemént--brought forth once
again expressions of the need for control of atomic esnergy
and elicited plans for world peace. <The contrast is shar-

pendd by le=Tfing through the Bulletin of the itomic Scientists,.

The scientists spoke up on civil liberties issues in the early
part of 1949; they scemed to have accepted the (old War as
a condition of existence. Beginning with President Truman's
announcement of a Soviet explosion, ané rising in intensity
through and after the announcement that the United States
would make & hydrogen bomb, were new and vigorocus exhor-
tations from the scieftists to find ways to end the arms
race, to throw open to¢ the Agerican peocple the qﬁjatim of
building the H-bomb, t0 renew United States efforts for
peace andéd democracy.
It should be emphasized that no scisntists expressed
themselves publicliy on the juestion of & crash program for
the super bomb during the time from the Fresident's announce-
ment of the detonation in the USSR in September 1949 and the
announcement of the decision 1o begin work in January 1950.
B was not until about two months after the H-bomb decision
that anti-H-bomb remarks hegan to appear ia print.né
These were the concerns with which the seientists faced
the public; how did he fare iz the chambers of sitate? Foor-
1y, poorly: The principsl scientific advisory agency, and
the one to which the problem of the H-bomb was thrown, was
the General Advisory Committee of the itomic Energy Commission,
The Gommittee, at its first meeting in 1947, had elected Dr.
Oppenheimer its ch@jm, & post which he filled until his

48
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resignation from the G.4.C. at the end of 1952. The question
before the General Advisory Committee was couched in terms

of a reacticn to the Soviet atomic explosion; it was a double
question: "What should they do and should they do thisp»il?
"They" fefers to the military anéd the State Department; "this"™
refers to an all-out program on the hydrogen bomb. The Gen-
eral Advisory Committee (including at that time Dad Oppen-
heimer, Conant, Rabi, Fermi, Buckley, Dabrige, znd Smith) met
on 29 Getober, first with the A.E.C., then with Gecorge Kennan,
head of the State Department Policy Planning Staff, and with
militery representatives, inciluding Admiral Parseons, General
Bradley, and the head of the Weapons Systems Evaluation Committee.
They then went into sclosed session to Bebate and discuss the
mattar.lls

“he central juestions with regard to thermomuclesr weae
pons development obviously lay in two disparate areas: first,
the technical feasibility of building such a weapon; second,
the political or moral desirabllity of having it assuming
that you could build it.

The first of tnese questions had been under coatinuing
conéideration by atomic seientists sinee 1942, and the Gen~
eral Advisory Committee had tesken it up on several occasions,
Dr. Teller had done some work on the thermonuclear probleam
at lLos Alamos during World Wer II, and he had contimued to
work on fusion after the war. BSut there had been no ewddence
to show thst a fusion wespon was possible, or if one could
build it, thet it would be financially fesasible, or that it
would be of a militarily usable size. On 29 Ostober 1949,
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the G.A.C. had no definite answers to these guestions., 1t
was not until 1951 that Edward Teller made his *invention,”®
the lithium-hydride core whieh is integral to a cheap, rda-
tively smsll and easy-to-build hydrogen bhomb.

These then were the prospects facing the G.4.0. Teller
met with Oppenheimer before the G.i.C. session and urged a
recommendation for an immediate, all-out progrem on the supsr
bomb. The G.4.C., with one member absent (Seaborg), agreed
unanimously that "the United States ought not to take the
initiative at that time in an zli-out program for the devel-
opment of thermonuclisar weagnnsfllg

The G.4.C. report to the A.B.C., contained several points
in regard to the dual problem which it was considering:

1. expand, improve, and diversify fission weapons
stockpiles;

2. build new types of plants to give greater choise
with regard to weapons: _

3« in terms of the then-known facts, the United States
should not go all-out to build ii-pombs;

L. the then-conceived bomb "was not eccpomical in terms
of damage per dollar;®

5. the coss in fission weapons (substitution of one kind
of effort for another with limited technical resources} was
to0 great;

6. Sovist development of atomic weapons was "imitative™
and we should not set the pace in the making of fusion weapons.i20

