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ERICH FROMM

The Case for Unilateral Disarmament

Tuere 15 LITTLE DOUBT that the proposal for a unilateral disarma-
ment—in the broad sense of the unconditional dismantling of a coun-
try’s military establishment—will be acceptable neither to the United
States nor to the Soviet Union in the immediate future. Hence, inas-
much as this paper is concerned with practical suggestions for arms
control, it proposes another and very limited concept of unilateral dis-
armament, one which has been called by Charles Osgood “graduated
unilateral action (or disengagement)” or which might be called uni-
lateral initiative in taking practical steps towards disarmament. The
basic idea underlying this concept is that of a radical change of our
method of negotiating multilateral disarmament. This change implies
that we give up the present method of bargaining in which every con-
cession we make is dependent on a corresponding and guaranteed
concession on the part of the Russians; that, instead, we take, uni-
laterally, gradual steps toward disarmament in the expectation that
the Russians will reciprocate and that, thus, the present deadlock in
the negotiations for universal disarmament can be broken through.

In order to describe the nature of this policy of unilateral steps,
I cannot improve on the following description by Osgood, who, as
far as I know, was the first one to express this idea in two brilliant
and profound articles. “To be maximally effective,” he writes, “in
inducing the enemy to reciprocate, a unilateral act (1) should, in
terms of military aggression, be clearly disadvantageous to the side
making it, yet not cripplingly so; (2) should be such as to be clearly
perceived by the enemy as reducing his external threat; (3) should
oot increase the enemy'’s threat to our heartland;* (4) should be such
that reciprocal action by the enemy is clearly available and clearly

indicated; (5) should be announced in advance and widely publi-
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cized to ally, neutral and enemy countries—as regards the nature of
the act, its purpose as part of a consistent policy, and the expected
reciprocation; but (6) should not demand prior commitment to recip-
rocation by the enemy as a condition for its commission.”

As to the specific steps which should be taken in this fashion, it
would require a great deal of further thought, aided by competent
specialists. But in order to give at least an idea of the concrete steps
this policy would envisage, I want to mention the following (some
of them in agreement with Osgood ) : sharing of scientific information;
stopping of atomic tests; troop reductions; evacuation of one or
more military bases; discontinuation of German rearmament; ete.
The expectation is that the Russians are as willing as we are to avoid
war, hence that they will begin to reciprocate and that once the
course of mutual suspicion has been reversed, bigger steps can be
taken which may lead to complete bilateral disarmament. Further-
more, I believe that disarmament negotiations should be paralleled
by political negotiations, which aim essentially at mutual noninter-
terence on the basis of the recognition of the status quo. Here, too
(and again in essential agreement with Osgood’s position ), unilateral
steps such as the recognition of the Oder-Neisse line and admission
of China to the United Nations would be taken in the expectation of
reciprocation by the Russians (ie., curbing of Chinese aggression,
noninterference in the Middle and Far East).

What are the premises underlying the proposition for unilateral
steps towards disarmament? (At this point I shall mention only some
fundamental ones, while others will be discussed in the second part
of this paper which presents the argument for total unilateral dis-
armament.) They are briefly: (1) that, as indicated before, the
present method of negotiations does not seem to lead to the goal of
bilateral disarmament because of the deeply ingrained mutual sus-
picions and fears; (2) that without achieving complete disarmament,
the armament race will continue and lead to the destruction of our
civilization as well as that of the Russians or, even without the out-
break of a war, will slowly undermine and eventually destroy the
values in defense of which we are risking our physical existence;
(3) that while unilateral steps constitute a definite risk (and must
do so by the very nature of the idea), the risk at every step is not a
crippling one and is infinitely smaller than the danger we run by the
continuation of the arms race.

Even though the broader concept of complete—rather than grad-
uated—unilateral disarmament is, as stated before, not a practical
possibility in the near future, as far as the United States and the
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USSR are concerned, I believe it worthwhile to present the argu-
ments for this position, not primarily because the editor of this journal
asked me to present this position nor even because I share it with a
small minority of others who believe that the risks in the continuation
of the armament race are far greater than the very serious risks of
unilateral disarmament. While both reasons might not be sufficient
to justify the following presentation, I do believe that it is not only
justiied but important for another reason: thinking through the
arguments for a radical—even though practically unacceptable posi-
tion—contributes to breaking through the thought barrier which pre-
vents us now from getting out of the dangerous circle of seeking peace
by means of threat and counterthreat. Taking seriously the reasoning
which supports the unpopular position of complete unilateral dis-
armament can open up new approaches and viewpoints which are
important even if our practical aim is that of graduated unilateral
action or even only that of negotiated bilateral disarmament. I be-
lieve that the difficulty of arriving at complete disarmament lies to
a large extent in the frozen stereotypes of feelings and thought habits
on both sides and that any attempt at unfreezing these patterns and
of rethinking the whole problem can be of importance in finding a
way out of the present dangerous impasse.

The proposal for complete unilateral disarmament has been advo-
cated from a religious, moral or pacifist position by such men as
Victor Gollancz, Lewis Mumford, and some Quakers. It has also
been supported by men like Bertrand Russell, Stephen King-Hall,
and C. W. Mills, who are not opposed to the use of force under all
or any circumstances, yet who are uncompromisingly opposed both
to thermonuclear war and to all and any preparation for it. This
writer finds himself somewhat between the position of the strict
pacifists and men like Bertrand Russell and Stephen King-Hall.*

The difference between these two groups, however, is not as fun-
damental as it may seem. They are united by their critical attitude
toward the irrational aspects of international politics and by their
deep reverence for life. They share the conviction of the oneness of
the human race and faith in the spiritual and intellectual potentiali-
ties of man. They follow the dictates of their conscience in refusing
to have any “part in making millions of women and children and
noncombatants hostages for the behavior of their own govern-
ments.”® Whether they think in theistic terms or in those of non-
theistic humanism (in the sense of the philosophic continuum from
Stoic to eighteenth-century Enlightenment philosophy ), they all are
rooted in the same spiritual tradition and are unwilling to compro-
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mise with its principles. They are united by their uncompromising
opposition to any kind of idolatry, including the idolatry of the state.
While their opposition to the Soviet system is rooted precisely in
this attitude against idolatry, they are critical of 1dnl.1tcy whenever
it appears in the Western world whether it is in the name of God or
of democracy.

While there is no proponent of unilateral disarmament who does
not believe that the individual must be willing to give his life for the
sake of his supreme values, if such an ultimate necessity arises, they
are all equally convineed that to risk the life of the human race, or
even the results of its best efforts in the last five thousand years, is
immoral and irresponsible. As warfare becomes at once more sense-
less and more devastating, the convergence between religious pacifist.
humanist, and pragmatic opponents to nuclear armament grows.

From the standpoint of the proponents of unilateral disarmament,
to continue the armament race is catastrophic, whether the deterrent
works or not. In the first place, they have little faith that the deter-
rent will prevent the outbreak of a thermonuclear war.® They be-
lieve that the results of a thermonuclear war would be such that in the
very “best” case they completely belie the idea that we ought to
fight such a war in order to save our democratic way of life. There
is mo need to enter the guessing game as to whether one-third or
two-thirds of the population of the two opponents and what pro-
portion of the neutral world (depending on how the wind blows)
will be destroyed. This is a guessing game that verges on madness;
for to consider the possibility of the destruction of 30%, 60%, or 90%
of one’s own and the enemy’s population as an acceptable (although,
of course, most undesirable ) result of one’s policy is indeed approach-
ing pathology. The increasing split between intellect and affect,
which is so characteristic of our Western development in the last
centuries, has reached its dangerous, schizoid peak in the calm and
allegedly rational way in which we can discuss possible world
destruction as a result of our own action. It does not take much
imagination to visualize that sudden destruction and the threat of
slow death to a large part of the American population, or the Russian
population, or large parts of the world, will create such a panic, fury,
and despair as could only be compared with the mass psychosis re-
sulting from the Black Death in the Middle Ages. The traumatic
effects of such a catastrophe would lead to a new form of primitive
barbarism, to the resurgence of the most archaic elements, which
are still potentialities in every man and of which we have had ample
evidence in the terror systems of Hitler and Stalin. It would sound
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most unlikely to many students of human nature and psychopathol-
ogy that human beings could cherish freedom, respect for life or
love after having witnessed and participated in the unlimited cruelty
of man against man which thermonuclear war would mean. It is a
psychological fact that acts of brutality have a brutalizing effect on
the participants and lead to more brutality.

But What if the Deterrent Works?

What is the likely future of the social character of man in a
bilateral or multilateral armed world, where, no matter how complex
the problems or how full the satisfactions of any particular society,
the biggest and most pervasive reality in any man’s life is the poised
missile, the humming data processor connected to it, the waiting
radiation counters and seismographs, the over-all technocratic per-
fection ( overlying the nagging but impotent fear of its imperfection )
of the mechanism of holocaust? To live for any length of time under
the constant threat of destruction creates certain psychological effects
in most human beings—fright, hostility, callousness, a hardening of
the heart, and a resulting indifference to all the values we cherish.
Such conditions will transform us into barbarians—though barbar-
ians equipped with the most complicated machines. If we are serious
in claiming that our aim is to preserve freedom (that is, to prevent
the subordination of the individual under an all-powerful state),
we must admit that this freedom will be lost, whether the deterrent
works or does not work.

Aside from these psychological facts, the continuation of the arms
race constitutes a particular threat to Western culture. In the process
of conquering nature, producing and consuming have become West-
ern man’s main preoccupation—the goal of his life. We have trans-
formed means into ends. We manufacture machines which are like
men, and we produce men who are like machines. In his work, the
individual is managed as a part of a production team. During his
leisure time, he is manipulated as a consumer who likes what he is
told to like and yet has the illusion that he follows his own taste. In
centering his life around the production of things, man himself is in
danger of becoming a thing, worshiping the idols of the production
machine and the state while he is under the illusion of worshiping
God. “Things are in the saddle and ride mankind,” as Emerson has
put it. Circumstances which we created have consolidated them-
selves into powers which rule over us. The technical and bureau-
cratic system we have built tells us what to do, it decides for us.
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We may not be in danger of becoming slaves, but we are in danger
of becoming robots, and the human values of our tradition are
threatened—integrity, individuality, responsibility, reason, and love.
Talking about these values more and more becomes an empty ritual.

This trend toward a world of impotent men directed by virile
machines (both in the United States and in the Soviet Union)—
brought about by technological and demographic factors, and by the
increasing centralization and bureaucracy in big corporations and
government—will reach the point of no return if we continue the
arms race. Dangerous as our present situation is, we still have a
chance to put man back into the saddle, to effect a renaissance of the
spiritual values of the great humanistic tradition. Unless such a
renaissance occurs, nnless we can achieve a radical revitalization of
the spirit on which our culture is founded, we shall lose the vitality
necessary for survival and we shall decay, just as many other great
powers have decayed in history. The real threat to our existence is
not Communist ideology, it is not even the Communist military power
—it is the hollowness of our beliefs, the fact that freedom, individ-
uality, and faith have become empty formulas, that God has become
an idol, that our vitality is sapped because we have no vision except
that of having more of the same. It seems that a great deal of the
hatred of Communism is, in the last analysis, based on a deep disbelief
in the spiritual values of democracy. Hence, instead of experiencing
love of what we are for, we experience hate of what we are against.
If we continue to live in fear of extinction and to plan mass destruc-

tion of others, the last chance for a revival of our humanist-spiritual
tradition will be lost.

Benefits and Dangers of Unilateral Disarmament

If these are the dangers of the policy of the deterrent, what do
the proponents of unilateral disarmament consider to be the benefits
—and the dangers—of their policy?

The most likely result of unilateral disarmament—whether it be
undertaken by the United States or by the Soviet Union—is that it
would prevent war. The main reason which could impel either the
Soviet Union or the United States to atomic war is the constant fear
of being attacked and pulverized by the opponent. This position is
succinctly expressed by Herman Kahn, wheo is in no way a proponent
of unilateral disarmament. Kahn states that, “aside from the ideo-
logical differences and the problem of security itself, there does not
seem to be any objective quarrel between the United States and
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Russia that justifies the risks and costs that we subject each other to.
The big thing that the Soviet Union and the United States have to
fear from each other is fear itself.”® If, indeed, the main cause of war
lies in mutual fear, then the disarmament of either the Soviet Union
or the United States would most likely do away with this major cause
and, thus, with the probability of war.

But are there motives other than fear which could prompt the
Soviet Union to try for world conquest? One such motive could be
economic interest in expansion, which was a basic motivation for the
initiation of war in the nineteenth century and also for the first two
World Wars. Exactly here we see the difference between the nature
of the conflicts in 1914 or 1939 and the present situation. In World
War I, Germany threatened British markets and the French sources
of coal and iron; in 1939, Hitler needed territorial conquest for the
economic expansion he wanted. Today, neither the Soviet Union
nor the United States has overriding economic interests in the con-
quest of markets and supplies, since a 2 or 3 percent rise in the level
of national productivity would bring a greater advantage than would
any military conquest, and, moreover, each has the capital, raw ma-
terial, supplies, and population for a constant increase in its general
productivity.®

The more serious possible motive is found in the fear, widely held
in the United States, that the Soviet Union is out to conquer the
world for Communism and that, if the United States disarmed,
Russia would be all the more eager to achieve her wish for world
domination. This idea of Russian intentions is based on an erroneous
appreciation of the nature of the present-day Soviet Union. It is true
that under Lenin and Trotzky the Russian Revolution was aimed at
conquering the capitalistic world (or at least, Europe) for Com-
munism, partly because the Communist leaders were convinced that
there was no possibility of success for Communist Russia unless the
highly industrialized states of Europe (or at least Germany) joined
their system, and partly because they were prompted by the belief
that the victory of the Communist revolution in the world would
bring about the fulfillment of their secular-messianic hopes.

The failure of these hopes and the ensuing victory of Stalin
brought about a complete change in the nature of Soviet Com-
munism. The annihilation of almost all the old Bolsheviks was only
a symbolic act for the destruction of the old revolutionary idea.
Stalin’s slogan of “socialism in one country” covered one simple aim—
the rapid industrialization of Russia, which the Czarist system had
not accomplished. Russia repeated the same process of accumulating
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capital which Western capitalism had gone through in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. The essential difference is that, while in
these centuries in the West the sanctions were purely economic, the
Stalinist system now developed political sanctions of direct terror:
in addition, it employed socialist ideology to sugar-coat the exploita-
tion of the masses. The Stalinist system was neither a socialist nor
a revolutionary system, but a state-capitalism based on ruthless
methods of planning and economic centralization.

The period of Khrushchevism is characterized by the fact that
capital accumulation has succeeded to a point where the population
can enjoy a great deal more consumption and is less forced to make
sacrifices; as a result, the political terror can be greatly reduced.

But Khrushchevism has by no means changed the basic character
of Soviet society in one essential respect: it is not a revolutionary nor
a socialist regime, but one of the most conservative, class-ridden
regimes anywhere in the Western world, humanly coercive, econom-
ically effective. While the aim of democratic socialism was the eman-
cipation of man, the overcoming of his alienation, and the eventual
abolition of the state, the “socialist” slogans used in Soviet Russia
reflect empty ideologies, and the social reality is the very opposite
of true socialism. The ruling class of the Soviet Union is no more
revolutionary than the Renaissance popes were followers of the teach-
ings of Christ. To try to explain Khrushchev by quoting Marx, Lenin,
or Trotzky shows an utter failure to understand the historical devel-
opment which has taken place in the Soviet Union and an incapacity
to appreciate the difference between facts and ideologies. It should
be added that our attitude is the best propaganda service the Russians
could wish for. Against the facts, they try to convinee the workers of
Western Europe and the peasants in Asia that they represent the
ideas of socialism, of a classless society, ete. The Western attitude,
of falling for this propaganda, does exactly what the Russians want:
to confirm these claims. (Unfortunately very few people except dem-
ocratic socialists have sufficient knowledge of the difference between
socialism and its distorted and corrupt form which calls itself Soviet
socialism. )

The role of Russia is still more emphasized by the fact that Russia
feels threatened by a potentially expansionist China. Russia one day
might be in the same position with regard to China as we believe we
are in relation to Russia. If the threat to Russia from the United States
were to disappear, Russia could devote her energy to coping with
the threat from China, unless by universal disarmament this threat
would cease to exist.
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The above-mentioned considerations indicate that the dangers
which might arise if the Soviet Union were not to give up its arma-
ments are more remote than they seem to many. Would the Soviet
Union use her military superiority to try to occupy the United States
or Western Europe? Aside from the fact that it would be exceedingly
difficult, to say the least, for the Soviet Union's agents to run the
economic and political machines of the United States or Western
Europe, and aside from the fact that there is no vital need for Russia
to conquer these territories, it would be most inconvenient to try to
do so—and for a reason which is generally not sufficiently appreci-
ated. Even the pro-Communist workers in the West have no idea of
the degree of coercion to which they would have to submit under a
Soviet system. They, as well as non-Communist workers, would
oppose the new authorities, who would be forced to use tanks and
machine guns against the protesting workers. This would encourage
revolutionary tendencies in the satellite states, or even within the
Soviet Union, and be most undesirable to the Soviet rulers: it would
especially endanger Khrushchev's policy of liberalization, and hence
his whole political position.

Eventually the Soviet Union might try to exploit its military
superiority for the penetration of Asia and Africa. This is possible,
but, with our present policy of the deterrent, it is doubtful whether
the United States would really be willing to start a thermonuclear
war in order to prevent the Russians from gaining certain advantages
in the world outside of Europe and the Americas.

All these assumptions may be wrong. The position of the pro-
ponents of unilateral disarmament is that the chance that they are
wrong is much smaller than the chance that the continuation of the
arms race will finish civilization as we cherish it

Some Psychological Considerations

One cannot discuss the question of what might happen as a result
of unilateral disarmament—or, for that matter, of any mutual dis-
armament—without examining some psychological arguments. The
most popular one is that “the Russians cannot be trusted.” If “trust”
is meant in a moral sense, it is unfortunately true that political leaders
can rarely be trusted. The reason lies in the split between private and
public morals: the state, having become an idol, justifies any immo-
rality it committed in its interest, while the very same political leaders
would not commit the same acts if they were acting in behalf of their
own private interests. However, there is another meaning to “trust
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in people,” a meaning which is much more relevant to the problem
of politics: the trust that they are sane and rational beings, and that
they will act accordingly. If I deal with an opponent in whose sanity
I trust, 1 can appreciate his motivations and to some extent predict
them, becaunse there are certain rules and aims, like that of survival or
that of commensurateness between aims and means, which are com-
mon to all sane people. Hitler could not be trusted because he was
lacking in sanity, and this very lack destroyed both him and his
regime. 1tseems quite clear that the Russian leaders of today are sane
and rational people; therefore, it is important not only to know what
they are capable of, but also to predict what they might be motivated
to do.1®

This question of the leaders” and the people’s sanity leads to
another consideration which affects us as much as it does the Rus-
sians. In the current discussion on armament control, many argu-
ments are based on the question of what is possible, rather than on
what is probable. The difference between these two modes of think-
ing is precisely the difference between paranoid and sane thinking.
The paranoiac’s unshakable conviction in the validity of his delusion
rests upon the fact that it is logically possible, and, so, unassailable.
It is logically possible that his wife, children, and colleagues hate
him and are conspiring to kill him. The patient cannot be convinced
that his delusion is impossible; he can only be told that it is exceed-
ingly unlikely. While the latter position requires an examination
and evaluation of the facts and also a certain amount of faith in life,
the paranoid position can satisfy itself with the possibility alone.
I submit that our political thinking suffers from such paranoid trends.
We should be concerned, not with the possibilities, but rather with
the probabilities. This is the only sane and realistic way of conduct-
ing the affairs of national as well as of individual life.

Again on the psychological plane, there are certain misunder-
standings of the radical disarmament position which occur in many
of the discussions. First of all, the position of unilateral disarma-
ment has been understood as one of submission and resignation.
On the contrary, the pacifists as well as the humanist pragmatists
believe that unilateral disarmament is possible only as an expression
of a deep spiritual and moral change within ourselves: it is an act
of courage and resistance—not one of cowardice or surrender. Forms
of resistance differ in accordance with the respective viewpoints. On
the other hand, Candhists and men like King-Hall advocate nonvio-
lent resistance, which undoubtedly requires the maximum of courage
and faith; they refer to the example of Indian resistance against
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Britain or Norwegian resistance against the Nazis. This point of view
is succinctly expressed in Speak Truth to Power (see reference 4):

Thus, we dissociate ourselves from the basically selfish attitude that
has been miscalled pacifism, but that might be more accurately described
as a kind of irresponsible antimilitarism. We dissociate ourselves also from
utopianism. Though the choice of nonviclence involves a radical change
in men, it does not require perfection. . . . We have tried to make it clear
that readiness to accept suffering—rather than inflict it on others—is the
essence of the nonviolent life, and that we must be prepared if called u
to pay the ultimate price. Obviously, if men are willing to spend billions
of treasure and countless lives in war, they cannot dismiss the case for non-
violence by saying that in a nonviolent struggle people might be killed!
It is equally clear that where commitment and the readiness to sacrifice
are lacking, nonviclent resistance cannot be effective. On the contrary, it

demands greater discipline, more arduous training, and more courage than
its violent counterpart.}1

Some think of armed resistance, of men and women defending
their lives and their freedom with rifles, pistols, or knives. It is not
unrealistic to think that both forms of resistance, nonviolent or violent,
might deter an aggressor from attacking. At least, it is more realistic
than to think that the use of thermonuclear weapons could lead to a
“victory for democracy.”

The proponents of “security by armament” sometimes accuse us
of having an unrealistic, flatly optimistic picture of the nature of
man. They remind us that this “perverse human being has a dark,
illogical, irrational side.”'* They even go so far as to say that “the
paradox of nuclear deterrence is a variant of the fundamental Chris-
tian paradox. In order to live, we must express our willingness to
kill and to die."*®* Apart from this crude falsification of Christian
teaching, we are by no means oblivious of the potential evil within
man and of the tragic aspect of life. Indeed, there are situations in
which man must be willing to die in order to live. In the sacrifices
necessary for viclent or nonviolent resistance, I can see an expres-
sion of the acceptance of tragedy and sacrifice. But, there is no
tragedy or sacrifice in irresponsibility and carelessness: there is no
meaning or dignity in the idea of the destruction of mankind and of
civilization. Man has in himself a potential for evil; his whole exist-
ence is beset by dichotomies rooted in the very conditions of his
existence. But these truly tragic aspects must not be confused with
the results of stupidity and lack of imagination, with the willingness
to stake the future of mankind on a gamble.
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Finally, to take up one last criticism, directed against the position
of unilateral disarmament: that it is “soft” on Communism. Our
position is precisely based on the negation of the Soviet principle of
the omnipotence of the state. Just because the spokesmen for uni-
lateral disarmament are drastically opposed to the supremacy of the
state, they do not want to grant the state the ever-increasing power
which is unavoidable in the arms race, and they deny the right of the
state to make decisions which can lead to the destruction of a great
part of humanity and can doom future generations, If the basic con-
flict between the Soviet system and the democratic world is the
question of the defense of the individual against the encroachment of
an omuipotent state, then, indeed, the position for unilateral dis-
armament is the one which is most radically opposed to the Soviet
principle.

After having discussed the case for unilateral disarmament (in
the broad sense), I want to return to the practical proposition of
unilateral steps toward disarmament. I do not deny that there are
risks involved in this limited form of unilateral action but considering
the fact that the present method of negotiations has produced no
results and that the chances that they will in the future are rather
slim, considering furthermore the grave risk involved in the continua-
tion of the arms race, I believe that it is practically and morally justi-
fied to take this risk. At present we are caught in a position with little
chance for survival, unless we want to take refuge in hopes. If we
have enough shelters, if there is enough time for a warning and stra-
tegic evacuation of cities, if the “United States” active offenses and
active defenses can gain control of the military situation after only
a few exchanges,”* we might have only five, or twenty-five, or seventy
million killed. However, if these conditions do not materialize, “an
enemy could, by repeated strikes, reach almost any level of death and
destruction he wished.”"™ (And, I assume, the same threat exists for
the Soviet Union.) In such a situation, “when nations are poised at
the last moment when an agreement appears possible to end the risk
of horrifying war, unleashed by fanatics, lunatics or men of ambi-
tion,”?® it is imperative to shake off the inertia of our accustomed
thinking, to seek for new approaches to the problem, and above all,
to see new alternatives to the present choices that confront us.
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by Dr. Fromm is a most significant and challenging document; one
which consttutes the basis ol [urther discussions and deserves the most
carelul study,

The publication of this document is not only an important event
in iwsell, but also symptomizes the lively resurgence of the Socialist
Party. Other noteworthy aspects of this revival include the publicaticn
ol our new bi-weekly newspaper New America, significant gains in
membership and activity, the growth of our youth section, the Young
Peoples Socialist League.

Thoughtful Americans today are disturbed and bewildered. We
live in dread of nuclear war. We wonder about our nation’s ability to
meet the Soviet challenge. We are increasingly dissatished with the
quality of our lives: our work, our leisure, our family life, the impact
ot our culture upon our children. We wonder about our “national pur-
pose.” Here 1s a document which sheds light on our ills, offers us real-
izable human ideals and points the way toward their attainment. The
Socialist Party-Social Democratic Federation is proud to present this
sta.ement by a man who is a member of our National Committee and
one of the outstanding scholars in the world today. We commend it
to vou lor vour thoughtful consideration.

Darlington Hoopes, National Chairman
Soctalist Party-Social Democratic Federation

November, 1960




E
ESTION

HEN THE MEDIEVAL world was torn wide open, Western
man seemed o be headed for the final [ulfillment of his keenest
dreams and visions. He freed himself from the authority of a
totalitarian church, the weight of traditional thought, the geographical
limitations of our but hali-discovered globe. He discovered nature and
the individual. He became aware of his own strength, of his capacity
to make himself the ruler over nature and over traditionally given
circumstances. He believed that he would be capable of achieving a
synthesis between his newborn sense of strength and rationality and
the spiritual values of his humanisticspiritual tradition; between the
prophetic idea of the messianic tme of peace and justice to be achieved
by mankind in the historical process, and the Greek tradition of theoret:
cal thought, In the centuries following the Renaissance and the Refor-
mation he built a new science which eventually led to the release
of hitherto unheard-of productive powers, and to the complete trans:
formation of the material world. He created political systems which
SCEM 1o guarantee the [ree and productive development of the individual;




he reduced the time of work to such an extent that Western man is
[ree to enjoy hours of leisure to an extent his forefathers had hardly
dreamed of.

Yet where are we today?

The world is divided into two camps, the capitalist and the com-
munist camp. Both camps believe that they have the key to the ful-
fillment of the human hopes of generations past; both maintain that,
while they must coexist, their systems are incompatible.

Are they right? Are they not both in the process of converging into
a new industrial neo-feudalism, into industrial societies, led and manipu-
lated by big, powerful bureaucracies, societies in which the individual
becomes a well-fed and well-entertained automaton, who loses his in-
dividuality, his independence and his humanity? Have we to resign
ourselves to the fact that we can master nature and produce goods in
an ever-increasing degree, but that we must give up the hope for a
new world of solidarity and justice; that this ideal will be lost in an
empty technological concept of “progress™?

We ask, is there no other alternative than that between capitalist
and communist managerial industrialism? Can we not build an in-
dustrial society in which the individual retains his role as an active,
respansihie member who controls circumstances, rather than being con-
trolled by them? Are economic wealth and human fulfillment really
incompatible?

Furthermore, these two camps not only compete economically and
politically, they are both ser against each other in deadly fear of an
atomic attack, which will wipe out both—if not all civilization. Indeed,
man has created the atomic bomb; it is the result of one of his greatest
intellectual achievments. But he has lost the mastery over his own
creation. The bomb has become his master, the forces of his own creation
have become his most dangerous enemy.

Is there still time to reverse this course? Can we succeed in changing
it and becoming the masters of circumstances, rather than allowing cir-
cumstances to rule us? Can we overcome the deep-seated roots of barbar-
ism which make us try to solve problems in the only way in which
they can never he solved—by force, violence and killing? Can we close
the gap between our great intellectual achievment and our emotional
and moral backwardness?



STERN
MAN'S
POSITION

IH ORDER TO ANSWER these questions, a more detailed examina-
tion of Western man's present position is NEcessary.,

To most Americans the case for the success of our mode of industrial
organization seems to be clear and overwhelming. New productive forces,
(steam, elecuricity, oil and atomic energy) and new forms of organization
of work (central planning, bureaucratization, increased division of labar,
dutomation, etc.,) have created a material wealth in the most advanced
industrial countries which has done away with the extreme poverty in
which the majority of their populations lived a hundred years ago.

Working hours have been reduced from 70 to 40 hours per week
in the last hundred Years, and with increasing automation an ever-shorter
working day may give man an undreamed-of amount of leisure. Basic
education has been brought 1o every child; higher education to a
considerable percentage of the total population. Movies, radio, television,

Sports, hobbies, fill out the many hours which man now has for his
leisure.
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Indeed, it seems that for the first time in history the vast majority
—and soon all men—in the Western world will be primarily concerned
with living, rather than with the struggle to secure the material con-
ditions for living. It seems that the fondest dreams of our forefathers

are close to their realization, and that the Western world has found
the answer to the question of what is the “good life.”

While the majority of men in North America and Western Europe
still share this outlook, there are an increasing number of thoughtful
and sensitive persons who see the Haws in this enticing picture. They
notice, first of all, that even within the richest counury in the worlid,
the U.5.A., about one-ffth of the population does not share in the
“good lile” ot the majority, that a considerable number of our fellow
citizens have not reached the material standard of living which is the
basis for a dignified human existence. They are aware, [urthermore,
that more than two-thirds of the human race, those who for centuries
were the object of Western colonialism, have a standard of living from
ten to twenty times lower than ours, and have a life expectancy half
that of the average American.

They are struck by the irrational contradictions which beset our
system. While there are millions in our own midst, and hundreds of
millions abroad, who do not have enough to eat, we restrict agricultural
production and, in addition, spend hundreds of millions each year in
storing our surplus. We have affluence, but we do not have amenity.
We are wealthier, but we have less freedom. We consume more, but
we are emptier. We have more atomic weapons, but we are more
defenseless. We have more education, but we have less critical judgment
and convictions. We have more religion, but we become more material-
istic. We speak of the American tradition wh ich, in fact, is the spiritual
tradition of radical humanism, and we call “un-American” those who
want to apply the tradition to present-day society.

However, even if we comfort ourselves, as many do, with the assump-
tion that it is only a matter of a few generations untl the West and
eventually the whole world will have reached econamic ﬂml.:lt.‘.m'.t?, the
question arises: What has become of man, and where 15 he going if
we continue on the road our industrial system has taken?



IN ORDER TO UNDERSTAND how those elements by which our

system succeeded in solving some of its econamic problems are lead-
ing to an increasing failure to solve the huwman problem, it is nec
essary to examine the features which are characteristic of 20th century
capitalism,

Concentration of capital led to the formation of giant enterprises,
managed by hierarchically organized bureaucracies, Large agglomerations
of workers work together, part of a vast organized productiori machine
which, in order 10 run at all, must run smoothly, without [riction,
without interrupLiun. The individual worker and clerk become a cog
in this machine: their lunction and activities are determined by the
whaole structure ol the organization in which they work. In the large
enterprises, legal ownership ol the means of production has hecome
separated  from (he management and has lost importance. The big
€nterprises are run by buresucratic management, which does not own
the enterprise legally, but socially. These managers do not have the
qualities of the old owner—individual initiative, daring, risk-taking—
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but the qualities of the bureaucrat: lack of individuality, impersonality,
caution, lack of imagination; they administer things and persons, and
relate to persons as to things. This managerial class, while it does not
own the enterprise legally, controls it factually; it is responsible (in
an effective way) neither to the stockholders nor to those who work
in the enterprise. In fact, while the most imporiant fields of production
are in the hands ot the large corporations, these corporations are prac
tically ruled by their top employees. The giant corporations which con-
trol the economic—and to a large degree the political—destiny of the
country, constitute the very opposite of the democratic process, they
represent power without control by those submitted to it.

Aside from the industrial bureaucracy, the vast majority of the
population is administered by still other bureaucracies. First of all,
by the governmental bureaucracy (including that of the armed forces),
which influences and directs the lives of many millions in one form
or another. More and more, the industrial, military and governmental
bureaucracies are becoming intertwined, both in their activities and,
increasingly, in their personnel. With the development ot ever greater
enterprises, unions also have developed into big bureaucratic machlf’lﬂﬁ
in which the individual member has very little to say. Many union
chiefs are managerial bureaucrats, just as industrial chiefs are.

All these bureaucracies have mo plan, and no vision; and due
to the very nature of bureaucratic administration, thi_s has to be 0.
When man is transformed into a thing, and managed like a tJ.’ng.th.E
managers themselves become things; and things have no will, no vision,
no plan.

With the bureaucratic management of people, the democratic process
becomes transformed into a ritual. Whether it is a stockholders mecting
of a big enterprise, or a political election, or a union _n.]eeung, the
individual has lost almost all influence to df:l;E!I'ﬂUl.lE ﬂ'E.EISIEH'I.S anldl to
participate actively in the making of decisions. Especially in the_ p_;sinmral
sphere, elections become more and more reduced to plebiscites 1n
which the individual can express prelerence for one _uf wo slates r.:rf
professional politicians, and the best that can .h-'.t said 1s :].1.'1{ he is

erned with his consent. But the means to bring about this consent
are those of suggestion and manipulation .'mff. with Iall l_hat. the most
fundamental decisions—those of [oreign policy which ll‘_l'f:f_'}].'nfﬂ peace
and war—are made by small groups which the average citizen hardly

even knows.



The political ideas of democracy, as the l'-:mndi‘n‘g fat‘hers of the
United States conceived them, were not purely political ideas, They
were rooted in the spiritual tradition which came to us from prophetic
Messianism, the gospels, humanism, and from the enlightenment philos-
ophers of the 18th Century. All these ideas :Ill{ilIlli_Jl‘l-'EIIEEI‘.ILE were centered
around one hope: that man, in the course of his history, can liberate
himsell from poverty, ignorance, and njustice, and that he can build
a society of harmony, peace, of union between man and man, and
between man and nature. The idea that history has a goal, and the faith
in man’s perfectability within the historical process has been the most
specific element ol Occidental thought. It is the soil in which the
American tradition is rooted, and from which it draws its strength
and wvitality. What has happened to the ideas of the perfectability of
man and of society? They have deteriorated into a fat concept of
“progress,” into a vision of the production of more and better things,
rather than standing for the birth of the fully alive and productive
man. Our political concepts have today lost their spiritual roots. They
have become matters of expediency, judged by the criterion of whether
they help us to a higher standard of living and to a more effective form
of political administration. Having lost their roots in the hearts and
longings of man, they have become cmpty shells, 1o be thrown away
if expediency might warrant i.

Not only in the sphere of production is the individual managed
and manipulated, but also in the sphere of consumption, which allegedly
is the one in which the individual expresses his free choice. Whether it
is the consumption of food, clothing, liquor, cigarettes, or of movies
and television programs, a powerful suggestion apparatus is employed
with two purposes: first, to increase constantly the individual's appetite
for new commodities, and second, to direct these appetites into the
channels most profitable for industry. The very size of the capital in-
vestment in the consumer goods industry and the competition between
a lew giant enterprises make it necessary not to leave consumption
to chance, nor to leave the consumer a free choice of whether he wants
to buy more, and what he wants to buy. His appetites have to be con-
stantly whetted, tastes have to be manipulated, managed, and made
P_*Ttdi-‘:tahle. Man is transformed into the “consumer " the eternal suck-
ling, whose one wish is o consume more and “better” things.

. Wh?lt our economic system has enriched man materially, it has
impoverished him humanly, waithsmnding all propaganda and slogans
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about the Western world's faith in God, its idealism, its spiritual con-
cern, our system has created a materialistic culture and a materialistic
man. During his working hours, the individual is managed as part
of a production team. During his hours of leisure time he is managed
and manipulated to be the perfect consumer, who likes what he 1s
told to like, and yet has the illusion that he follows his own Ltastes.
All the time he is hammered at by slogans, by suggestions, by voices
of unreality which deprive him of the last bit of realism he may still
have. From childhood on, true convictions are discouraged. There 1s
little critical thought, there is little real feeling, and hence only con-
formity with the rest can save the individual from an unbearable
feeling of loneliness and lostness. The individual does not experience
himself as the active bearer of his own powers and inner richness,
but as an impoverished “thing,” dependent on powers outside of him-
self into which he has projected his living substance. Man is alienated
from himself, and bows down before the works of his ewn hands.
He bows down before the things he produces, before the state, and
the leaders of his own making. His own act becomes to him an alien
power, standing over and against him, instead of being ruled by him.
More than ever in history the consolidation of our own product to an
objective force above us, outgrowing our control, defeating our ex-
pectations, annihilating our calculations, is one of the main factors
determining our development. His products, his machines, the state
have become the idols of modern man, and these idols represent his
own life forces in alienated form.