On these points, there was unanimity. The moral issue
rdskd a question which split the Committee. Enrico Fermi and
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I. I. Rabi filed a "minority report"” stressing that, out-
weighing all the factors mentioned in the decision of the
G.2.0., there was another considergtion which was more im-
paﬂant.lzl They meintained:

The faet tuat no limits exist to the destructiveness
of this weapon makes itgvery existence and the knowledge
of its censtruction a danger to humanity as a whole, 1t
is necessarily an evid thing, condidered in any light,
For these reasons, we believe it important for the Pres-
{dent of the United States teo tell the imerican publiec
and the world that we think it is wrong on fundamental
ethieid principles to initiate the development of such a
mpan.* P

The others, in their report, 4id not ignore the sthical jues-
tion, but teanded to lump it in as a faeter rather than at-
taching overriding importance to it. The majority repart
summed up its concern with the ethical question by sayiag:

In determining not to proceed to develop the super
bomb, we see a unigue opportunity of providing by ex-
ample scme limitations on the otality of war and thus
of eliminating the fear and arousing the hope of man-
m.lzz
As the official advisory body on matters of atomic sclence

continued its deliberations, other, gon-official scientists
were busy. Bdward Teller had Wwisited the Alr Force,® explain-
ing his views on the thermonuclear progrsa in Oetober 1949.123
In mid-November, Dr, Teller went to sse Senator Brien Melahon,
chairman of the Jeint Committee on Atomie Energy, and urged
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that MclMahop use his influence %o get an H-bomb program
started, which, acecording to Teller, Melanhon agreed to do, 1%
Alse in October, 1949, Drsy Lawrence and Bradbury (pro-H-bomb)
visited the Bir Force Speigal Weapons Project to discuss the
super budb.lzg

®ller, Bradbury, and lawrence were gjite successful in
their talks with the military men. Ommeral Nichols of the
spaﬁyhl Weapons Project went %o sce General Vandenberg, who
directed Nichols to tell the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the
13 Oetober 1949 meeting that he favored He-bomb development.

Gn 14 OGetcber 1948, the Joint Chiefs of Staff met with
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, “"where Umeral Vendenberg,
speaking for the Joint Ch@ifs, strongly urged the develop-
ment of the thermonuclear weapon."+26 _

General Vandenberg indicated nolonly the Joint Chiefst
view, but added that "we have built = fire under the proper
parties,"127 The "proper parties referred to the Military
iiaison Committee of the 4i.B.C., whioh was also considering
the super program, and to those 4A.B.C. members and scientists
which the ¥.L.C. could infiuence. The Joint Commitiee on
Atomic Energy received on 1} October 1949 what was apparsntly
its first testimony about the scientific wview of the new
wespon; this was the restatemsnt by General Nichols of what
he had learned from Teller, Lawrsnce, and Sradbury. Oppen-
heimed appearagggz-giva the G.4.C. view,128

on 9 Wovember, the 4,E,C, reported its views and the

G.A.C. views t0 President Truman. Thres Commissioners opposed
the development of the super bomb. These were David E, Lil-

jenthal, Sumner T. Pike, and Henry DeWolf Smyth. ILewis




Strauss favared a crash program; Gordon Dean favored devel-
opment with reservations.

én 19 November 1949, President Truman ocreated a sub-com-
mittes of the Hational Security Council to advise Admiral
Sowers of the N.S5.C, coneeranigg the military view of this
weapon., It included Gansra;I Nichols, Admiral Hill, and Gen-
eral Norstad. On 13 January 1950, the military view was set
out in a letter to the Secrdtary of Defense from CGeneral
Bradley of the Joint Chiefs, =7

The problem of the H-bomb was also discussed by George
Kennan, former ambassador %o the USSR, cereer diplomat, and
head of the State Department Poliey Planning Staff. iMr. Kennan
had been asked by the Sgeratary of Btates to give his views
eoncernipg the guestion of H-bamb deévelopment, which he did.
In sum, Wr. Kennents view was that uniess and until She Uni-
ted States decided its attitude toward atomic weapons in gen-
eral, it ought not to embark on a "super program.® These
decisions, Mr. Kemnan felt, should have embfiffoed the followim
points:

i, do we genulnely want international control of atomic
weapons;

2, do we want a first-strike capabality or a retalisztory- -
deterrent capability? The atom bomb, Kennan thought, was
quite enough to deter the USSR;

3. why do we have Atomic, Biological, and Chemisal
weapona?