Indeed, Marx was right in recognizing that “the place of all physical
and mental senses has been taken by the self-alienation of all these
senses, by the sense of having. Private property has made us so stupid
and impotent that things become ours only if we have them, that is, if
they exist for us as capital, and are owned by us, eaten by us, drunk
by us; that is, used by us. We are poor in spite of all our wealth
because we have much, but we are little.”

As a result, the average man feels insecure, lonely, depressed, and
suffers from a lack of joy in the midst of plenty. Life does not make
sense to him; he is dimly aware that the meaning of life cannot lie
in being nothing but a “consumer. *  He could not stand the joy-
lessness and meaninglessness of life, were it not for the fact that the
system offers him innumerable avenues of escape, ranging from ttlrle-
vision to tranquilizers, which permit him to forget that he is losing
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more and more all that is valuable in life. In spite of all slogans to
the contrary, we are HPE}:'u;rthing quickly a society governed by bureau-
criats who adminisier a mass-man, well fed, well taken care of, de-
humanized, and L‘]E‘ill’ESSEll. We [Ji'tldHCE machines that are like men,
and men who are like machines. That which was the greatest criticism
of socialism Rfty years ago—that it would lead to uniformity, bureaucrati-
sation. centralization and a soulless materialism—is a reality of today’s
capitalism. We talk [reedom and democracy, yet an increasing number
of people are afraid of the responsibility of freedom, and prefer the
slavery of the well-fed robot; they have no faith in democracy and are
happy to leave it to the political experts to make the decisions.

We have created a widespread system of communication by means
of radio, television and newspapers. Yet people are misinformed and
indoctrinated rather than informed about political and socal reality,
In fact, there is a degree of uniformity in our opinions and ideas
which could be explained without difficulty if it were the result of
political pressure and caused by fear. The fact is that all agree “volun-
tarily,” in spite of the fact that our system rests exactly on the idea
of the right to disagreement, and on the predilection for diversity of
ideas.

Doubletalk has become the rule in the free enterprise countries,
as well as among their opponents. The latter call dictatorship “'people’s
democracies,” the former call dictatorships “freedom-loving people”
if they are political allies. Of the possibility of fifty million Americans
being killed in an atomgic attack, one speaks of the “hazards of war,"
and one talks of victory in a “showdown,” when sane thinking makes
it clear that there can be no victory lor anyone in an atomic holocaust.

Education, from primary to higher education, has reached a peak.
Yet, while people get more education, they have less reason, judgment,
and conviction. At best their intelligence is improved, but their reason—
that it, their capacity Lo penetrate through the surface and to under-
stand the underlying forces in individual and social life—is impoverished
more and more. Thinking is increasingly split from feeling, and the
very fact that people tolerate the threat of an atomic war hovering
OvET, all mankind, shows that modern man has come to a point where
his sanity must be questioned.

Man, instead of being the master of the machines he has built,
has become their servant. But man is not made to be a thing, and with
all the satisfactions of consumption, the life forces in man cannot
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be held in abeyance continuously. We have only one choice, and that is
mastering the machine again, making production inte a2 means and
not an end, using it for the unfolding of man—or else the suppressed
lite energies will manifest themselves in chaotic and destructive forms.
Man will want to desiroy life rather than die of boredom.

Can we make our mode of social and economic Organization respon-
sible for this state of man? As was indicated above, our industrial system,
its way of production and consumption, the relations berween human
beings which it [osters, creates precisely the human situation which
has been described. Not because it wants 1o create it, not due to evil
intentions of individuals, but because of the fact that the average
man’s character is formed by the practice of life which is provided by
the structure of society.

No doubt the form which capitalism has taken in the 20th century
is very different [rom what it was in the 19th century—so different,
in fact, that it is doubtful whether even the same term should be
applied to both systems. The enormous concentration of capital in giant
enterprises, the increasing separation of management from ownership,
the existence of powerful trade unions, state subsidies for agriculture
and for some parts of industry, the elements of the “welfare stare,”
elements of price control and a directed market, and many more fea-
tures, distinguish 20th-century capitalism radically from that of the past.
Yet whatever terminology we choose, certain basic elements are common
to the old and the new capitalism. The principle that not solidarity and
love, but individualistic, egotistical action brings the best results for
everybody: the belief that an impersonal mechanism, the market, should
regulate the life of society, not the will, vision and planning of the
people. Capitalism puts things (capital) higher than life (labor). Power
follows from possession, not from activity. Contemporary capitalism
creates additional obstacles for the unfolding of man. It needs smoothly
working teams of workers, clerks, engineers, consumers; it needs them
because big enterprises, led by bureaucracies, require this kind of organi-
zation and the “organization man” who fits into it. Our system must
create men who fit its needs; it must create men who cooperate smoothly
and in large numbers; who want to consume more and more; whose
tastes are standardized and can be easily anticipated and influenced.
It needs men who feel free and independent, not subject to any authority
or principle of conscience, yet wha are willing to be commanded, to do
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what is expected of them, to fit into the social machine without fric-
tion: who can be guided without force, led without leaders, prompted
without aim—except the one to make good, to be on the move, to go
ahead. Production is guided by a principle that capital investment must
bring profit, rather than by the principle that the real needs of people
determine what is to be p‘l‘ﬂﬂuiﬂfﬂ- Since everything, i“':hldfﬂg radio,
television, books, medicines, is subject to the proht principle, the people
are manipulated into the kind of consumption which is often poisonous
for the spirit, and sometimes also for the body.

The failure of our society to fulfill the human aspirations rooted
in our spiritual traditions has immediate consequences for the two most
burning practical issues of our time: that of peace and that of the
equalization between the wealth of the West and the poverty of two-
thirds of mankind.

The alienation of modern man with all its consequences makes
it difficult for him to solve these problems. Because of the fact that
he worships things, and has lost the reverence for life, his own and
that of his fellow men, he is blind not only to moral principles, but
also to rational thought in the interest of his survival. It is clear that
atomic armament is likely to lead to universal destruction and, even
if atomic war could be prevented, that it will lead to a climate of
fear, suspicion, regimentation, which is exactly the climate in which
freedom and democracy cannot live. It is clear that the economic gap
between poor and rich nations will lead to violent explosions and
dictatorships—yet nothing but the most half-hearted and hence futile
attempts are suggested to solve these problems. Indeed, it seems that we
are going to prove that the gods blind those whom they want to destroy.
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JALISM

HUS FAR GOES the record of capitalism. What is the record of

socialism? What did it intend, and what did it achieve in those
countries in which it had a chance of being realized?

Socialism in the 19th century, in the Marxian and in its many
other forms, wanted to create the material basis for a dignified human
existence for everybody. It wanted work to direct capital, rather than
capital to direct work. For socialism, work and capital were
not just two economic categories, but rather they represented two
principles: capital, the principle of amassed things, of hawing: and
work, that of life and of man’s powers, of being and becoming. Socialists
found that in capitalism things direct life; that having is superior to
being; that the past directs the present—and they wanted 1o reverse
this relation. The aim of socialism was man’s emancipaton, his restor-
ation to the unalienated, uncrippled individual who enters into a new,
rich, spontaneous relationship with his fellow man and with nature.
The aim of socialism was that man should throw away the chains
which bind him, the fictions and unrealities, and transform himself into
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a being who can make creative use of his pffrwfrs of feeling and of
thinking. Socialism wanted man to become independent, that is, to
stand on his own feet; and it believed that man can stand on his fee
only if, as Marx said, "he owes his Exf.‘i[EHcE. to hir:l'lself. if he affirms
his individuality as a total man in each of his relations to the world,
seeing, hearing, smelling, tasting, feeling, thinkings, willing, loving—
in short, if he afirms and expresses all organs of his individuality.”
The aim of socialism was the union between man and man, and between
man and nature.

Quite in contrast to the frequently uttered cliché that Marx and
other socialists taught that the desire for maximal material gain was
the most fundamental human drive, these socialists believed thart it
is the very structure of capitalist socety which makes material interest
the deepest motive, and that socialism would permit non-material
motives to assert themselves, and free man from his servitude to ma-
terial interests. (It is a sad commentary on man's capacity for incon-
sistency that the same people who condemn socialism for its alleged
“materialism,” criticize it at the same time with the argument that only
the “profit motive” can motivate man to do his best.)

The aim of socialism was individuality, not uniformity; liberation
from economic bonds, not making material aims the main concern of
life; the experience of full solidarity of all men, and not the manipula-
tion and domination of one man by another. The principle of socialism
was that each man is an end in himself, and must never be the means
of another man. Socialism wanted to create a society in which each
citizen actively and responsibly participated in all decisions, and in
which he could participate because he was a man and not a thing, be-
cause he had convictions and not synthetic opinions.

For socialism not only is poverty a vice, but also wealth. Material
poverty deprives man of the basis for a humanly rich life. Material
wealth, like power, corrupts man. It destroys the sense of proportion
and of the limitations which are inherent in human existence; it creates
an unrealistic and almost crazy sense of the "uniqueness” of an in-
dividual, making him feel that he is not subject to the same basic
conditions of existence as his fellow men. Socialism wants material
comfort to be used for the true aims of living; it rejects individual
'a.-fealr.h a5 a danger to society as well as to the individual. In fact,
its ﬂppﬂFitiﬂn to capitalism is related to this very principle. By 115
very logic, capitalism aims at an ever-increasing material wealth, while
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socialism aims at an ever-increasing human productivity, aliveness and
happiness, and at material comfort only to the extent to which it
ducive to its human aims,

Socialism hoped for the eventual abolition of the state, so that

only things, and not people, would be administered. It aimed at a class-
less society in which [reedom and initiative would be restored to the in-

dividual. Socialism, in the 19th century, and until the beginning of

the First World War, was the most significant humanistic and spiritual
movement in Europe and America,

Whart happened to socialism?

It succumbed to the spirit of capitalism which it had wanted to
replace. Instead of understanding it as a movement for the liberation
of man, many of its adherents and its enemies alike understood it as
being exclusively a movement for the ecomomic improvement of the
working class. The humanistic aims of socialism were forgotten, or
only paid lip service to, while, as in capitalism, all the emphasis was
laid on the aims of economic gain. Just as the ideals of democracy
lost their spiritual roots, the idea of socialism lost its deepest root—
the prophetic-messianic faith in peace, justice and the brotherhood of
man.

is con-

Thus socialism became the vehicle for the workers to attain their
place within the capitalistic structure rather than transcending it
instead of changing capitalism, socialism was absorbed by its spirit.
The failure of the socialist movement became complete when in 1914
its leaders renounced international solidarity and chose the economic
and military interests of their respective countries as against the ideas
of internationalism and peace which had been their program.

The misinterpretation of socialism as a purely economic movement,
and of nationalization of the means of production as its principal aim,
occurred both in the right wing and in the left wing of the socialist
movement. The reformist leaders of the socialist movement in Europe
considered it as their primary aim to elevate the economic status cl:t'
the worker within the capitalist system, and they considered as lh_E:r
most radical measures the nationalization of certain big industries.
Only recently have many realized that the nationalization of an enter-
prise is in itself not the realization of mcialisn*{, that to be managed
by a publicly appointed bureaucracy is not husu._-aily different for the
worker than being managed by a privately appointed bureaucracy.

The leaders of the Communist Party in the Soviet Union interpreted
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socialism in the same purely economic way. But living in a country
much less developed than Western Europe, and without a democratic
wadition, they applied terror and dictatorship to enforce the rapid
accumulation of Eﬂpilﬂl. which in Western Europe had occurred in the
19th century. They developed a new form ol state capitalistn which
proved to be economically successful, and humanly destructive. They
built a bureaucratically managed society in which class distinction—hoth
in an economic sense and as far as the power to command others 1s con-
cerned—is deeper and more rigid than in any of the capitalist societies
of today. They define their system as socialistic because they have nation-
alized the whole economy, while in reality their system is the complete
negation of all that socialism stands for, the afhrmation of individuality
and the full development of man. In order to win the support of the
masses who had to make unendurable sacrifices for the sake of the [ast
accumulation of capital, they used socialistic, combined with national-
istic, ideologies and this gained them the grudging cooperation of the
governed.

Thus far the free enterprise system is superior to the communist
systern because it has preserved one of the greatest achievments of modern
man—political freedom—and with it a respect for the dignity and in-
dividuality of man, which links us with the [undamen:al spiritual
tradition of humanism. It permits possibilities of criticism and of making
proposals for constructive social change which are practically impossible
in the Soviet pulice state. It is to be expected, however. that once the
Soviet countries have achieved the same level of economic development
that Western Europe and the United States have achieved—thar is,
once they can satisfy the demand for a comfortable life—they will not
need terror, but will be able to use the same means of manipulation
which are used in the West: suggestion and persuasion. This development
will bring about the convergence of 20th century capitalism and 20th
century communisim, Both systems are based on industrialization: their
gf}ai Is ever-increasing economic efficiency and wealth. They are so-
ceties run by a managerial class and by prolessional politicians. They
both are thoroughly materialistic in their outlook, regardless of lip
service to Christian wleology in the West and secular Messianism in
the East. They organize the masses in a centralized system, in large
factories, in political mass parties. In both systems, if they go on in
the same way, the mass-man, the alienated ma n, a well fed, well clothed,
well entertained automaton-man governed by bureaucrats who have
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as little a goal as the massman has, will replace the creative, thinking,
feeling man. Things will have the frst place, and man will be dead:
he will talk of freedom and individuality—while he will be ﬂu[hing,

Where do we stand today?

Capitalism and a wvulgarized, distorted socialism have brought man
to the point where he is in danger of becoming a dehumanized auto-
maton; he is losing his sanity and stands at the point of total self-
destruction. Only full awareness of his situation and its dangers, and
a new vision of a life which can realize the aims of human freedom,
dignity, creativity, reason, justice and solidarity can save us from almost
certain decay, loss of freedom, or destruction. We are not forced to
choose between a managerial free enterprise system and a managerial
communist system. There is a third solution, that of democratic,
humanist socialism which, based on the original principles ol socialism,
offers the vision of a new, truly human society.

On the basis of this general analysis of capitalism, communism
and humanist socialism, a socialist program must differentiate between
three aspects:

What are the principles underlying the idea of a socialist party?

What are the intermediate goals of humanist socialism for the
realization of which socialists work?

What are the immediate short-range goals for which socialists work,
as intermediate goals have not yet been achieved?
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NIST
LISM

(1. WHAT ARE THE PRINCIPLES which underlie the idea of a
humanist socialism?

Iy Every social and economic system is not only a specific systen
of relations between things and institutions, but a system ol human
relations. Any concept and practice ol socialism must be examined in
terms of the kind of relations between human beings to which it 1s
conducive.

2) The supreme value in all social and economic arrangements
is man; the goal of society is to offer the conditions for the [ull develop-
ment of man's potentialities, his reason, his love, his creativity: all
social arrangements must be conducive to overcoming the alienation
and crippledness of man, and to enable him to achieve real [reedom
and individuality. The aim of socialism is an association in which the
full development of each is the condition for the full development of
all.

3) The supreme principle of socialism is that man takes precedence
over things, life over property, and hence, work over capital; that
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power follows creation, and not pessession; that man must not be
governed by circumstances, but circumstances must be et L

4) Inzelations between people; the principle g I;i:;:: e
every man is an end in himself, and must never be made into a ieans
to another man's ends. From this principle it follows that nobody
must personally be subject to anyone because he owns capital.

5) Humanist socialism is rooted in the conviction of the unity
of mankind and the solidarity of all men. It fights any kind of worship
of state, nation or class. It considers that the supreme loyalty of man
must be that to the human race, and to the moral principles of human
ism. It strives for the revitalization of those ideas and values upon which
Western civilization was built.

6) Humanistic socialism is radically opposed to war and violence
in all and any forms. It considers any attempt to solve political and
soclal problems by force and violence not only as futile, but as immoral
and inhuman. Hence it is uncompromisingly opposed to any policy
which tries to achieve security by armament. It considers peace to be
not only the absence of war, but a positive principle of human relations
based on free cooperation of all men for the common goed.

7) From socialist principles it follows not only that each member
of society feels responsible for his fellow citizens, but for all citizens
of the world. The injustice which lets two-thirds of the human race live
in abysmal poverty must be removed by an effort far beyond the ones
hitherto made by wealthy nations to help the under-developed na-
tions to arrive at a humanly satisfactory economic level.

8) Humanistic socialism stands for freedom. It stands for freedom
from fear, want, oppression and violence. But freedom is not only from,
but also freedom to; freedom to participate actively and responsibly
in all decisions concerning the citizen, freedom to develop the indi-
vidual's human potential to the fullest possible degree.

9y Production and {ﬂnsulnptinn must be subordinated w the
needs of man’s development, not the reverse. As a consequence, all pro-
duction must be directed by the principle of its social usefulness, and
not by that of its material profit for some individuals or corporations.
Hence if a choice has to be made between greater production on the
one hand, or greater freedom and human growth on the other, the

human as against the material value must be chosen.
10) In socialist industrialism the goal is not to achieve the highest

economic productivity, but to achieve the highest human productivity.
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This means that the way in which man spends most of his energy, in
work as well as in leisure, must be meaningful and interesting to him.
It must stimulate and help to develop all his human powers—his in-
tellectual as well as his emotional and artistic ones.

113 While, in order to live humanly, basic material needs must
be satished, consumption must not be an aim in itsell. All attempts to
stimulate material needs artificially for the sake of profit must be pre-
vented. Waste of material resources and senseless consumption for con-
sumption’s sake are destructive to mature human development.

12) Humanist socialism is a system in which man governs capital,
not capital man; in which, so far as it is pﬁssihle, man governs his
circumstances, not circumstances man; in which the members of society
plan what they want to produce, rather than that their production
follows the laws of the impersonal powers of the market and of capital
with its inherent need for maximum profit.

13) Humanist socialism is the extension of the democratic process
beyond the purely political realm, into the economic sphere; it is
political and industrial democracy. It is the restoration of politicul
democracy to its original meaning: the true participation of informed
citizens in all decisions affecting them.

14) Extension of democracy into the economic sphere means demo-
cratic control of all economic activities by the participants (manual
workers, engineers, administrators, etc.). Humanist socialism is not pri-
marily concerned with legal ownership, but with social control of the
large and powerful industries. Irresponsible control by bureaucratic
management representing the profit interest of capital must be replaced
by administration acting on behalf of, and controlled by, those who
produce and consume, ;

15) The aim of humanist socialism can be attained only by the
introduction of a maximum of decentralization compatible with 2 mini-
ey of centralization necessary tor the coordinated funcuoning of
an industrial society. The functions of a centralized state must e
rtlrdlucttl o a !r:inimum, while the voluntary activity of lreely cooperating
ciizens constitutes the central mechanism of social life.

16) While the basic gemeral aims of humanist socialism are the
same Ii-:rr all countries, each country must formulate its own specific
aims in terms of 1ts own traditional and present situati i
its own methods to achieve this aim. The [:nulual 5nIIdaI:Z?1:- :;“;ufr;ll[i
countries must exclude any attempt on the part of nnf:i COUntry Lo
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impose its methods on another. In the same spirit, the writings of
the fathers of socialist ideas must not be transformed into sacred SCTip-
tures, which are used by some to wield authority over others; the spirit
common to them, however, must remain alive in the hearts of socialists,
and puide their thinking.

17) Humanist socialism is the voluntary, logical outcome of the
operation of human nature under rational conditions. It is the realiza-
tion of democracy, which has 1ts roots in the humanistic tradition of
mankind, under the conditions of an industrial society. It is a social
systern which operates without force, neither physical force, nor that
of hypnoid suggestions by which men are forced without being aware
of it. It can be achieved only by appealing to man’s reason, and to
his longing for a more human, meaningful and rich life. It is based on
faith in man's ability to build a world which is truly human, in which
the enrichment of life and the unfolding of the individual are the
prime objects of society, while economics is reduced to its proper role
as the means to a humanly richer lile.
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INTERMEDIATE
GOALS

OF
HUMANIST

SOCIALISM

b IN DISCUSSING the goals of humanist socialism we must dif-
" lerentiate between the final socialist goal of a society based on
the free cooperation of its citizen and the reduction of central-
ized state activity to a minimum, and the intermediate socialist
goals before this final aim is reached. The transition from the present
centralized state to a completely decentralized form of society cannot
be made without a transitory period in which a certain amount of
central planning and state intervention will be indispensable. But in
order to avoid the dangers that central planning and state intervention
may lead to, such as increased bureaucratization and weakening ol
individual integrity and initiative, it is necessary: a) that the state
is brought under the efficient control of it citizens; b) that the social
and political power of the big corporations is broken: ¢) that from the
very beginning all forms of decentralized, voluntary associations in Pro-
duction, trade, and local social and cultural activities are promoted.
While it is nat possible today to make concrete and detailed plans
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for the final socialist goals, it is possible to formulate in a tentative
fashion the mntermediate goals for a socialist society. But even as [ar
as these intermediate goals are concerned it will take many years of
study and experimentation to arrive at more definite and specific [or-
mulations, studies to which the best brains and hearts of the nation
must be devoted.

I. Following the principle that social control and not legal owner-
ship i1s the essential principle of socialism, its hirst goal is the transforma-
tion of all big enterprises in such a way that their administrators are
appointed and lully controlled by all participants (workers, clerks, en-
gineers, etc.), with the participation of trade union and consumer rep-
resentatives. These groups constitute the highest authority for every
big enterprise. They decide all basic questions of production, price,
utilization of profts, etc. The stockholders continue to receive an ap-
propriate compensation for the use ol their capital, but have no right
of control and administration.

II. The autonomy of an enterprise is restricted by central planning
to the extent to which it is necessary to make production serve its sociul
ends.

II1. Small enterprises should work on a cooperative basis, and
they are to be encouraged by taxation and other means. Inasmuch as
they do not work on a cooperative basis, the participants must share in
the profits and control the administration on an equal basis with the
OWINET,

IV. Certain industries which are of basic importance for the whole
of society, such as oil, banking, television, radio, medical drugs, and
iransportation, must be nationalized, but the administration of l.hn_es:
nationalized industries must follow the same principles of effective
control by participants, unions and consumers.

V. In all Relds in which there is a social need, but not an adequate
Existing pmducr.iun, sociely must finance enterprises which serve these

needs.

VI. The individual must be protected from fear and the neetl
In order to accomplish this aim, society

to submirt to auy-::-nf:’s COErcion. .
material

must provide, free for everyone, the minimum ne::essiti:s_ul :
existence in food, housing and clothing. Anyone who has higher aspira-
tions for material comforts will have to work for them, but the minimal
necessities of life being guaranteed, no person can _hznfe power over
anyone on the basis of direct or indirect material coercion.
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VIl. Socialism does not do away with individual property for use;
neither does it require the complete leveling of income; income should
be related to effort and skill; but differences in income should not
create such difterent lorms ot material life that the life experience of
one cannot be shared by, and thus remains alien to, another.

VILI. The principle of political democracy must be implemented
in terms ol the 20th century reality. Considering our technical instru-
mentalities ol conmunication and tabulation, 1t is possible to reintroduce
the principle of the town meeting into contemporary mass society. The
forms in which this can be accomplished need study and EXPErimentation.
They may consist of the formation of hundreds of thousands of small
tace-to-lace groups (organized along the principle of place of work
or place ol residence) which would constitute a new type of Lower
House, shaving decision-making with a centrally elected parlizment,
Decentralization must strive at putting important decisions into the
hands of the inhabitants of small local areas subject, however, 1o the
fundamental principles which govern the life of the whole sOCIety.
But whichever forms are to be found, the essential principle 1s that
the democratic process is transformed into one in which well-informed
and responsible citizens express their will, not automatized mass-men,
controlled by the methods ol hypnoid mass suggestion.

IX.  Not only in the sphere ol political decisions, but with regard
to all decisions and arrangements, the grip of the bureaucracy must be
broken in order to restore freedom. Aside from decisions which flter
down from above, activity in all spheres of lile on the grass-roots level
must be developed which can “hlter up” from below to the top. Workers
organized in unions, consumers organized in consumers' organizations,
citizens. organized in the above-mentioned face-to-face political units,
must be in constant interchange with central authorities. This inter-
change must be such that new measures, laws, provisions, etc., can be
suggested and, after voting, decided from the grass-roots, and that all
elected representatives are subject to continuous critical appraisal and,
if necessary, recall.

X. According to its basic principles, the aim of socialism is the
abolition of national sovereignty, the abolition of any kind of armed
forces, and the establishment of a commonwealth of nations,

XL In the sphere of education, the main aims are those of helping
to develop the critical powers of the individual and 1o provide a basis
for the creative expression of his personality—in other words, o nurture
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free men who will be immune to manipulation and 1o the exploitation
ol their suggestibility for the pleasure and profit of others, Knowledge
should not be a mere mass of information, but the rational means of
understanding the underlying forces that determine material and human
processes. Education should embrace not only reason but the arts. Capi-
talism, as 1t has produced alienation, has divorced and debased hoth
man's scientific understanding and his aesthetic perception. The aim
of socialist education is to restore man to the full and free exercise
of both. It seeks to make man not only an intelligent spectator but
a wellequipped participant not only in the production of material
goods but in the enjoyment of life. To offser the dangers ol alienated
intellectualization, factual and theoretical instruction shall be supple-
mented by training in manual work and in the creative arts, combining
the two also in craftsmanship (the production of useful objects of art),
in primary and secondary education. Each adolescent must have had
the experience of producing something valuable with his own hands
and skills.

XII. The principle of irrational authority based on power and
exploitation must be replaced, not by a laisser-faire attitude, but
by an authority which is based on the competence of knowledge and
skill-not on intimidation, force or suggestion. Socialist education must
arrive at a new concept of rational authority which differs both from
irrational authoritarianism and from an unprincipled laissez-faire
attitude,

XIL. Education must not be restricted to childhood and ado-
lescence, but the existing forms of adult education must be greatly en-
larged. It is especially important to give each person the possibility of
changing his occupation or profession at any time of life; this will
be economically possible if at least his minimal material needs are
taken care of by society.

X1V. Cultural activities must not be restricted to providing in-
tellectual education. All forms ol artistic expression (through music,
dance, drama, painting sculpture, architecture, etc.) are of paramount
importance for the human development of man. Society must channel
considerable means for the creation of a vast program ol artstic activities
and useful as well as beautiful building programs, even at the expense
of other and less important consumer satisfactions. Great care slhmlld
be taken, however, to conserve the integrity of the creauve arust, to
avoid turning socially responsible art into bureaucratic or “state” art.
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A healthy balance must be maintained between the legitimate claims
of the artist upon society and its legitimate claims upon him. Socialism
seeks to narrow the gap bewween the producer and the consumer in
the realm ol art and seeks ultimately to eliminate this distinction
so [ar as possible by creating optimum conditions for the Hourishing
of every individual's creative potentialities. But it holds up no pre
conceived pattern and recognizes that this is a problem that will require
much more study than has been given it up ull now.

XV. Complete equality of races and sexes is a matter of course
for a socialist society. This equality, however, does not imply samneness,
and every eflort must be made to permit the fullest development of the
gifts and talents peculiar to each racial and national group, as well as
to the two sexes.

XVL  Freedom of religious activities must be guaranteed, together
with the complete separation ol State and Church.
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SHORT-RANGE
GOALS

. THE FOREGOING PROGRAM 15 meant to serve as a guide
to the principles and goals of socialism. Its concrete and detailed
formulation requires a great deal of discussion. To conduct

this discussion and to arrive at concrete and detailed suggestions is

one of the main tasks of the Socialist Party. Such discussion requires
examining all data which practical experience and the social saences
can bring forward. But first of all it requires imagination and the courage

o see new possibilites, instead of the outworn routine of thinking,
Quite aside from this, it will take considerable time until the

majority of the people in the United States will be convinced of the

validity of socialist principles and goals. What is the task and function
of the Socialist Party during the time before it has succeeded in this task?

a.) The Socialist Party-Social Democratic Federation (SP-SDF)
must embody in its own structure and activities the wvery principlf:s
it stands for: it must not only strive for the achievement of socialism 1n
the future but must begin with its realization in its own midst imme-

29



diately. Hence the SP-SDF must not try to convince the people of its
program by appeal to irrational emotions, hypnoid suggestions, “at-
tractive personalities,” etc., but by the realism, correctness and penetra-
tion of its analysis of economic, social, politucal and human situations,
The SP-SDF must become the moral and intellectual conscience of
the United States, and divulge its analyses and judgments in the widest
possible manner.

b.) The conduct of activities of the SP-SDF must follow its prin-
ciples in the sense of the optimum of decentralization and the active,
responsible participation ol i1ts members in discussions and decisions,
It must also give full scope to the expression and divulgence of minority
opimions. The socialist program cannot be a Axed plan, but must grow
and develop through the continuous activity, eftort, and concern ol
the members of the party.

c.) The SP-SDF thus must be different from other political parties
—not only in its program and ideals, but in its very structure and
in its way of functioning. It must become a spiritual and social home
for all its members who are united in the spirit of humanistic realism and
sanity, and by the solidarity of the common concern for, and the com-
mon faith in, man and his future.

d.) The SP-SDF must develop an extensive educational campaign
among workers, students, professionals and members of all social classes
who can be expected to have a potential understanding for socialist
criticism and socialist 1deals.

e.) The SP-SDF cannot expect to gain victory in a short time.
But this does not mean that it should net aim at the widest social
influence and power. It must swrive to gain the allegiance of an ever
increasing number of people who, through the party, make their voices
heard within the United States and throughout the whole world.

f.) The SP-SDF is rooted in the humanistic tradition of socialism;
it strives [or the rtranslormation of the wraditional socialist odils o
fit the conditions of 20th century society as a condition for their realiza-
tion. Particularly it rejects the ideas of achieving its goals by force
or by the establishment of any kind of dictatorship. Its only weapons
are the realism of its ideas, the fact that they appeal to the true needs
of man, and the enthusiastic allegiance which those citizens will give
it who have seen through the fictions and delusions which fill the minds
of people today, and who have faith in a richer, fuller life.

g) It is not enough that the members of the SP-SDF believe
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in a common ideal. Such faith becomes empty and sterile if it is
not translated into action. The life of the party must be organized in
such a manner that it offers ample and varied possibility for every

member to translate his concern into meaningful and immediate action.
How can this be done?

1.) It must be understood clearly that the basic goals of socialism,
especially the method of management of big enterprises by the par-
ticipants, union and consumers’ representatives, the revitalization of the
democratic process, the guaranteed minimum for existence for every
citizen, constituie problems the details of which are exceedingly difficult
to solve. Their solution requires basic theoretical research in the helds
ol economics, work organization, psychology, etc.; and, in addition,
practical plans and experimentation. If these social problems are ap-
proached in the same spirit of [aith and imagination which exists
among the natural scientists and technicians, solutions will be found
which, looked at from the present situation, might appear as [antastic
as space travel appeared twenty years ago. Yet the difficulties of arriving
at a solution for a sane and human social organization are not any
greater than those in the fields of the theoretical and applied natural
sciences,

2. The frst task, then, for the activities of the members of the
SP-SDF is to study the problems of applied socialism within their own
sphere of activity, and to discuss their experiences and suggestions for
socialist solutions in the working units of the SP-SDF. Supplementing
this group activity are permanent committees set up by the SP-S5DF
for the investigation of these problems. These committees will be com-
posed of specialists in the various fields of economics, sociology, psy-
chology, foreign policy, etc The commit:ees of investigation and the
working units will be in close mutual contact, exchanging their ideas
and experiences, and thus stimulating each other.

9. But the activities of the members of the SP-SDF must not be
restricted to imaginative thinking and planning. Beyond this, immediate
and concrete action is necessary. It is important that each member dem-
onstrates the socialist way of life in his or her place of work, wherever
it may be: in factories, offices, schools, laboratories, huspil:_ﬂs, etc. Each
member must demonstrate the socialist way ol approaching problems

by his own way of dealing with them and by stimulating others. It is
especially important that the members of the SP-SDF who are umion
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members work actively for greater member activity and participation in
the life of the trade unions. Inside and outside the trade unions, the
members of the SP-SDF will support all tendencies for decentralization,
active grass-roots participation, and fight all forms of bureaucratism.

4. The SP-5DF wants to attract men and women who are genuinely
concerned with the problem of the humanization of society and who,
out of this concern, work for it and are willing to make the sacrifice
in time and money which this work requires.

h.) Although the SP-SDF has its center in the fundamental goals
of its programs, it will participate actively in the furtherance of all
immediate political aims which are of importance for the progressive
development of our society. It will cooperate with all political group-
ings and individuals that sincerely strive for the same aims. Among
these aims are, in particular:

(I) A sane foreign policy, based on a realistic appreciation of
the given facts of political life—a policy which seeks for reasonable com-
promise and realizes that war can be averted only if the two power
blocs accept their present economic and political positions and renounce
every attempt to change them by force.

(2) Fight against the idea that our security can be gained by
armaments. The only way to avoid total destruction lies in total dis-
armament, This implies that disarmament negotiations must not be
used to prevent real disarmament, but that we must be willing to
take risks in the attempt to achieve it

(%) A program of economic aid to underdeveloped countries on
an immensely larger scale than our present one, and at the cost of con-
siderable sacrifice on the part of our citizens for the accomplishment of
such a program. We advocate a policy which does not serve the inter-
ests of American capital investments in foreign countries and does not

involve United States foreign policy in indirect interference with the
independence of small nations.

(1) Strengthening of the United Nations and of all efforts to use
its assistance in the solving of international disputes and in large-scale
foreign aid.

(5) Support of all measures to raise the standard of living of that
part of our population which is still living below the material standard
of the majority. This applies to poverty caused by economic as well as
by regional and racial factors.
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(6) Support of all efforts for decentralization and Brass-roots ac-
tivities. This implies support of all attempts to curb irresponsible power
in corporative, governmental and union bureaucracy,

(7) Support of all measures for social security which lead to im-
mediate relief in distress situations caused by unemployment, sickness
and old age. Support of all measures in the direction of socialized medi-
cine, with the understanding that the free choice of doctors and a high
level of medical services must be upheld.

(8) Economic measures which lead to the full use of our agricultur-
al productive capacity and our surplus—nationally and internationally.

(9) Support of measures to set up an economic commission con-
sisting ol representatives of industry, commerce, trade unions, econ-
omists and consumer representatives. This commission should be charged
with understaking a regular examination of the needs of our economy,
and developing overall plans for changes in the interest of the nation
as a whole. Its most immediate task would be to discuss and propose
plans for the change from armaments to peace production. The reports
of this commission—including minority reports—should be published
and distributed widely. Similar commissions should be convoked in the
field ol foreign policy, culture and education; the members of these
commissions should represent wide sectors of the population, and con-
sist ol nmien whose knowledge and integritv are generally recognized,

(1)  Vast governmental expenditures [or housing, road building
and hospital construction, and for cultural activities (music, theater,
tlance, art).

(11) Given the wealth of the United States, we can begin to ex-
periment socially. State-owned enterprises must be organized in which
various forms of workers' participation in management are uied out

(12) In industries of basic social importance, the government must
organize vardstick enterprises, which compete with private industry and
in this way force it to raise its standards. This must be done hrst of all
in the held of radio, television and movies, and in other felds il desirable.

(18) Efforts must be made to begin with a program of workers’
participation in the management of the big corporations. Twenty-five
per cent of the votes on the decision-making boards should be given tao
workers and employees, freely elected in each enterprise.

(14) The influence of the unions must be strengthened, nn[_m]l}-‘
with regard to the problems of wages, but also with regard to their in-
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Auence on problems of working conditions, elc. Simultaneously a proc-
ess of democratization within the unions must be [urthered with all
Energy.

(15) All attempts must be supported which aim at the restriction
of hypnoid suggestion in commercial and political propaganda.