4. are we interested aniy in the mathemstics of destruce
%tion, or iz it our p"ggi‘;y to be more "constructive® in our
goreign policy?




In short, he said that no one had proved to him that "we
ecomld not do th¢/job with the weapons we already had™ and
indeed, no one had said what the "job" was, 230
The publie specdation end information about the H-bomb
were limited to some vague #efersnces to interest in a
"super-bomb"by Senator Edwin Johnson on a network TV program
which was Broadcast on 1 November 1949. Senator Johnson
was & member of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. He
was reprimanded by President Truman for his disclosure. On
2 December 1949 and 2 January 1550 the brothers ailsop revealsd
some "facts® about a new "1,000 power® bomb. They spoke of
the debate over the ¢rash program on the mapon.l:"l
On 1 February 1950, President Truman announced that a
decision had been reached two days earlier. The decision

as snnounced was that the A.BE.C, “continue its work oa all
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forms of atomic weapons, including the so-called super bomb."
To the scieatists, it was obviocus that this meant "back %o
the laboratories” (Teller's exhortation) and a crash program.

The published reactions of the scientists were varied.
Tellier's is perhaps the most ianteresting:

However it is not the scientist’s job to determine
whether a hydrogen bomb should be comstructed, whether
it should be used, or how it should be used. This res-
ponsibility rests with the American people and with
$heir chosen representatives.i33

This stetement from the men who, as a "scientist,™ had lobbied

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, hardly anybody's "echosen représ-
entatives,” for an sll out H-baub program.

st
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Other scientists were of different permasian.;l%
Einstein wrote that arms bring no security; Urey thought thet
it should be built, but deplored the veil of secrecy cloak-
ing the decision; the F.A.S8. expressed no opinion, but
pleaded for new negotiations with the USSR; Arthur Compton
advocated that the pubiic be given a woice in the decisionj
and a group of distinguished scientists é{ ﬁ.ncluﬂing Bethe
and Weisskopf) called for a U.S. pledge not to uss the E-bomb
first.

But the decisiocn had already been made,

There are those who would argué that the conflict ofer
the guestion, "Shall we build the hydrogen bomb?" was a kind
of conflict of elites, with dppenham&r, Fermi, Rabi, ths
G.,A.C, and most scientists on one side, and the Air Force
eir power pundits, State Department sword-rattlers and massive
retaliators and Edwaré Teller on the other side. According
to this view, Oppenheimer and Co., lost, ané Telier and Co.
won. This statement is correct of course, as |%t- as it goes,

In the last anslysis, however, it is not just Oppenheimer
that lost. It is all of us and éemocracy that lost. Here
was a decision--another in a series which may signal an end
to human history--that was discussed, made and carried out
without any publiec knowledge, discussion, debate, or decision.
In the execitement over the esontent of the deeision, we forget
who shall bs compbtent to take it. Let us reflect on this
point.

C. P. Snow has argued:

Scientists have it within them to know what a fut-
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ure~-directed society fsels like, for science itself, in

its human aspeot, is just that.

That is my deepest reason for wanting scientists
in govermnt..-l35

The problem, as Sir Snow sees it, is thab:

We /of the West/ ere becoming existential socisties-=
and we are living in the same world with future-directed
sogieties .1-36

One doesn't know whether or not Snow intended %o scund as

much the twhn%scrggfsg cg*myﬁn’f: ;“:;hl;mggy see, in

the pest-war wave of political setivity by scientists the

rise of a new and "future-directed™ set or‘ pretenders ¢o

gseats in the house of the power elite. To simh_ theoreticians,
the words of Mosca iz eriticism of Marxism must seem congenial:

The only soocial conflicts, bloody or bloodless,
that have resulted in azctually modifying the organization
of scciety and the composition of the ruling classes,
have been started by new influential elements, mew
political foreces, rising within governed classes{but
pepresenting smell fractions of them numerieslly),
and setting out to obtain s share in the government
of the state which they thought wes being withheld
from them.137 '

But to see in the eourse of events we have surveyed a
mere contest of elites would be to miss the signifigance of
these last twanty-five years of history. To see a struggle,
as G. P. Snow does, where "our side" (Oppenheimer) lost, is
also to miss the point. For to look at events in this way
is to fail to ask how it i€ that a set of minimel "demands”®
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by scientists came o be spurned,

For the scientists, it was not so much a2 question of
shall we build the bomb or not. It was a question of prov-
iding the same continuing eriticism and evaiuation of policy
decisions that he haé come %o regard as essentiel in his
work--in sho$t, democracy., It was perhaps an unsrticulated
search for a new authepity principle.

OUppenheimer's statement on a radioc program broadecast
on 12 February 1950 is illuminating:

The decision to seek or ndt to seek iaternational
control of the A-bomb, the deecision to try to meke or
not to try to make the H-bomb, are issues, rooted in
complex technical matters, thst nevebtheless touch the
very basis of our morality, There is grave danger for
us that these decisions have been taken on the basis
of facts held secret. This is pot because the men who
must contribute to the decisions, or must make them,
are lacking in wisdom; it is because wisdom itself can-
not flourish without the give and take of debate or
eriticism., The relevant faets could be of 1ittle
help to an enemy; yet they are indispensable for an
understanding of questions of poliey. If we are wholly
guided by fear we shall fail in this time of erisis.
The answer to fear cannot slways lie in the dissipation
of the causes of fear; sometimes it lies im eouraga.138

This sentiment was expressed with similar emphasis

| &by other scientists and by Dr. Oppenheimer again on a
| &—"See It Now” telecast of 4 January 1955-139 And this




is the central point. General Vandenberg in 1949, Baruch

in 1946, Truman and Byrnes im 1945 (and John Kennedy in 1961)
knew what to éo to further the aims of American foreign pol-
iey. 7The Cold War, begun again at Hiroshima, and carried

on before the United Hations, the buildup of w weapon with
little conceivable defensive use {(and an imperialist crusade
against Cuba)~-these were decisions made in seeret. And the
makers showed no intention to have them made otherwise.

To way that the President had & hand in making thess
decisions, and he is aiwteﬁ. and therefore they were made
democraticaily, is to speak fatuously. To say thet the
American people~-polled by Gallup--agread with the deoaﬂins
and for that reason they were democratie is to do even® more
violence to demoecratic theory. The truth is that the facts
surrounding the desisions were pever made public {or else
lies were reported as faet}--thus obviating any intelligent
debate, thus nipping any notions one might have about how
democragically the process of decifion was. For without
faets to judge his proposed course of action, the President
is not pesponsible %o the pecple; and the people are ot res-
ponsible to deecide.

The ery for publie inrormtiggﬁga?gv: serious biow to
the plans of those who made the decisions. The risk, at any
fatg was not, for thefieciders, worth taking.

The scientiste would by owerrulied in commitice; he struk

a pose too like Antony in the forum.
Ihis was seen in a dramatiec way in the ®Uppenbeimer -

case, ”




ViII. The Half-1life of Democracy

The revocation of Dr, Bppenheimer's security clearance
has besen the object of much exegésis. It would be fruitless
$o0 our inguiry were we to regurgitate the analyses. But
there are agpects of the case which should be listed:

1. The hesring revealed much previously buried infor-
mation about the major military esnd @iplomatic decisions
of 1940-1954k, This is partly revaiszed by the number of
footnote@ in the present study to the transcript of the Oppen-
heimer personnel security board hearing.

2. Whether by design or accident, the procedure elimin-
ated the Wery persuasive person of Dr. Yppenheimer from the
gouncils of state; and it seriously mitigated any influence
he might have had with the publiec,

8. As a corollary, the procedure lent credence to sus-
picions ebout seientists whiek had been fostered and circulawmi
since 1945,

Le It eliminated Dr. Oppenheimer as the country's most
infiuvential scientist (Father of the A-Bomb) and gave that
position, for the nonce, to Edward Teller (Father of the H-Boub),

ilso, despite considerable obscurantism in the opidons
of the 4.E.C. on the matter, the reasons for the ailtack on
Dr. Oppenheimer are shown.