We are aware that the above-mentioned program relers mainly to
industrialized countries like those of North America and Europe. For
all other countries the program must vary acccording to their specific
conditions. However, the general principles underlying this program,
that of production for social use, the strengthening of an effective dem-
ocratic process, industrially as well as politically, are valid for all coun-
Lres.
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WE APPEAL TO EVERY citizen to [eel his responsibility for his
life, that of his children, and that of the whole human fam-
ily. Man is on the verge of the most crucial choice he has ever
made: whether to use his skill and brain to create a world which can
be, even if not a paradise, yet a place for the fullest realization of man’s
potentialities, a world of joy and creativity, or a world which will de-
stroy itself either with atomic bombs, or through boredom and e pLness.
Indeed, socialism differs from other party programs in that it has
a vision, an ideal for a better, more human society than the present
one. Socialism does mot want only to improve this or that defect of
capitalism; it wants 1o accomplish something which does not yet exist;
it aims at a goal which transcends the given empirical social reality,
yet which is based on a real potentiality. Socialists have a vision and
say: This 1s what we want; this is what we strive for; it is not the ab-
solute and the final form ol life, but it is a much better, more human
form of lile. It is the realization ol the ideals ol humanism which have
inspired the greatest achievements of Western and Eastern culture.
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Many will say that people do not want ideals, that they do not wam
to go beyond the frame of reference in which they live. We socialists
say that this is not true. On the contrary, people have a deep longing
lor something they can work for, and have taith in. Man's whole vitality
depends on the [act that he transcends the routne part of his existence,
that he strives lor the fulhllment ol a vision which is not impossible 1o
realize—even though it has not yet been achieved. If he has no chance
to strive for a rational, humanistic vision, he will eventually, worn out
and depressed by the boredom of his life, fall prey to the irrational
satanic visions of dictators and demagogues. It is exactly the weakness
of contemporary society that it offers no ideals, that it demands no
laith, that it has no vision—except that of more of the same. We social-
ists are not ashamed to confess that we have a deep faith in man and
in a vision of a new, human form of society. We appeal to the faith, hope
and imagination of our fellow citizens to join us in this vision, and in
the attempt to realize it. Socialism is not only a socio-economic and po-
litical program; it is a human program: the realization of the ideals
of humanism under the conditions of an industrial society.

Socialism must be radical. To be radical is to go to the roots; and
the root is Man. Today, Things are in the saddle and ride man. So-
cialissn wants to put man, the total, creative, real man, back into the
saddle.
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Commentary

A Debate on
THE QUESTION OF CIVIL DEFENSE

HERMAN KAHN
ERICH FROMM & MICHAEL MACCOBY

In the hope of contributing to a clarification of the whole question of civil
defense by bringing into focus the precise points of disagreement between
the two main contending positions, we invited HErMaAN KAun (perhaps
the leading advocate of a more intensified civd defense effort) and Ericu
FromM (who has become one of America’s most influential spokesmen for
disarmament and whose collaborator in the present debate, MICHAEL
Maccoey, has been a prominent participant in the peace movement) to
argue their respective cases for the readers of CoMMENTARY. T he two articles
that follow were written independently, though the authors of course had
access to each other’s previously published statements.

Herman Kaun’s On Thermonuclear War has, since tis appearance in
1960, earned itself a secure place among the most controversial books of
our time. Fnrmeﬂ}r on the s!aﬂ rzlljr the RAND Gﬂrﬁﬂmliﬂn, Mr. Kahn s
now director of the Hudson Institute (@ non-profit research organization
concerned with problems of national security and international order). His
new book, Thinking About the Unthinkable, is scheduled for publication
in the spring by Horizon Press. Ericu FromwM, the distinguished psycho-
analyst and social critic, has recently been devoting much of his time to the
study of the current international crisis (which forms the subject of his latest
book, May Man Prevail?). Micuaarr Maccosy holds ¢ Ph.D. in social psy-
chology from Harvard and has taught both at Harvard and Chicago.

Herman Kahn: Nuclear war may be

unthinkable, but it is
not impossible. Obviously first prionty
ought to be given—and is being given—
to the objective of deterring or otherwise
avoiding a nuclear war. But because war
1s not impossible, we also have an obliga-
tion to allocate at least a modest propor-
tion of our intellectual and material re-
sources to the objective of alleviating the
potential results of a nuclear conflict, in
the event that one should eccur. The fact
that this is only a second-priority objective
does not mean—as some people seem to
think—that it 1s ummportant or that we
have any cause to neglect it.

Of the many measures that the United
States has been taking to reduce the harm
that we mught suffer in consequence of a
nuclear war—measures intended not only
to save lives and property, but also to fa-
cilitate recuperation—civil defense was
until very recently underemphasized al-
most to the point of negligence. A much
greater degree of attention has been paid
to improving our active defense (anti-
missile and anti-aircraft systems], to
strengthening our strategic forces, and to
developing a more adequate system of
Command and Contrel (including prepa-
rations to limit or terminate a war). To be
sure, these measures also contribute to the
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double aim of saving lives and property
and facilitating recovery, but they need to
be complemented by an intelligent shelter
program and a careful serics of plans d_‘:'
signed to cope with the medical, economic,
social, and political problems that might
arise in a postwar world. Indeed, if one
evaluates our over-all military posture by
its ability to protect people and property
in the event of a nuclear war, it becomes
clear that civil defense now deserves in-
creased emphasis relative to the other
things we have been doing.

In considering civil defense against nu-
clear weapons, we enter a field which
is, in a critical sense, new: there is no
adequate experience; no one has fought
and survived more than a compara-
tively small and one-sided nuclear war.
If, therefore, we wish to understand what
the existence of these weapons of un-
precedented destructiveness may mean for
us, we have no choice but to rely on theo-
retical analysis and extrapolation, while
trying to relate our theories as closely as
possible to the known facts and lessons of
the real past. So self-evident is this state-
ment that it would hardly be worth mak-
ing, except for the fact that a great many
people regard nuclear war as “unthink-
able” and refuse to think about it at all.

This refusal to “think about the un-
thinkable” takes a variety of forms, among
them a primitive escapism (pretending
that the terrible danger we are living un-
der simply does not exist |, the construc-
tion of a crude murror-image (“I don’t
want to hurt anyone—why should anyane
e hurt me?”), and even a deliberate
overestimation of the horror of war that
acts to justify a feeling of hopelessness and
apathy. I must admit, a bit reluctantly, to
believing that even many of the “realistic”
and sophisticated objections to civil de-
fense that have been made by its oppo-
nents stem from roughly the same escapist
motives. Nevertheless these objections
have been put forward with great force
and intensity; they deserve to be con.
fronted and analyzed as arguments, what-

ever the motives of the objectors may or
may not be. On what, then, do the oppo-
nents of civil defense base their case?

According to one prominent school of
thought, there can be no effective defense
against a thermonuclear attack, and there-
fore a program of shelter-building and
ather preparations for survival involves a
waste of money and energy that might
better be spent on “waging the peace,” or,
alternately, on improving our deterrent
and our capability for waging limited war,
A second school of thought opposes civil
defense for exactly the opposite reason,
arguing that our preparations for survival
might become so effective that the Soviet
Union would regard them as “provoca-
tive”; they would thus lead to an accelera-
tion of the arms race or even to a Soviet
attack. Nor do some opponents of civil
defense rule out the possibility that we
ourselves might launch a surprise attack
if we were sure that we had effective pro-
tection against retaliation.

Though it would seem logically impos-
sible to combine the view that civil defense
15 ineffective with the idea that it is too
effective, some of its opponents reconcile
the two positions by assuming the worst:
either we or the Soviets will launch an at-
tack out of the belief that civil defense
makes a difference, and it will then turn
out that the belief was unfounded.

Still another school of thought (mostly,
but not completely, composed of certain
conservative groups and some military of-
ficers) rejects civil defense because it is a
form of Maginot-mindedness—that is, be-
cause it is defensive rather than offensive:
“Brave men do not hide in holes.” Until
recently these groups made up the most
effective opposition to shelter programs.
While, by and large, they have backed
down somewhat (probably as a result of
the Berlin crisis and through a sort of
“right-wing” reaction to the extremism of
the “left-wing” criticism of civil defense),
they still probably constitute the most im-
portant political and bureaucratic opposi-
tion to increases in civil defense.



EFORE THE main arguments outlined
B above are analyzed, one important
pownt should be made clear: that civil de-
fense is indeed likely to be ineffective in
contributing to three major objectives.
First of all, it cannot reliably hold casual-
ties and property damage to ‘‘classical
levels”; in fact, it is almost prohibitively
difficult to give any great degree of protec-
tion to concentrated populations in target
areas from a surprise attack directed at
them. Second, civil defense cannot, by and
large, contmibute directly to the conduct
of military operations, and third, it can-
not contribute very much to deterring a
Soviet attack.

If we go back to the First and Second
World Wars, we find that avil defense
functioned as an integral part of the war
effort; the ability to mobilize men and ma-
terials after the war started was crucial to
victory. Civilians, therefore, represented
a second line of defense. They supplied
men, materials, and morale to the fighting
forces. A thermonuclear war, however,
changes the situation entirely. Almost (but
not all) strategists today believe that it is
impossible—even by heroic achievements
mn civil defense—to mobilize the civilian
socicty to contribute to a significant mili-
tary effort after a thermonuclear war has
started, if the enemy tries to prevent it.
For one thing, a thermonuclear war is un-
Likely to last longer than thirty days, and
it may even last as little as thirty minutes
—hardly enough time for the operation of
a “‘post-attack mobilization base.” Thus,
the fact that we can give some protection
to a factory worker or a machine tool or a
mine or even a city would not, on the
whole, make the Soviets fear the United
States any more than if we could provide
no protection at all.

For this reason, cities (with a few pos-
sible exceptions) cannot be considered
high-priority military targets in a thermo-
nuclear war, as they were in World War
II. On the contrary, there is good reason
to believe that any first strike would be
aimed at the capacity to retaliate, and that
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cities would not only be secondary targets,
but might well be deliberately spared.* If
we were ever to bomb Russian cities, we
would be bombing them because we
wanted to punish the Soviets; we would
be bombing them for reasons of malevo-
lence or reprisal and not because they were
military targets. (The Soviet planners, in
my opinion, would to some extent agree
with this judgment from their side; or if
not, it 1s likely that they will soon come to
accept a similar conception. )

But the case for civil defense need not
rest either on the degree to which it can
contribute to the war effort or on its ca-
pacity to strengthen our ability to deter a
Soviet attack. It i1s not the purpose of civil-
ians to protect the military. People are
ends, not means. Therefore the main ques-
tion is: Can civil defense be used to give
a worthwhile degree of protection to lives
and property and to facilitate recuperation
after a war is over? The answer to this

question, under many plausible circum-
stances, is undoubtedly Yes. Taking ade-

* I have discussed the different kinds of ther-
monuclear war at length in my book On Thermo-
nuclear War and In my testimony {August 6,
1961 ) before the Holifield Committee. One of the
most important distinctions depends on the target
system the enemy chooses for his first strike, These
can be characterized very roughly as:

1. Countervalue (attacks against people and
property | ;

2. Countervalue + counterforce (attacks against
people and property and also against retaliatory
forces; i.e., bombers and missiles) ;

3. Straight counterforce (SAC, ICBM's, Po-
larises, etc., are the only objective) :

4, Counterforce + “"bonus” (people and prop-
erty are included as secondary targets whenever
they can be hit without distracting from the prn-
mary military objectives) ;

5. Counterforce + avoidance (people and prop-
erty are carefully avoided where possible and only
military objectives are aimed at).

Only numbers 3 and 5 seem to be rational for
the attacker (who would then try to use the cities
as hostnges either to intimidate or to try to force
his opponent to negotiate), but any of these at-
tacks could occur. Even the simplest civil defense
programs would be extremely effective in the last
three cases (keeping casualties in the 1-25 million
range instead of the 10-100 million ). Quite elabo-
rate programs, however, might fail to protect
much more than half the population in the first
Two Casts.
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quate measures Now could save the liv_c.s
of forty million men, women, and chil-
dren and reduce enormously the medical
and genetic after-effects of a war. To be
sure, in most situations forty million of the
survivors’ fellow citizens would not have
been saved, but this is no reason for m:r::;l-
lessly condemning an additional forty mil-
lion people to death or neglecting those
measures which could certainly diminish
the other harmful effects of a war. In an
even grimmer situation, civil defense could
save the lives of as many as a hundred mil-
lion people, and under some not improba-
ble conditions civil defense could keep
casualties down to one or two million. It
could also mean that the nation would re-
cuperate in five years instead of twenty,
or in twenty rather than a hundred. In this
sense, civil defense can be considered at
least partially effective against most forms
of nuclear attack that we can now antici-
pate, and extremely effective in certain
special cases that could very well arise if
our programs for avoiding war should fail
in their purpose. And since there is always
a chance that these programs may fail, we
have an imescapably compelling reason—
which s at once moral and political —at
least to ﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂt, and VEry Ilkg',[}r o ta_];t}
the steps that would reduce death, suffer-
ing, and destruction as much as possible.

ON WHAT GROUNDS do those critics of
civil defense who call it ineffective
base their judgment? One argument often
advanced is that civil defense is ineffective
because the long-range physical conse-
quences of a thermonuclear war would
make life impossible for the survivors, as-
suming that there were any. Now, it is
true that—according to the best scien-
tific estimates—the postwar environment
would be more hostile to human life for
some ten thousand years. However, ob-
jr_:ctlw: studies also indicate that this en-
vironment would not be so hostile as to
preclude, at least in the long run, decent

and useful lives for the survivors and their
descendants, *

People in the postwar world would for
a time have to get by on a standard of liv-
ing far below the one we consider neces-
sary in the United States today. We must
remember, however, that our standard to-
day is far higher than the mere preserva-
tion of life would require.! Even more to
the point, the present standard of public
health in America could be dropped with-
out catastrophic consequences. For ex-
ample, though much of the food supply in
the postwar world would be contaminated
by Strontium 90, much of it could still be
used without necessarily causing death or
even serious illness—and even more of it
could be used if preparations were made
In advance to combat contamination.

Under such conditions, the average in-
dividual would run somewhat greater
risks of various types of disease and greater
risks of having genetically deformed chil-
dren, but statistically these rsks would
not be so much larger than those normally
run today. Thus—to take the case that
most horrifies people when confronted by
the idea of a thermonuclear war—the per-
centage of children born with serious ge-
netic defects might go up, after a war big
cnough to have exposed the survivors to

* Indeed what evidence there is suggests that
relatively normal and happy lives would not be
impossible even under the relatively harsh condi-
tions that might prevail after a nuclear war, and
in spite of the personal and social traumas that
would have been experienced. This assertion
seems to arouse the utmost hostility in many
people, vet it is as well documented a conclusion
as many that we have in this uncertain field, and
substantially better documented than the opposite
view. (See for example Air War and Emotional
Stress by 1. L. Janis, or the series of studies on
disasters and their aftereffects by the Disaster Re-
search Group of the National Academy of Sci-
ences—National Research Council.) It should be
clear that to say that suffering would be great but
not unlimited, or even to say that one would re-
cover in some sense, iz neither to advocate such
suffering nor to view suffering callously.

t Studies that have been done (mainly by
RAND, the Stanford Research Institute, and
OCDM) indicate that after the frst ycar or so,
assuming there is a successful reorganization, the
standard of living (including life expectancy and
probability of a normal birth) would be higher
than the standards prevalent in the 1.5, between
1900 and 1930.



an average dose of 250 roentgens,* from
the present level of about 4 to an esti-
mated 5 per cent. It can, of course, be zaid
that this is an intolerably large increase;
evenl one more deformed infant is too
many. One can hardly disagree with that
propasition. Yet the fact remains that life
would still go on. People, after all, have
lived under far worse conditions than we
are accustomed to in this country today,
not only throughout most of human his-
tory, but even in vast areas of the contem-
porary world. To argue that an effort to
save people’s Lives is useless because life
would not be worth living in the postwar
world is tantamount to saying that people
should not be saved because they would
have to endure a lower standard of living
and a lower standard of health. It is hard
to think of any other equally prepostercus
proposition that serious men are still will-
ing to back.

It is curious, moreover, that those who
are most pessimistic in their estimate of the
consequences of a nuclear war are gener-
ally to be found among the opponents of
civil defense. If one believes that a thermo-
nuclear war would be so horrible as to
make life for the survivors more difficult
than it has ever been in the whole of hu-
man history, then it would seem that one
is all the more obligated to take measures
that might ease the lot of the survivors
rather than abandoning them to their fate.

IVIL DEFENSE, THEN, is not rendered
ineffective by the long-range physical
consequences of a thermonuclear war. Nor
is it likely to be rendered ineffective by the
psychological consequences that some ob-
servers have claimed would follow from
the traumas of such a war. One must
recognize that for most people deep grief is
alleviated by time, that people do recover
in large part from tragedies, that life does
go on. In fact, the detailed map exercises
that have been made by students of nu-
clear war lead to the conclusion that most
survivors would not go through as horrible
a set of personal experiences as many Rus-
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sians, Germans, Poles, Yugoslavs, Japa-
nese, and others did in World War IL
These people have been left with deep
emotional scars, yet few of them now feel
they would be better off dead; most are
leading “normal and happy” lives.

None of this is to imply that we do not
have good sound technical reasons for
worrying about the effectiveness of civil
defense. Any man today who says that we,
as a nation, can survive a thermonuclear
war is saying something very complicated.
He is saying that we can handle all of the
problems—military, social, political, eco-
nomic, and medical—that would anse
from a thermonuclear war; not merely
some, but all. Furthermore, he is assuming
that a civil defense program would be
functioning on the day the war started and
that it would not have been rendered ob-
solete between the time it was designed
and the time it was completed. As I have
pointed out above, many different kinds
of thermonuclear war might conceivably
occur. The worst kind—a surprise attack
out of the blue directed against popula-
tion—presents a virtually impossible prob-
lem of defense for those in target areas.
But our weakness in the worst case (the
very case on which opponents of awvil de-
fense like to dwell) does not settle the
i1ssue. For one thing, a surprise attack out
of the blue directed against population is
the least likely of all the possibilities. For
another thing, programs which are de-
signed to meet less ferocious and more
likely wars (e.g., a “straight counterforce”
attack which ignores cities and aims only
or mainly at strategic capability) can stll
accomplish something; even in the worst
case there s stll a difference, after all, be-
tween 180 million dead and 90 million
dead. One should not lightly condemn 90
million people to an unnecessary death by
an undemonstrable supposition that noth-
ing can be done to save them.

* This is a reasonable estimate of what might
happen, given modest precautions against fallout,
in the most likely kinds of war that could occur
in the early 60'.
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As for the problem of obsolescence,
civil defense, like any other military sys-
tem, must be improved and adapted over
time. Actually, obsolescence is less serious
a problem for civil defense than for many
other military systems because even a civil
defense system which has been outstripped
by technological developments may nev-
ertheless provide a large degree of protec-
tion (depending again on the kind of at-
tack that is made ).