To establish these points firmly, it is nscessary to
read the 992-page transeript and the issues of the Builetin
of the itomie Seientists for May, June, and September 1954,
Let us look, though, at some reiavanaias.laa

In a letter of 23 Descember 1953, General Nichols, for-




merly of the Air Force and then Geperal Manager of the A.E.C.,
suspended Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer's security clearance;

this was done with the knowledge of A.E.0. Ghairman Iewils
Strauss., Dr. Oppenheimer spurned the alternative of allowing
his clearance %0 be lifted without question, and a Personnel
Seeurity Board was convened. This board sat and heard witneses
for Oppenheimer and witnesses against him., Ita attorney was
Roger Robb, attorney also for Fulton lewls, Jr.

In the hearing, Dr. Oppenheimer told the full story of
his left-wing assodations, even to giving dossiers on his
friends, He detailed his every action on behalf of the U.S.
government. <The Board developed information on the twenty-
four specific allegations in General Tichols' letter, In the
words of the Board's majority:

The fasts referred to in General Nichold® letter
fall elearly into twoc major areas of coneern. <The
first of these, which is represented by Items one through
23, involves primarily Dr., Oppenheimer’s Communist con-
nections in the earlier jpears and continued associmtions
arising out of thoss connsctions.

The second major arca of concern is related %to Dr.
Oppenheimer's attitudes and activities with respect to
the development of the hydrogen bdombe. « »

We feecl that Dr. Oppenheimer is convinced that the
earlier involvements were serious errors and today would
consider them an indication of disloyalty. The conclu-
sion of this Boaré is thst Dr. Oppenheimer is s loyal
citizen. . - »

Ve cannot dismiss the matter of Dr. Oppenheimer?'s




relationship to the developmeant of the hydrogen bomb

simply with the finding that his conduct fEis oppositien

%o the super bomb, his failure t0 encourage scientists

to work on the bomb¥ ~ k.E.T,/ was not motigated by dis-

ioyalty, because it is our conclusion that, whatever the
motivation, $he security interests of the Uanlted States
were afrfected,

¥We believe that, had Dr. Oppenheimer given his en-
thusiasstic support to the program, a concerted e ffart
wigould have been initiated at an earlier date.

The Board likewise coneluded thst Dr. Oppenheimer, in
the sourse of talking with F,.B.1, and security agents, and
befors the Boerd itself, had been "Mess than candid”™ in some
instances. This was mentioned in one lime in the lest sen-
tence of the majority report.

The Board desided, by a tz::l-t&—ena vote, to recommend
%0 the A.F.C. that Dr. Uppenheimer's clearance not be rein-
stated.

One is moved to eomment that the prime ipal reason for
the Board's Qecisién seems to by that Dr. Oppenheimer was

rwrong® about the hydrogen bomb. Not only that, but that he

was wrong aceording %o s definitidn hstched by the Joint

Chiefs of Staff. Thus, he was held to be unqualified to sit

on: committees and advise the gomernment--he was a scourity risk.
One eould ask, "Whose security?” and "Wipb risk?"

General Nichols'® lette r to the Commission accompanied
the Personnel Security Board findings when Sthey were sent up
for review, and Geperal Nichols also recommended against

&l




clearance., The letter does not regard the hydrogen bomb
inecident ss significant, as did the Board. The Gemeral
does say, though:

s s o 1 believe taét since World War II, his valus to

the Atomic Energy Commission has dee¢liimed because of

the rise in competence and skill of other secientists

and because of his loss of seientific objectivity prob-

ably resulting from the dlversion of his efforts to

political fields. . . . 142
In other words, Dr. Uppenheimer developed a semse of soeial
rosponsibility and that made him unfit for goverameant service--
that is the only imterpretatiom which one ean put upon that
statement.

The final diow, the A.E.C, Majpority Report which was
signeé by Commissioners Strauss, Zuckert, and Campwell, was
the most quixotie document of all. It never once mentioned
the hydrogen bomb. It rather seems to hinge on the allegation
that Dr. Uppenheimer had falien short of standards of "re-
1isbility, self-diseipline, and trustworthiness.” 143 The
evidence included mainly diserepancies between 19,43 ineidents
and 1954 recolliections., These were not even mentioned in
General Nichols' letter of 23 Deeember.