Unhappily, it may soon be technologi-
cally possible to build (probably in less
than ten years and at a cost of something
in the neighborhood of $10 billion) what
I have elsewhere called “doomsday ma-
chines’’—that is, devices which could ac-
tually destroy all unprotected people, or
perhaps eventually all people, for only the
most elaborate measures could have any
hope of protecting against such devices.
However, so far as we know, doomsday
machines are not now being built by either
side, and there are good reasons for be-
lieving that they will not be built in the
near future. This is not to say that they
will never be built; I am not alone in
thinking that there is a serious danger of
one or more such weapons being built, in
a matter of decades, if we do not first ar-
nive at an adequate system of arms con-
n*clal. Of course, the weapons that already
exist give us reason enough to want arms
control, while the possibility of doomsday
machines gives us no reason whatever to
neglect cvil defense against the far less
destructive weapons that are now or soon
will become part of the nuclear arsenal,

and those which may be developed in the
near future. *

APM-:T FROM getting a program Inaugu-
rated early enough so that if a war
should break out we can rely on having a
shelter capability in being on the day it
starts, there are other problems to be con-
sidered in estimating the effectiveness of
civil defense and the possibility of the na-
tion’s recovering from a thermonuclear
war. Would the social organism fall apart

completely—that is, die in some sense—as
a result of the tremendous shock it would
receive from a large thermonuclear war?
Obviously we cannot know for sure. In
order to argue that society would reorgan-
ize itself after an attack, one must have
faith in the ability of people to improvise,
to meet emergencies with some intelligence
and energy. Faith of this kind is not un-
reasonable. Insofar as there are historical
examples to study (and some of them are
close to thermonuclear wars in intensity,
e.g., the devastation of Germany and the
Soviet Union in World War II)—they
provide evidence that people can and do
nse to the occasion.

Undoubtedly we are moving here amid
vast uncertainties. Many of our supposi-
tions may prove wrong. Given these un-
certainties, the advocates of civil defense
should not claim too much, and neither
should its opponents. It does seem, how-
ever, that if there is a reasonable possi-
bility for the survival of society after a
nuclear war, a moral obligation is imposed
upon us to prepare facilities in advance
that would help people to meet the emer-
gencies they would have to face and that
would improve their capability for im-
provising and organizing. That _there is
such a possibility is indicated by whatever
serious studies have been made; these
studies are only partial and they are cer-
tainly not infallible, but they do give us
enough ground for supposing that the sur-
vivors of a nuclear war would not meet
any objectively insuperable obstacles—es-
pecially if they were supported by proper
preparations.

* Actually, because of the desire on both sides
to procure weapon systems that are relatively in-
vulnerable, the current technological trend is
toward less destructive systems. For example, a
Polaris submarine carries sixteen missiles with a
total vield in the five to twenty megaton region.
A B-32 squadron (fifteen planes)—which under
current conditions may be a less reliable deterrent
—might be capable of carrying ten to fifty times
as much yield. The Minuteman missile which re-
places the Atlas-Titan missiles is also likely to
carry much less yield per missile than its prede-
cessor,

-



What do such preparations consist of?
Among the most important are those de-
signed to cope with immediate survival
needs and to maintain or restore economic
momentum. Plans must be made so that
enough food, water, shelter, and clothing
will be available immediately after an at-
tack. That means having sufficient stocks
on hand to last until production can begin
again, and preparing schemes and facili-
ties for distributing these stocks under the
many different possible circumstances that
could arise. One reason for optimism con-
cerming [J.5. recovery is that, as certain
analyses indicate, enormous stocks of the
highest priority items would be left after
the kinds of nuclear attacks which might
be launched against this country if a war
should break out at some point in the early
1960’s. For example, according to the best
estimates, we would not face starvation
even if we were unable to get agriculture
going again for a year or two.* To take
another example, studies also provide evi-
dence that the national transportation sys-
tem would continue to work adequately,t
and that thercfore the preparations now
being made to distribute food before an
attack are not strictly necessary. But since,
as I have repeatedly tried to emphasize,
these studies are not infallible, it is wise to
take out as much insurance as possible
against the errors they may contain.

The question of political recovery is
more difficult to answer. We live today in
a very stable country. It is one of the few
countries in the world in which the gov-
ernment does not worry about revolution
and subversion as major problems. How-
ever, these problems might well exist in
the postwar world. Even if we won the
war, it is conceivable that we might no
longer live in a democracy. But again, if
adequate preparations were made, our
democratic institutions could probably
survive most kinds of thermonuclear war.
For some very small wars this is almost
certainly true; for others, it is a judgment
based on the belief that while the lives and
thoughts of all the survivors would be af-
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fected by the war, their character struc-
ture and value system would probably not
be changed in any startling fashion.

On this point it has sometimes been ar-
gued that the only survivors of a thermo-
nuclear war would be “backwoods reac-
tionaries” who could not be expected to
support the rebuilding of democratic in-
stitutions. But the argument is faulty,
since it not only exaggerates the difference
between urban and rural America but also
fails to recognize that many or even most
of our cities would survive the likeliest
forms of nuclear war that we can antici-
pate. Yet even if it were true that the
cities would all be wiped out, it would
still be an indefensible moral position that
implied—as this one does—that people
who live in the country are less worth
saving than those who live in cities.

HIS IS BY NO MEANS as complete a

picture as can be drawn, and al-
though the studies that have been made
contain many gaps, there is good reason
to conclude that civil defense is not com-
pletely—or even largely—ineffective. Pre-
cisely how effective civil defense can be
depends on the kind of war that occurs
and the kind of programs that are insti-
tuted. The recommendation by the Ken-
nedy administration that we spend $207
million in 1962 for the identification,
counting, and equipping of existing shelter
space, for the improvement of air-raid
warning and fallout detection systems, and
for research and development, is both
realistic and desirable as a first step. (In
fact such a step was recommended in the
RAND 1957 civil defense study.) But it is
only a first step.

* See “Report on a Study of Non-Military De-
fense” (RAND Report R-322-RC) and “Post-
Attack Farmn Problems" (Stanford Research Insti-
tute, Part I, December 1960; Part 11, October
1961).

t “A System Analysis of the Effects of Nuclear
Attack on Railroad Transportation in the Conti-
nental United States” (Stanford Research Insti-
tute, April 1960) and “Effects of Nuclear Attack
on Rail Activity Centers” (Stanford Research
Institute, July 19561).
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A reasonable program might involve a
gradual build-up from about §! billion
annually to somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of under $5 billion annually. An ex-
penditure of that order would buy a valu-
able degree of protection against most
forms of nuclear attack that might occur.
The money would be used for the con-
struction of various types of shelter, re-
search and experimentation, educating
civil defense cadres, and preparning plans
and faalities for post-attack recuperation.
But if an ambitious civil defense program
should be implemented, it would be im-
portant to keep it small enough and to
carry it out in a way such that it would be
unlikely, by itself, to provoke an acceler-
ated arms race.

HIS BRINGS US to the second set of
arguments often used by opponents

of civil defense: not that civil defense is
incffective but that it is potentially too ef-
fective. The argument is this: If civilians
arc considered a target, then an attempt
to protect them could touch off a greater
cffort by the Soviets to acquire the neces-
sary power to destroy them even in their
protected state. If we build an adequate
shelter system, they may then go to heroic
efiorts to build larper missiles and a
greater number of them. Or equally im-
portant, if the Soviets fear that our civil
defense preparations increase the chances
of our striking them in a crisis or in an
emergency, they may then have to keep
their forces more alert. This could, in turn,
make them more accident-prone or trig-
ger-happy. We would then be faced with
what is known as a situation of “false pre-
emption” or “anticipatory retaliation.”
That is, they may strike us because they
think that we are going to strike them,
Now, I agree that some of these prob-
lems might be raised by a large crash
civil-defense program—say, one that was
initiated at substantially more than $5 bil-
lion annually. But I do not believe that
the kind of program recommended by the
present administration—or even a pro-

gram as large as the one advocated here—
would greatly affect the arms race* In
order to understand why, we have to con-
sider the psychological aspect of a conflict
such as the one we are involved in with
the Soviet Union.

There is a widespread feeling that civil
defense is a sign of war hysteria and mili-
tarism or an admission that war is inevi-
table, and that it will therefore bring
about the very thing we fear: if we build
shelters, we will have to use them. In other
words, civil defense is an example of
the mechanism known as “self-fulfilling
prophecy.” In the present context, this
term—whose original application was
somewhat different from the use that is
made of it by opponents of civil defensef

* It is very difficult to see how any “ag-
gressive’ implications can plausibly be read into
the current program. Far from comtributing o
deterrence, a program of concentrating much of
our population in fallout shelters that are vulner-
able to blast and thermal effects, makes people
ideal hostages for an enemy who deliberately
spares them on his first strike. However, very few
people who have considered these issues would
take the position that the probability of war in
the absence of this program is so low that the
hypothetical decrease in deterrence is enough to
cutweigh the savings in life and property in the
event of a war,

But there is a more legitimate objection to the
$207 million program currently being carried out.
Even though it emphasizes using existing struce
tures as community shelters, there is still a heavy
reliance on individual and local community ef-
forts. This leads to all kinds of exhortatory and
sometimes inflammatory speeches or exaggerated
claims by civil defense enthusiasts, and raises the
“Shoot Thy Neighbor” and other divisive prob-
lems. A great country ought not to proceed per-
manently in such a fashion with the business of
defending its citizens against the potential hazards
of nuclear war.

t The phrase, I believe, was first given wide
currency by Dr. Robert K. Merton in an article
published in 1948. Merton's concern was with
how the treatment of ethnic out-groups by ethnic
in-groups sometimes acts to bring about the very
characteristics condemned in the original stereo-
types. He tried to outline the different conditions
under which prejudiced prophecies might be de-
feated rather than fulfilled, and to emphasize that
“deliberate institutional controls” could prevent
such fears from being translated into reality. Cer-
tainly the expectation of hostility from other na-
tions that underlies national defense can have
both a self-fulfilling (arms race) and a self-defeat-



—is invoked to refer to situations in which
one side acts in a hostile manner because
it suspects the other side of hostility; the
other side, observing this behavior, re-
sponds by acting hostile itself, thus con-
firming the original estimate made by the
first side, which then acts even more haos-
tile and suspicious than before, and so on,
until the spiral reaches a very high level
of mutual distrust and belligerence.

I think there is no doubt that this proc-
ess actually does operate both in personal
and in international relations. But I also
think that when the question is one of
civil defense rather than of strategic force
(which is a different matter), many of the
people who appeal to the “self-fulfilling
prophecy” are usually being less rational
than superstitious: “thinking makes it so.”
They object to civil defense in much the
same way that some women will object
to an examination for cancer or some men
will object to buying life insurance. Yet
it is not the examination which brings on
the malignancy or the preparation for
family security which causes death. On
the contrary, it is an indisputable principle
of everyday experience that appropriate
precautions taken as a result of realistic
fears ordinarily help to prevent such fears
from being realized. Of course, the opera-
tive words here are “appropriate” and
“realistic,” and it is on determiming what
constitutes an appropriate precaution and
a realistic fear that we ought to concen-
trate our minds. Prophecies are not ful-
filled magically, but only through commu-
nications and reactions that can be identi-
fied when they occur. And we may be will-
ing to accept some small costs on the debit
side of the ledger if the over-all balance is
improved.

ing (deterrent) aspect. Which aspect becomes
more important depends entircly on our goals
(unilateral disarmament, deterrence unless and
until better arrangements can be worked out,
bargaining from a position of strength, etc.), on
the specific situation, and not least on the type
(first-strike capability, sccond-strike capability,
active, civil, ete,) and gquantity of defense which
is under consideration. How much is often as im-
portant as what kind.
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In short, the problem in launching a
civil defense effort is similar to the prob-
lem that exists in all our military pro-
grams: to find the line above which we
cannot go without provoking the Soviets
into greatly accelerated efforts. To those
of us who are not ready to accept any large
degree of immediate unilateral disarma-
ment, this quantitative question is crucial,
since even maintaining our current estab-
lishment at its present level involves us in
the danger of getting caught in a spiralling
arms race. It is true that both sides—re-
strained by economic and social limita-
tions and the knowledge that unreason-
able efforts are likely to touch off similar
responses on the part of the antagonist—
are running neither as fast nor as hard as
they could. Consequently, it is of the ut-
maost (though still not overnding) impor-
tance to do nothing that could be inter-
preted as an excessive loosening of seli-
resiraant.

So far as the over-all strategic bal-
ance is concerned, I believe that if we
desired we could in the short- and me-
dium-run obtain a meamngful and large
increase in our ‘‘current superionity”’ Over
the Sowviets (given their technological and
economic limitations). However, it is un-
likely that this could be done without
making the arms race much more dan-
gerous than it already is. Therefore, unless
the Soviets force international relations to
deteriorate drastically, we should be care-
ful to avoid pursuing an undue degree of
increase in the superiority of our over-all
strategic force. So far as civil defense is
concerned, I would—as 1 have already
indicated—be opposed to current pro-
grams at the level of $5 or $10 billion a
year, despite the fact that in my opinion
such larger programs could be justified by
an analysis based only on narrow military
and economic considerations. The civil de-
fense line probably should be drawn some-
where below $5 billion annually, and the
U.S. should build up to that figure only
gradually, so as not to involve itself in too
abrupt a change of policy.
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HE THIRD ARGUMENT generally ad-

vanced by opponents of civil defense
is that an American civil defense effort
might lead to a preventive war by the
Soviet Union (because such a program
would convince the Soviets of our aggres-
sive intentions ). Alternately, it is asserted
that a civil defense program might induce
a preventive war by the United States (be-
cause by attacking at a propitious mo-
ment, we could hold casualties to a few
million). Both these arguments seem al-
most completely incredible. They rest on
the notion that unless one can guarantee
total annihilation, the other side will not
be deterred; that is to say, unless we can
promise the Sowviets that every single
American will be killed in their reprisal,
they will worry about a surprise attack
against them out of the blue. Yet neither
side has shown so great a desire to strike
the other as this notion implies. In my
opinion, if there were perfect protection
for every citizen of both countries, and an
mvulnerable post-attack recuperation ca-
pability to boot, deterrence would still op-
erate under most circumstances; after all,
the empty cities—which have such im-
mense historical and cultural significance
—would still be hostages. In addition
there would be uncertainties in the analy-
sis: who would trust a hypothetical analy-
sis enough to make him press a button in
cold blood? But in the more practical case
we can ignore these subtleties; no country
is going to go to war lightly simply because
by doing so it could reduce fatalities from
60 million in a possible future war to, say,
20 million. Twenty million is a very im-
pressive number of people to sacrifice to
an estimate of the future course of inter-
national politics.

There are, however, circumstances in
which certain kinds of civil defense pro-
grams might tend to convert an especially
tense crisis into a war. Harsh choices can
arise. We may have to decide between the
risk of immediate war and appeasement
or surrender, with whatever that entails
in terms of future risks. In such a situation

some kinds of civil defense, in particular
evacuation programs, could affect one
side’s decision or the other’s, and thus
woulld increase the risk of immediate war,
But we must recognize both that the risk
may have to be taken and that having a
credible ability to accept that risk may
deter the Soviets from deliberately creat-
g the very situation in which it would
anse. I would, in fact, conjecture that an
appropriate civil defense program might
even contribute to a relatively large re-
duction in the probability of war—by re-
ducing the frequency and intensity of
Soviet-inspired crises.

Still another argument that has been
made against civil defense is that although
it is ineffective, it can fool our leaders and
make them more reckless, or it can fool
the people who will then become more
reckless themselves or allow the govern-
ment to be. Since I have already set forth
my reasons for believing in the effective-
ness of civil defense, and since I have al-
ready indicated my objections to the no-
tion that a danger of recklessness is in-
volved, there is no need to discuss this
argument further. However, it may be
worth speculating on why people hold to
such positions. The reasons, I think, range
from a simple visceral desire to dismiss the
whole subject of nuclear war; to a fanatic
desire to concentrate all our energies—
matenial and intellectual—on a single
“approved” approach (whether this be
deterrence, accommodation, or unilateral
disarmament) with no insurance for con-
tingencies; to an even more fanatic desire
to construct an oversimplified “everybody
red or everybody dead” argument.

In short, the critics of civil defense do
not want to think about the possibility of
a nuclear war actually being fought. They
prefer wishing it away, ignoring it, deny-
Ing its existence as a problem worthy of
the most serious thought and considera-
tion. Even professional strategists some-
umes do not want to concern themselves
with the details of the balance of terror—
the obvious possibilities for miscalculation,



unauthorized behavior, accident, or even
war by calculation. They do not want to
consider these possibilities seriously, in the
sense of letting them affect programs.
Most such strategists fear that civil defense
competes financially with improved de-
terrent or himited war forces. Many also
fear that it will weaken the morale of the
civilian population by casting doubt on
the capacity of SAC to deter or by making
the risks of war seem more urgent and
actual. Hence these strategists take refuge
in the automatic balance of terror—the
idea that there can be only one kind of
thermonuclear war, a war inevitably in-
volving mutual annihilation, and there-
fore a war that can never take place. Yet
everything depends on how the war may
start, how it may be fought, and how it
may be terminated. And unless one under-
stands that there is a whole range of pos-
sible situations, one cannot fully appreciate
the potential effectiveness of the different

+*
Erich Fromm &  Up until 1961 few
Michael Maceoby Americans took the

possibility of nuclear war very seriously.
Many were convinced that such a
war would never occur because it would
be too destructive; others did not
think about it at all. The change which
took place in 1961 was brought about in
the first instance by the acute Berlin crisis
and President Kennedy's speech of July
25. The President told the nation after his
Vienna meeting with Khrushchev that the
Soviet leader had threatened to execute
his Berlin plans within six months at the
most, and since we were resolved not to
accept such an ultimatum, the inference
was that a thermonuclear war was a defi-
nite possibility before the end of the year.
The President added in this context that
he would announce the steps a citizen
could “take without delay to protect his
family in the case of an attack,” and pro-
posed a new $207 million shelter program.

The President’s speech might not have
been so effective had the soil not been pre-
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kinds of civil defense programs which
might be recommended.

[T 1s NoT ONLY our first-priority objec-
tives that are essential: there is a long
list of things that we cannot safely do
without. We need to eat and sleep as well
as to breathe, and though human biology
permits of no question about which comes
first, neither can be ignored indefinitely,
Similarly, there is no question that it is
far more important to avoid war than to
find ways of reducing its damage and of
recovering from its effects. But since we
cannot be certain that we will succeed in
preventing war, it is essential that we take
moderate and prudent steps to minimize
the disaster that such a failure would
mean. In the event of a war, civil defense
could not only save millions of lives but
could also prove crucial to the continued
survival in the world of Western ideals
and institutions,

*

pared by the most vocal and most influen-
tial spokesman for civil defense, Herman
Kahn, and a number of his colleagues, es-
pecially from the RAND Corporation.
Mr. Kahn's basic approach can be de-
scribed as being close to psychoanalysis.
Not so much because he makes many state-
ments about psychological matters (such
as the quality and duration of grief, the
discipline of people during and after a nu-
clear attack, the capacity to be happy in
the post-attack world, etc.), but primarily
because his central thesis is that, out of
fear, people repress the awareness that
thermonuclear war may come, and conse-
quently they ignore the possibilities of de-
fense. Hence in order to enable them to
prepare adequately, the thing to do is to
make them aware that a thermonuclear
war can occur. No psychoanalyst could
quarrel with this principle. The question
is only whether an awareness that thermo-
nuclear war is actually possible leads to an
increased sense of realism or whether, as
we believe, old illusions are replaced by
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even more dangerous ones. Kahn, whose
good will and great ability we do not
doubt, has on the whole given the opinion
leaders and the political leaders of this
country the impre_qs.iun that nuclear war
need by no means be catastrophic—that,
provided we take the proper steps, the
country can recover, and that after ten or
twenty years people can once again lead
happy and prosperous lives. He has, in-
deed, qualified this general thesis by many
“ifs,”” but it is the general thesis that has
taken hold, while the qualifications have
become the fine print which is forgotten.

There are two conceptions of the role of
civil defense and, specifically, of a shelter
program. The first—stressed in Kahn’s
testimony last August before the Holifield
Commirttee* and also in President Ken-
nedy’s speech of May 25—sees the shelter
program as 'life insurance,” and argues
for it on the ground that it would save
many millions of lives. At present the as-
sumption 15 made that fallout shelters
might save not only lives in rural areas,
but also in the cities—since it is calculated
that the Soviets are not likely to attack
our cities. As we shall try to show later,
this calculation is quite unwarranted, and
the probability is that our urban popula-
tion would be wiped out in a thermonu-
clear war, However, since millions of
people living in rural areas away from
population centers and military installa-
tions might be saved by fillout shelters,
and since nuclear war is possible or even
likely to occur, who would dare to dissuade
a family or a community from construct-
ing fallout shelters? We certainly would
not.

Quite different from the “insurance”
idea is the conception of civil defense as
part of our national strategy. Many
spokesmen for civil defense contend that
it will greatly improve our strategic posi-
tion, that it may help to avert war. We
shall try to show: (1) that there are
severe limitations to the effectiveness of
civil defense; (2) that it is more likely to
provoke war than to deter it: (3) that

even if it were optimally successful in war,
it would not prevent the replacement of
our democratic system by a totalitarian
one. If we are nght on these points, then
even the justification of civil defense as
“insurance” may have to be reconsidered,
The true situation may be analogous to
one in which a man takes out life insur-
ance under conditions that considerably
increase the likelihood of his death. In
such a case, one might still not try to dis-
suade him if he wished to buy insurance,
but certainly he and his friends would be
right to have severe doubts about its use-
fulness.

HE FIRST and most fundamental limi-
tation of any shelter program is that it
could not save our urban population in
the event of an attack against our cities.
Rather than frankly accepting this fact,
Kahn and other advocates of civil defense
argue that if the Russians strike first they
will try to destroy our missile and SAC
bases, nof our cities. Given such a strike,
the greatest danger to those city dwellers
fortunate enough to be living well away
from strategic centers would be from de-
layed fallout, and thus fallout shelters
might lower the immediate death toll from
fifty to ten million people.t
On what grounds do strategists suppose
that the Russians would not direct a first
strike against our population centers?
Kahn, in his bock On Thermonuclear
War, gives several reasons: (1) they have
so few missiles that they would have to
choose between attacking our military in-
stallations or our cities, and therefore in
order to neutralize our striking power they
would choose to hit our military installa-
tions; (2) they would not wish to attack

* “Hearings Before a Sub-Committee of the

Committee of Government Operations,” House
of Representatives, August 1961. All quotations in
this article, unless otherwise designated, are from
the record of these hearings.

t This calculation assumes a strike with a yield
no larger than 3,000 megatons, in spite of the
fact that we have the power to launch over 40,000
megatons, and there is no proof that the Russians
are behind us.



our cities first, in order to hold them as
hostages against our retaliatory strike;
(3) “almost nobody wants to go down in
history as the first man to kill 100,000,000
people.”

The weakness of Kahn's first point lies
in its shortsightedness. Since it will take no
less than a year for even a minimal civil
defense program to bear fruit, calculations
ought to be made not on the basis of pres-
ent Russian missile strength, but on the
number of missiles the Soviets may have
a year or two from now. In addition, even
if they did decide to make our military in-
stallations their main target, the Soviets
might kill an additional 50 million people
by diverting only a fraction of their missile
strength to our ten largest population cen-
ters. ( This is the kind of attack Kahn calls
“counterforce plus bonus.”) Further, we
have so increased our strength in the past
year that a successful attack against our
bases would no longer cripple our retalia-
tory power. The Russians would thus be
foolish to limit their attack to our military
mstallations, knowing that their own cities
would remain as hostages.

As to the second point—that they would
avoid hitting our cities in order to hold
them as hostages—Kahn imagines that
after having destroyed our military bases,
they would command us not to strike their
cities on pain of having our own cities
destroyed in retaliation. But is it realistic
to assume that after the destruction of our
military installations and the death of ten
to fifteen million people, the Russians
would expect our government to wait and
Iisten to their demands rather than to use
all its strength immediately in a mood of
fury and revenge against the Russian
cities?

And finally, as for the reluctance of a
political leader to go down in history as the
first man to kill 100,000,000 people, such
considerations did not interfere with the
decision to saturate cities with bombs dur-
ing the Second World War; nor did they
restrain the dropping of atomic bombs on
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Why then
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should we expect the force of moral con-
siderations to be greater now when the sur-
vival of entire nations is at stake?

All this, it should be added, applies
only to a first strike by the Russians. If we
were to iniliate a first strike—in retaliation
for, say, a Soviet invasion of West Berlin
—the Russians would not hit back at our
empty bases; clearly, they would attack
our cities.

SSUMING, THEN, that our cities were
A attacked, what chance of survival
would the urban population have? Almost
none, given the effects of the megaton
weapons. A 20-megaton groundburst
leaves a crater 300 feet deep and a half
mile in radius, destroying all underground
shelters. Within a four-mile radius, the
most heavily reinforced concrete structures
are leveled. At eleven miles, the blast pres-
sure destroys all conventional frame or
brick buildings, and buries most basement
fallout shelters, while winds of 160 miles
per hour turn hurtling debris and human
bodies into deadly missiles.

But blast is the least of the killers in
thermonuclear war; fire, instant radiation,
and delayed fallout would claim many
more lives, Within at least a 25-mile ra-
dius of a 20-megaton blast—an area of
about 2,000 square miles—any exposed
person would die of burns, and raging fires
would soon begin to consume the air in
fallout and blast shelters.* As long as there
was fuel for these fires, they would burmn
on, unchecked. Even more widespread in
its potential effect is the danger of blind-
ness to those above ground at the moment
of blast; anyone who glimpsed the explo-
sion would be blinded, for it would emit
a light pulse at less than 0.015 second (the
time needed for a saving eye-blink ).

While in the city itself almost nobody
could survive, people living in the suburbs

* In the fire-bombing of Hamburg during
World War II, the fArestorm caused a ground
temperature of 1,400 degrees Fahrenheit in
which all exposed humans were incinerated,

while those in shelters were asphyxiated or
burned.
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—even if they escaped these instantancous
effects of blast, flying debris, heat, blind-
ness, and radiation—would still be threat-
ened by delayed fallout. At 25 miles from
a 20-megaton cxplosion one might ex-
pect doses of 3,000 roentgens per hour
arriving after about twenty minutes—
enough to kill a person within two min-
utes, unless he were in a specially con-
structed fallout shelter. If he could succeed
in reaching a shelter with a large shielding
factor within twenty-two minutes after the
blast, and if he could avoid glimpsing the
fireball, a hard fight for survival would
then have only begun.

What about saving the urban popula-
tion by evacuation? While many reject the
idea of evacuation, others [including
Kabhn) consider it a serious possibility. It
is hard to see why. If we were to evacuate
our cities for every political crisis, we
would probably have to leave them empty
for several months practically every year.
Even if this were feasible ( which it is not),
after one or two such evacuations no one
would leave, for the warning signal would
come to be considered a repeated cry of
“woll.” Further, every time we evacuated,
we would give the Russians a reason for
supposing that we were planning a first
strike, and hence the chances of a pre-
emptive attack would increase. As to evac-
uating cities affer a warning, fifteen min-
utes would obviously not be enough time
if the Russians struck first. If, on the other
hand, we wanted to strike first, it would
require many hours at the very least to
evacuate all our major cities, and since
such a move would be impossible to con-
ceal from the Russians, they would ob-
viously not wait for our attack, but would
hasten to hit us first. At best we might
secretly evacuate our leaders before strik-
ing, but how many of them would be will-
ing to leave for safety knowing that their
wives and children would soon be killed?

Finally, let us consider the possibility of
protecting our urban population by vast
underground shelters (which have also
been proposed by certain enthusiasts of

civil defense ). In the case of a surprise at-
tack it would take more than fifteen min-
utes to get people down to the streets from
big offices and apartment buildings. The
panic, and the struggle for elevators,
doors, and the like could only result in the
same kind of situation that arises in a
theater when fire breaks out. Even if there
were a shelter entrance not further than
five minutes’ brisk walk from any point in
the city, it takes little imagination to visu-
alize how many people would be trampled
to death before reaching the shelter, and
how few—even of the strongest and most
brutal—would be saved.

F EVERYONE in the city and its suburbs is
likely to be killed, what are the chances

for survival beyond the 25-mile range?
Here fallout would be the greatest menace.
In some areas—say 50 miles from the blast
—it would probably be necessary to re-
main in a fallout shelter for at least two
weeks, and afterward it would be possible
to leave it for only a few hours each week.
How many people would find themselves
in this situation depends on the magnitude
of the attack, and on the amount of fallout
generated by megaton bombs—something
the experts have still not agreed upon. A
problem in making any calculation is the
lack of studies which outline exact fallout
danger at different distances from the
blast, or in accordance with various pos-
sible attacks, Neither are there sufficient
data on the effects of other radioactive
particles—for instance Strontium 90,
which might make farming impossible
anywhere in the country. There are ex-
perts who think that many farmlands
might require forty replantings before be-
coming safe again, and no one has dis-
proved this estimate. Norman A. Hanu-
nian of the RAND Corporation, who
prepared the statistics on heavy attacks
used by Kahn in his book, concludes his
tesimony to the Holifield Committee by
stating that “the outcomes of future at-
tacks are anything but precisely predict-
able. Fallout could create overwhelming

e el



disaster, but it might not. Whether it
would depends to some extent on factors
we have not examined today—on wind,
for example. But it depends most im-
portantly on the kind of war that the po-
tential combatants may be prepared to
fight.” What kind of war can we expect?
Ralph E. Lapp has written that present
Soviet stockpiles are more than adequate
for a 10,000 or 20,000 megaton attack,
enough to saturate the whole nation with
fallout.

Hanunian considers attacks of from
300 to 30,000 megatons, but the latter,
as we have just seen, seems closer to Rus-
sian capability. In such an attack, with
five-sixths of the bombs directed against
military targets, Hanunian estimates
that even a total fallout zhelter system
would be unable to prevent from 54 to 85
million people from being killed. What the
experts have so far not studied are the
long-range effects of 30,000 megaton
bombings, which might so contaminate
the countryside as to leave crops inedible,
unstored water undrinkable, and food-
giving animals dead from radioactivity. If
a 30,000 megaton attack were to take
place—as indeed is possible—what would
become of Kahn's optimistic idea of the
“B country™ (the rural areas and the small
towns) rebuilding the A country” (the
53 major metropolitan areas)?

In summing up our discussion of the
limitations of civil defense, let us take
a bref look at the possible types of shelter
program and try to determine how effec-
tive each is likely to be in the event of the
kind of war we consider most probable—
a war involving attacks on our citics,
either directly or as “bonus.”

The effectiveness of the current minimal
program of marking and stocking shelter
space mainly in urban areas would be most
limited—except in the unlikely case that
the enemy were to decide against attack-
ing even the ten largest cities.

The next possible program—proposed
by Walmar Strope of the Naval Radio-
logical Defense Laboratories—is the $10
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to $30 billion network of well-stocked
communal fallout shelters built to house
everyone in both rural and urban areas.
In our opinion, these shelters could not
protect the population of the cities, Per-
haps in suburban areas 20 miles or more
away from the explosions, some people
could be saved (provided, of course, that
they were well-organized, disciplined, and
able to weather severe stress and disease).
However, it does seem to be true that, de-
pending on the type of attack, the time of
day, and many other unpredictable cir-
cumstances, this program could save a
large proportion of the rural population.
A final possibility is the science-fiction
program that Kahn has suggested, which
would cost $200 billion. This envisages
underground space for factories and urban
blast protection that could—as Kahn puts
it in On T hermonuclear War—"probably
take direct hits of ‘small’ bombs (say less
than 5 MT ) and [might] even take ‘near’
misses of ‘large’ bombs.” Yet even after
spending so much we would still have no
security: since it is infinitely cheaper to
increase striking power than it is to raise
the level of protection, even the maost
hardened shelter cannot guarantee safety.
If there were a possibility of adequate
shelter, it would be found only in under-
ground cities where we would have to live
permanently. Is this troglodytic life the
fulfillment of the American Dream?

SSUMING, WITH ALL the qualifications
A introduced above, that a complete
and thorough shelter program could save
millions of people in rural areas, what
would post-attack life be like for the sur-
vivors—psychologically, morally, economi-
cally, and politically? The situation in the
shelters, of course, would vary with the
different types of shelter and the amount
of fallout in the particular locale. Pn-
vately owned luxury shelters would be
comfortable, provided they were defended
successfully and would-be intruders did
not retaliate by blocking the air vents.
In the public shelters, the danger of over-
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crowding would exist, especially if the
program were not completed before the
attack came. Moreover, we should expect
that in many communal shelters discase
and meager rations would exact a psycho-
logical toll.* People might have radios,
which would boost their morale { provided
transmitting stations were not destroyed ),
but this might also be offset by hearing
that all big cities had been leveled, and
that there was widespread disease. Fur-
ther, unless the attack were to have oc-
curred at night, many families would have
been separated, with people not knowing
whether their wives, husbands, or children
had found protection. Given all these con-
ditions, what would be the state of mind
of those in the shelters, immediately after
the attack and for some time to come?

Kahn's answer to this question is very
optimistic. “It is my personal belief,” he
told the Holifield Committee, “speaking
less as an expert than as a man who has
read widely, that these problems [social,
psychological, political, and moral ques-
tions| have been grossly exaggerated. Most
people will not be psychologically de-
ranged. One is not, for example, going to
break up family relations by a war. The
family relation is a very stable one. . . .
One is not even going to obliterate the
fact that people are Americans. By and
large, they will be about as honest, hard-
working, reliable, and responsible as they
are today. While everybody’s life and
thoughts will be affected by the war the
character structure of the survivors is un-
likely to be changed in any startling fash-
ion.”

In his testimony Kahn also speaks about
“post-attack grief” and argues against the

* This expectation runs contrary to the experi-
ment of the Naval Radiclogical Defense Labora-
tories showing “positive” reactions and “consider-
able satisfaction in the communal experience”
after two weeks. But the NRDL's study has lim-
ited applicability; the subjects were volunteer
prison convicts who could leave at any time, and
are therefore not comparable to survivors, fearful
of surfacing to death, chaos, and despair, yet
stifling in cramped quarters while they remain
sheltered,

notion many people have that “because
of the enormous number of casualties, all
of the pleasure, all of the taste will per-
manently go out of life for almost every-
body.” “As far as I know,” he says, “that
just hasn’t happened in anything that has
occurred before, and one would net expect
it to happen even as a result of a large
thermonuclear war.” One reason for be-
lieving that it would not happen is that
“in a sense, grief is family-sized. If one
loses a close relative or close friend, one
will grieve. If one loses one’s family, one
will grieve even more. But, in some sense,
that is about as far as one can go. Most
people would not mourn for a million peoc-
ple much more than they would moum
for their family.” Kahn also claims (in
On Thermonuclear War) that a shock
spaced over a few days “is good, not
bad” so far as its psychological effects
are concerned, because “the habits of a
lifetime cannot be changed for most peo-
ple in a few days.” And here, finally, is
how he summarizes his conclusions as to
the psychological effect of a thermonuclear
war in his book: “Despite a widespread
belief to the contrary, objective studies in-
dicate that even though the amount of
human tragedy would be greatly increased
in the postwar world, the increase would
not preclude normal and happy lives for
the majority of the survivors and their
descendants.”

Bearing in mind that Kahn himself
states explicitly that he does not speak as
an expert on such matters, and that he
also says that the disaster studies which
have been made are not sufficient to estab-
lish his case on solid scientific grounds, let
us now consider the picture he paints of
the post-attack psychological situation.

Tu BEGIN wITH, the problem of post-
attack psychic shock is not one of
families breaking up. The problem is how
those families that would not be broken
up would react to the break-up of the
whole world around them. Kahn believes
that the character structure of the sur-
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vivors would probably not be “changed
in any startling fashion,” but he fails to
say why he believes so, and his patriotic
appeal to the fact that “people are Ameri-
cans”’ is not an adequate substitute for
good reasoning. Indeed, one might more
plausibly assume that non-Americans ac-
customed to totalitarian discipline would,
if anything, be less radically affected than
the average American. Moreover, the no-
tion that sudden shock is less far-reaching
in its effects than prolonged suffering is
totally indefensible. Vast psychiatric ex-
perience and a huge body of literature are
there to show that traumatic neuroses are
produced both in peace and war by sud-
den fright and by tension of an intensity
which transcends the amount our nervous
system can tolerate. Such neuroses can re-
sult in severe depression, suicidal tenden-
cies, self-accusations, amnesia and disori-
entation, and states of anxiety—all of
which may persist for many years. To be
sure, long-lasting states of despair can also
produce severe psychic damage, but to ig-
nore (as Kahn does) the effect of sudden
shocks of great intensity is only to make
the picture rosier than it really is.