Finally, it must be stated that Dr. Oppenheimer aroused
the enmity of the "wrong" people inWashington--those with
power, The brothers Alsop, in their anelysis of the case,
devote a chapter to "the Oppenheimer haters® 144 sng, ia
the dissémbing report of A.B.C. Commissioner Smyth, there
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is the assertion:

For much of the last sleven years, . » , /Uppenheimer/
has been under actual surveillanece, his movements
wa‘ﬁ_g&d. his conversations noted, his mall and tele-
phone ealls checked., T8 professional review of his
actions has been supplemented by amateur help from power-
ful personal enemieas, 143
In adaition, it should be noted that ome of the men who

testified "against"” Oppenheimer in the personnel security
hearing was sent to do so by the Joint Gk%’ta of Staff.

The entire Oppenheimer case was subjected to a sBholarly
and reasoned review by Harry Kaelvam, Jr., of the Chicago law
Sehool, who coneluded with this obsermgationm:

As we noted at the start,, the Gray Report /The
majority report of the Personnel Security Board/ rec-
ognized that the seeurity system was on trial alosg
with Dr. Oppenheimer. It is the security system and

| not Dr. Oppenheimer that, in the end, has lost its
case,lib

From this suthor®s point of view, one significant aspect
of the case is the matter of the powerful personal enemies,
who certainly included Strauss, Teller, and some members of
the military. snuigpeﬁasis on this point would lead one %o
the conclusion that we looked at previously--one elite has
downed snother in the Oppenheimer sase 2s in the H-boamd matter,

This noticn proceeds from a view of society which says
that elites, or ruling classes, exist as a matter of course,
The sterility of this coneept becomes evident when we ask the
vasis on which these men of power have their power, and in




whose interest they act. The pyramidel view of society which
this formulation ealls up may be asceurate for today, but it
is herdly adeqsbe for the purpose of social anslysis. It
suggests a form of society without giving any elue as to what
motivates the suctors. We will return to this in & moment.

C. P. Bnow, in arguing that scientists should be in gov-
ernment, says that they are future-directed. But the scieantist
is not the only future-directed individual., Por the Hardist,
gad {in a more limited sense) for the liberal, the masses
are also futurse-dirscted; in the long ruan they constitute
the social movements whieh bring about deep-seated changes
in the form of society. The workers and peasants of Cuba,
the Chinese who overthrew Chiang, and the advance of socialism
in the undsrdeveloped lanés would seem to sugur well for the
theory that the people can evaluate their soeiety and coadition
and ast ;i change them,

And, in our example, & map need not be a scientist xkm
to comprehend the meaning of Hiroshima, or of the hydrogem
bomb. 411 he needs are the facts. When given the facts,
democratic theory ané many examples tell us that people at
large are future-directed., That is why it is pot that we
need more sBlentists, but that we need more paayb5 in gov~-
ernment,

The scientist's sin, and Opyenhelimer was a symbol in many
ways, was that he talked too smmch, He was a democrat. and to
be a democrat was to telk to the people and tell them the truth;
and perigps to suggest that they intervens in the making of
the decisions of their government. To do this was to de a

risk to seecurity.
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The obvious fact, of course, is that the scientist was
sandbagged from the beginning. He haé neither resources, nor
media, nor words encugh to counter the lies, the obfuscations,
and the ealusny., And he éid not have the brgvado to break

the bonds of sscurity and say straight out what the trouble
was, Hgeoall tﬁa OUppenheimer statement on seecret decisions,
The background to each of his carefully chosen phrases is a
damning indictment of the decision making process of the zove
ernmant,

What can we deduse from this recitel?

Rgeall that Machiavelli, im The Discourses, argued for
the superiority of the republican form of goverament. FHe did
g0, he said, because such & form gave the peopie the illiusion
that they perticipated in, or comsented to, the making of
basiec decisions. Therefore the people were more tractable.
For similar reasons, ¥achaiwelli argued for foreign involvement,
The enmity of a powerful foreign country served to soligify
support for the regime and t0 render sterile those who would
make changes in the form of society. ©OUne could always ascuse
the advocates of change of attempting toc weaken the country
in the facé of a great common threat. The homage to repubd-
lican institutions on the part of today's legders strikes a
similar chord. The emphesis is on masnipulastion of popular
sentiment, rather th@n didcourse about problems. ~uch an
emphasis weas the principal obstacle in the path of the F.i.S.
as it attempted to enecurage discussion of the problems of
science and socciety. Such emphasis heralds the éeath of demo-
eracy.

Hachiavelll, and the comservative theoreticians of the
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nineteenth century, thought that popular control of the de-
cisions of state would produce anarchy ané ¢onfusion. The
masses Simply were not able to govern themselves gdegquately,
and it was in everyone's interest that a ruling segment make
the decisions. Indesed, Robert Michels argued that mass par-
tieipation was impossible, that eontrol always tended to grav-
jtate to en oligarchy. The decisions of the years since
World Wer Two twice cast doudt upon the contention that it is
in the interest of all that a ruling group make the decisiaons,
The decision to drop the ztomie bomb, or not to seek inter-
national control of atomic energy, or (and George Kennan
points this out} to build the hydrogen bomb--these decisiom
were not in the interest of the publiec, either ia form or
substance, The form of the declisions contributed to ithe
dearth of public knowledge and awareness of social problems,
for the decisions were cloaked in lies. The substance of the
decisions impelled this country along & path that ends in
nuclear waer. This is not to say thst the decisions or the
doeiders ware irratiocnal. While we may critieize their de-~
cisions from the standpoint of objective reason, they 4o have
an internal consistency, and it is posmible to view post-
worlé War Two policy as a chohesive eatity. Let us explab
this contention.

¥or the American ruling oclsss, the sdvance of sociallsam
after .the Second World War was a frightening phenomenon,
This is refiected in the diplomatic and military responses
to socislism, some of whieh we have discussed. For the im-
erican ruling class, there are two alternatives is ths face

of the advance of socialism. First, that ghe advanse is in-




(7

evitably viegorious. Second, that it is somewhere stopped

or rdled back. In the first imstance, the victory of seccial-
ism brings death and ruin to the ruling class, If we are
committed Lo the second altermnative, there is the likelihood
of nuclear war in an attempt to meet the thraatb militarily.
Hermen Kahn tells us that there is s mathematlical chance of
survivel ir thermonuelesr war. The mathematical chance of
survival, contrasted with certain ruin?gﬁe continued advance
of soeislism, provides really so alternative for a ruling
¢lass whieh ocbjectively appraises its interests. Aspiration
ides only in the direction suieelisssien of the defeat of
socislism. In such a contegt, the &s?isions we have surveyed
acquire a frightening kind of consist;ncy.

Feaceful competition K" a test of the relstive vigor of
the competing systems does not sesm to be accepiadle, it is
admitted by many that sceizlism countries are mors efficient
in the production of goods, perhaps baqaépe the productive
machinery in such ecountries is geared to the production of
goods rather than profit. But the price of a military re-
sponse to socialism seems %0 be the death of public partic-
ipation in the decision-making process. This partiecipation
is, of course, the very thing which allegedly distinguishes
this ecountry from socislist societies. But if that is the
price, then that is what the Americaa ruling class is com~
mitted to pay.

Thus, in the decisions we have examined, a new prineiple
of legitimeey for our state shines through. Gone is the in-
dividual involvement in publie affairs. 4ll that remains is

the pretense of involvement, the pretense of democrady.




= Let us now deal briefly with the contention of Hichels;

namely, that it is impossible to achieve popular participatien
in the deeisions of any large organigzation., Orwell has much
the seme view, and sees no hope for democracy in the future,
having & vision of a futurs world composed mimeipally of
heels of boots grinding into faces of men., These visioms
romind one of none so much &s the view of socialism presented
by the capitalist magazine advertisements. The publie

support whieh the scientists managed o generate for the
Koliakon Bill is one indication of wlee how mass communication
san be ussed for an exteasion of democraey through encouragement
of public discussion and deabte., Oollaterally, the reports
from Cuba indicate the great involvement of the Cuban citi-
zen in the decisions about Cuban development. This gives
signs for hope that in a rationaily ordersad society, it is
poesible to achieve demoeracy.

Impiicit in the foregoling is the rejection of any kind
of theory of a "military metgphysic,™ the orderiang of the
military mipd such that response to world problems is seen
ipgfterms of force, This argument can hardly staené the sdund
of its own voice., What are the problems to which the mili-
tary men respondis, and how are they defined? The orux of
decisions to use force is contained in what one regards as
problems, and how serious one may regard a given problem.
tThis is in turn condiSicned by an appraisal of the threat
to one's interest and values inherent in any given situation.

Thus, the militery metaphysic is 2 secondary phenomenon. The

£e
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recourse %0 military means, the decision pot %o have inter-
pnational ¢ontrol of atomic weapons, and the deeision to bulld
the hydrogen bomb were decisions mede in terms of what would
be the best approach to the defeat of socialism. They were
nd gll military decisions, some were diplomeatic in character,
yet the goal remained the same,

Tofiay, the imerican ruling class is faced with a orum-
bling empire--today Cuba, tomorrow ail of Latin america and
the underdeveloped lands in Asia and sfrice. The soclalist
system seems %o be more efficient--in the underdeveloped
areas soecialist development patterns are emerging. The
ruling eless responds with policies designed to insure its
survival and control--not to assure thet we shall not all
be obliiterated., The stockpile of arms becomes simuldaneocusly
protection and isstrument of death. The Marxist surveyihg
this situation ean only ask what meens are available to
prevent a cataclysmie reply by the American ruling class o
the spresd of socialism,

The gecemeal decay of the empire, with one after another
country travelling the route now taken by Cuba, provides one
hope. Sueh a deeay creates and accentuates divisions in the
ruling class,

In an area more germane o our discussion, we see the
scientist claiming the rights which are de Jjure those of the
people~-review and criticims of proposed courses of aection.
The contention between state and scieantist in the post-war
years centered on the guestion of legitimaey whieh the selen-
tist sought to raise. To raise such a yuestion by demanding




that the public be "in" on major decisions was of course to
attack the Wwery basis of the system of the coneentrstion of
state power in the hands of those who felt no obligation to
involve, or even tell the truth o, the public.

We spoke at the beginning of the search for a new
principle to give legitimsey to authority, end the seriocus
questions posed by the development of control o the bomb. Ve
mentioned thet the Soncept of natural right had evolved to
give legitimeey to an eantreprenurial economic system wth
bourgeois democratic politicsl institutions., We touched
upon the fact that considerable violenece must be done to
patursl right words ané concepts in order to be able to use
them to demcribe social relations under a system of mono-
poly capitalism.

But think how much more grotesguely we must distort the
theories of bourgois democracy to have them apply to the
events and decisions of the past twenty-five ysars. Then
recall how the notions of fascisfi evolved in explicit form
ag 1egitima§y for & manner of government. They evolved, it
is suggested because the goals and needs of the capitalist
eclass--strong state power to conguer world markets foramest
among them--could not be satisfied by any state form to which
paturel rights words and concepts could conceivably apply.
Sc, while control of the means of production remained in ke
hands of theceapitalist class, the furidical relationships
of bourgeois democracy were abandoned,

In this study, we have covered an era of scientific pro-

gress umrivalled in history, and deslt with the major decisions

of our time. Yet the most important result is the struggle
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aot over the content of the deeision--its "what®-=
dut rather the guestion of who is compbtent to take it--its
"who. "

Seen in the light of such a struggle for assertionm of
legitimate gquthority, we may point %o this fact: were explieit
and de jure control of the state given to Shose who actually
made the decisions to which we have referred, this country
would exist in a political system best deseribed as military
fascism. The principsl obstacle to the acheivement of such
a state seems to be the atb f&iraﬁ’ﬁfgégéﬁ%f ﬁﬁ‘”f& %?;m,
such as the seientists, who claimed the rights whieh the
American dream allots to each of us, The thing whieh acts
to remove that obstacle from the path of the achievement of
military fascism seems, conversely, to the zlienation from tke
process of deeision which is incrsasimly the state of mind
of modern man in capitalist soelety.
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