The experts testifying last August at the
Holifield Committee hearings on civil de-
fense tell us that no disaster study yet made
reports the psychological consequences of
devastation as wide and as great as would
result from a thermonuclear war. We,
however, would like to recommend to
Kahn and his colleagues that they look
into one disaster which has been studied,
and which &5 comparable to a thermonu-
clear war 1n terms of loss of life and dis-
ruption of society: the Black Death of
1348-1349. As the distinguished historian
William I.. Langer writes, the Black Death
was “‘the greatest single disaster that has
ever befallen European mankind. In most
localities a third or even half of the popu-
lation was lost within the space of a few
months. . . .”* Particularly relevant in the

® “The Next Assignment,” The American His-
torical Review, January 1958.
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context of the present discussion is the fact
that the cities were the hardest hit by the
Black Death. Professor Langer notes that
with the Black Death the phenomenal eco-
nomic progress of the 13th century came
to a halt, followed by a prolonged depres-
sion, but he also feels that in some sense
the economic effects were secondary to the
long-range psychological consequences of
those mass deaths. He writes that “the hor-
ror and confusion in many places brought
general demoralization and social break-
down. Criminal elements were quick to
take over, looting the deserted houses and
even murdering the sick to rob them of
their jewels.” The period after the crisis
was marked “by a mood of misery, de-
pression, and anxiety, and by a general
sense of impending doom,” so much so
that it has been suggested that people hesi-
tated to marry and raise a family. (Ac-
cording to reports, this has also been true
of the survivors of Hiroshima.) Langer’s
summation seems to us remarkably appli-
cable to the most likely outcome of a ther-
monuclear war:

It is perfectly clear that disaster and death
threatening an entire community wall
bring on a mass emotional disturbance,
based on a feeling of helpless exposure,
disorientation, and common guilt. Fur-
thermeore, it seems altogether plausible to
suppose that children, having experienced
the terror of their parents and the panic
of the community will react to succeeding
crises in a similar but even more intense
manner. In other words, the anxiety and
fear are transmitted from one generation
to another, constantly aggravated.

Which brings us to Kahn's idea that
gricf is “family-sized.” The trouble with
this idea is that grief is not the only prob-
lem when a thermonuclear war is in ques-
Hon. We must remember that the sur-
vivors would witness a sudden tearing
apart of the whole fabric of society. For
most people, the sense of stability, and
even of their own identity, rests on the
meaning society gives to their lives. What
then might we expect would happen to
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men if everything that seemed to be cer-
tain became completely unstable within a
matter of hours? Previous wars supply no
precedent for such a situation. The soldier
was of course exposed to great stresses, but
life remained stable for him precisely be-
cause he knew that his family and the rest
of society were still relatively unchanged.
In thermonuclear war, however, no part
of the social fabric would remain stable.
Half of the population killed; maost of the
leaders gone; no transportation; unburied
corpses; epidemics; no communications,
electricity, or water supply; divided fami-
lies; many months necessary to create the
minimum conditions for renewing a sem-
blance of life as it was previously known
—and for what? What sense would life
make? What hope would there be? How
much fury would be generated in those
who had fared worse than others? How
many would blame themselves for being
alive when others were dead? What would
be the reaction of those who were just
managing to get by when refugees turned
up to be fed? How much rage would there
be against the leaders or scapegoats who
would be held responsible for having
brought the war on? No, for the majority
of people the problem would not only be
grief, but the destruction of a way of life
which had given meaning to their efforts,
which had produced a sense of identity,
as well as a sense of hope for the future.

F THESE wouLD BE the psychological
I effects of a thermonuclear war, what
shall we say about the moral consequences
of such a war? Keeping in mind the fact
that morality, like psychology, is in large
part socially conditioned—that individual
morality existing without support from the
community is rare—let us try to imagine
what the postwar moral atmosphere would
look like. Let us imagine a situation in
which mullions of innocent people have
been horribly killed; in which we may
have defended our own safety by letting
our neighbors die; in which we may have
to fight for our minimum standards of

living against thousands who come into
our arca to be fed and sheltered; in which
we are envious of those who protected
themselves better than we did; in which
we are frightened and resentful of those
who made thermonuclear war seem palat-
able and possible. What sort of ethics
would develop in such a situation—some-
thing similar to a belief in God, in
brotherly love, and in freedom, or the
ethics of the jungle and the concentration
camp? The question very nearly answers
itself. Is it not indicative that even now
people speak of the duty to defend their
shelters with guns against those who have
been less “provident” (or affluent), and
that at least one “man of God” has said
that such actions do not contradict Chris-
tian teaching? Yet not only do they contra-
dict Christian teaching, they even contra-
dict the ethics of military behavior which
command the individual soldier to nsk his
own life in order to save his fellow-scldiers.
In the Lhight of all this, it seems quite ob-
vious—and even the experts sometimes
vaguely hint at it—that post-attack life
would be possible only under a military
dictatorship which used force to uphold
even a minimum of social responsibility.
Not morality but martial law would be the
basis for whatever vestige of civilized be-
hawvior might survive a nuclear wan

In talking about recuperation, Kahn
occasionally draws on the experience of
the last two wars. Millions of people were
killed, he points out, and billions were de-
stroyed in property value, yet only a few
years later things had more or less returned
to normal, and most of the survivors were
again leading “happy” and moral lives.
This is simply not the case. The history of
man since the First World War, though
still to be written, would show an increas-
ing brutalization; it would demonstrate
that brutalization, approved by society,
leads to further brutalization. The
slaughter of the First World War was
senseless; in contrast to the belief that this
was the war to end all wars and to estab-
lish democracy, it was in fact fought for




termitorial aggrandizement and the ambi-
tions of the contending political leaders.
In that war, for the first time in modemn
history, a recognized moral principle—
that unarmed civilians must not be at-
tacked—was violated by the aerial bom-
bardment of cities on both sides. Then
came the state-approved massacres of
Stalin and of Hitler, which were allowed
to take place with astonishingly little moral
protest, except for the kind motivated by
political considerations. Finally—let us at
any rate hope that it is the final develop-
ment—came the indiscriminate slaughter
of civilians in the Second World War, first
by the Nazs, then by the Allies in the mass
bombing of German and Japanese cities.
What we see here—to use a favorite term
of the atomic strategists—is the “escala-
tion” of brutality from 1914 to 1945; if it
were not for this escalation, these same
strategists would not be able to write about
forty or sixty million dead being “accept-
able,” nor would anyone be able to take
such reasoning as “normal.” The very fact
that a balance sheet of death can today be
calmly drawn up is the result of the brutal-
izing influence of two world wars and the
systems of terror that have operated in our
time. Many experts are unaware of the
degree to which this brutalization 15 con-
tained in the very discussion of the “ac-
ceptability” of killing fifty million people
on each side, and they are equally unaware
of the further brutalization which a ther-
monuclear war would produce. Moral de-
velopment, indeed, is always the moral
development of a society, and when a so-
ciety commands mass murder and mass
suicide, only very few will be able to hold
fast to Judeo-Christian or humanist ethics.

ET US NEXT consider how a thermo-
L nuclear war would affect the eco-
nomic situation of the country. Kahn's
estimates here, as in the psychological
realm, are quite cheering. It is his thesis in
On Thermonuclear War that “if proper
preparations have been made, it would
be possible for us or the Soviets to cope

THE QUESTION OF CIVIL DEFENSE

with all the effects of a thermonuclear
war, in the sense of saving most people
and restoring something close to the pre-
war standard of living in a relatively short
time. But there is no reason to believe this
will be true unless both nations investigate
the problem more thoroughly than has
been done so far, and then take the neces-
sary preparations.” S. G. Winter, an econ-
omist of the RAND Corporation, in his
testimony before the August hearings of
the Holifield Committee, is equally opti-
mistic. If his assumptions are valid, he
says, “it turns out that capacity is back to
the 470 million level in just over a dec-
ade.”

But what are the premises on which
these estimates rest? In Kahn's case, the
premise (as expressed in his book) is that
we succeed in holding damage down to
the equivalent of something like 53
metropolitan areas destroyed, and that
“seven optimistic assumptions” material-
1ize: “'1—Favorable political environment.
2—Immediate survival and patch-up. 3—
Maintenance of economic momentum.
4—Specific bottlenecks alleviated. 5—
‘Bourgenis’ virtues survive. 6—Workable
postwar standards adopted. /—Neglected
effects unimportant.” Why these optimal
conditions should all be fulfilled, neither
Kahn nor Winter makes clear.

Winter arrives at his hopeful diagnosis
by thus qualifying all his conclusions:
“The 1ssues are too complex to be fully
understood, and consequently there is no
possibility of providing answers that are
beyond reasonable challenge.” “No
amount of research,” he continues, “is
likely to alter the fact that decisions will
finally have to be based on a large measure
of faith in, or skepticism about, the basic
strength or resilience of the people and
institutions of our Nation.” However, he
goes on to admit in discussing the research
concerning economic recovery: A good
deal of competent and important work has
been done, but it does not really scratch
the surface of this vast problem and there
is in particular, a definite need for a sys-
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tematic and comprechensive re-examina-
tion of the whole problem.” [Our italics.]

Such, then, is the scientific basis for the
bright outlook of Kahn and Winter.

The picture grows even darker when we
study the conditions Winter specifies for
avoiding “complete failure in the recovery
effort.”” Such failure would occur if “the
effectiveness of the federal government
and many state governments is greatly di-
munished, the banking system disrupted,
most surviving firms are bankrupt, electric
power and water supply systems are se-
verely damaged, and the transpertation
network broken in many places, and where
few survivors have the responsibility, au-
thonty, and plans to do anything about
it.” Is it not likely that this is precisely
what would occur, even with a vast civil
defense program? Another condition for
recovery is a release from the necessity of
spending money on rearmament; that is,
the war must “produce a substantial or
fairly permanent reduction in the external
threat.” How could this be expected to
happen? If we were to have destroyed
Russian military power, China and other
nations probably would still have escaped
the worst of the war, and might by then
have acquired nuclear weapons. Or are
we to assume that after a war we would
get universal disarmament, which now ap-
pears impossible?

There is yet a further condition which
Winter believes important for a rapid re-
covery and the avoiding of bottlenecks:
the willingness and ability of foreign na-
tions to trade with us, and even to provide
assistance for our reconstruction. This as-
sumes, apparently, that the European
countries and Japan would not have been
involved in the war, for what other na-
tions would trade with us or give us as-
sistance? The Soviet Union? China? Aus-
tralia and New Zealand? Or Latin
America, which needs our assistance now?
Eventually, Winter adds another condition
to his prognosis for recovery: that all
analysis of the economic problems hinges
on relatively optimistic answers to the psy-

chological problems that would arise in the
post-attack situation. If this is the case,
then it seems to us that the whole prog-
nosis rests on a house of cards, many of
which are themselves shaky, being made
up as they are of questionable or improb-
able premises.

Apart from all this, both Kahn and
Winter take insufficient account of the
interaction of the various disasters that
would result from a thermonuclear attack.
To mention only a few such interactions:
people would need instruction by radio,
but most transmitters might be destroyed;
people would need hospitals, but most
would probably be demolished; certain
injuries would have to be treated by ex-
tensive washing, but not enough water
would be available; the dead would have
to be buried in heavy fallout areas, but
no one would be able to leave the shelter
without getting lethal doses of radiation
himself, while the bulldozers which, ac-
cording to Kahn, might be necessary for
mass burials would not be available. Our
whole mechanized agriculture depends on
gasoline, but the refineries situated near
population centers (which make up two-
thirds of all refineries in this country)
might be destroyed; how could the re-
maining one-third be made sufficient to
supply all agricultural and other needs?
Winter, in answering questions after his
testimony, was forced to admit that his
optimistic calculations are based on the
premise of an uninterrupted national
transportation system. What value has an
analysis of economic recovery that de-
pends on such unrealistic assumptions?

F WE BRING some of the factors neglected
by Kahn and Winter into the picture,
what would the economic situation after a
thermonuclear war look like? Let us as-
sume that all urban centers, more than
half (at the least) of the “survival in-
dustry,” and two-thirds of the heavy in-
dustries are bankrupt. Many of their stock-
holders, who had lived in cities, are dead.
Their stocks and bonds have been burned.



Under such circumstances how many
would be able to prove property rights?
What about money in banks whase books
had been destroyed by fire? Winter tells
us that “a number of financial institutions
are microfilming their vital records . . .
but this is not by any means universal.”
Others, according to the same testimony,
would be able to microfilm and store
records in a safe place “if they had a day
or two of warning.” But what about the
records of small firms and of individual
wills, all of which would be destroyed in
the population centers? We must expect
that a disappearance of paper from our
highly complex economy would wreak
havoc with private property.

But even if it turned out to be possible
to find records of ownership, another and
much more serious threat to the free en-
terprise system would arise, Some parts of
the country would be less devastated than
others and would have to help those in
worse condition. This could be done only
if the state took over the economy and di-
vided goods according to need. Even ac-
cepting Winter’s optimistic estimate of
recovery on the basis of a 25 per cent rate
of growth in order to build up destroyed
industries, the state would have to control
capital investment, and manufacturing
would have to be centrally directed in
order to secure the production of the most
vital necessities. Even if half the popula-
tion and half the industnal plant were not
destroyed, much of our capitalist economy
would have to be replaced by a state-di-
rected, centrally managed industrial sys-
tern. Whether this system would be man-
aged by a small group of industrialists or
by the state, and whether individuals
would to some extent retain nominal own-
ership while the state took over ownership
of a large chunk of the national wealth, of
one thing we can be sure: even the most
favorable possible outcome of a thermo-
nuclear war would lead to a centrally con-
trolled managerialism. We have to con-
sider, in addition, that the severe sacrifices
and discipline necessary to recovery would
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make it imperative to introduce a system
of total contrcl not only of production, but
of the population. To be sure, such a sys-
tem might be imposed in the name of free-
dom rather than by martial law, but it
would be totalitarianism all the same. The
fact is, then, that even a “‘successful” ther-
monuclear war would leave the survivars
with a political and economic system not
too different from the one we are supposed
to be fighting. The alternative, in other
words, would not be “better dead than
red” but “better red than ‘red.”

F NO CIVIL DEFENSE Program can save
I our cities or the fabric of our society
from the ravages of a thermonuclear war,
can an extensive system of shelters never-
theless serve as a deterrent to the enemy?
There are two very different forms of de-
terrence: deterrence against attack, and
deterrence against political provocation
(Deterrence 1 and II in Kahn’s termi-
nology). No one claims that shelters would
deter an enemy from attacking us first,
and President Kennedy has stated ex-
plicitly that civil defense “cannot deter a
nuclear attack; according to most ex-
perts, the only attack deterrence is a pow-
erful second-strike (or retaliatory) capa-
bility. But what about political deterrence,
the attempt to restrain the enemy from
political provocations by threatening to
strike him first?

According to Kahn and others, civil de-
fense makes it more credible to the enemy
that we might strike first; if we cannot pro-
tect ourselves against a retaliatory strike,
the enemy might call our bluff, discount-
ing the possibility that we would risk our
population merely to defend, for example,
access Toutes to Berlin.

Though—as we have seen—civil de-
fense would not save our cities and would
even in the “best” case leave us with 50
to 70 million dead, it can be admitted that
a shelter program does increase our first-
strike credibiity and thus improves our
political deterrence. However, the enemy
must still become convinced of our
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willingness to make such a sacrifice, and
we are therefore forced to gamble on
whether he would believe that a particular
political aim was important enough for us
to accept destruction of these dimensions.
(As Kahn himself points out, most of our
leaders would not start a war if they ex-
pected to lose more than 60 million Ameri-
can lives. )

But in addition to this, civil defense
tends to provoke war precisely because it
improves our political deterrence. The
more credible we make our resolve to
strike first, the more the Russians will ex-
pect us to attack during a cnisis, and hence
the more they will be likely to launch a
preemptive strike. (Kahn himself writes
in his book: “The one circumstance under
which almost all Soviet experts agree the
Russians might strike is the one in which
they anticipate a strike from us.”) Owur
own fear of Russian preemption will in
turn make us more prone to strike first,
and so on up the spiral. Thus, to the ex-
tent that our first-strike capacity becomes
more credible, Russian preemption be-
comes more likely; in balance-sheet lan-
guage, what we gain in political deterrence
we pay for in an increased probability of
WAar.

Aside from the war-provoking aspect
of first-strike credibility, a large civil de-
fense program tends to indicate that we
are getting ready for war, and this might
start a vicious circle of preparations,
counter weapons, and counter prepara-
tions—which would have the combined
effect of hastening the onset of war. Even
if we could build a system of civil defense
so perfect that it would reduce fatalities
to the 3-5 million range—a prospect that
at the moment seems no more than a
dream—is it likely that the Russians would
sit back while we were making ourselves
invulnerable enough to force them into
any concessions we chose? Notwithstand-
ing our second-strike capability, they
might attack before we had gotten very
far in building our fortress. For, as Kahn
points out, they tend to view strategy more

in terms of chess than poker—and in
chess one exchanges queens in order to
maintain a tactical position that will other-
wise deteriorate.®

NOTHER WAY in which even a na-
A tional fallout shelter program could
increase the chances of war i8 by lulling the
nation into a false sense of security. We are
even now being led to believe the claims of
Life magazine or Dr. Edward Teller, that
with some fallout protection most people
could survive a thermonuclear war, while
the probable fate of our cities is hardly pub-
licized. To support this illusion of safety,
all the tricks of modern advertising are
being drawn upon: gay pictures of teen-
agers chatting in shelters, survival statistics
based on minimal attacks against military
installations, claims of overwhelming mili-
tary superiority on our side, and even
appeals to individuality and the spirit of
the old frontier, as though winning a
thermonuclear war were a matter of show-
ing manly courage. Thus Kahn says that
“We are in a position much like the
pioneer. He had to carry a gun because
the Indians might attack him.” (This
analogy makes sense only if one substitutes
“neighbors” for “Indians.”) Under the
spell of this false sense of security the
American people may become more will-
ing to support an adventurist military
policy rather than more fervent in de-
manding disarmament negotiations, just
as our leaders may become less hesitant
about pushing their terrible buttons.

The belief that thermonuclear war need
not be catastrophic increases the possibili-
ties of thermonuclear war. As Walter
Millis wrote in reviewing On T hermonu-
clear War, “Unless thermonuclear war
can be re-established in the official mind
as something which it is possible both to
fight and to survive, it is unlikely that there
Tah-n himself comprehends the war-provoking
aspect of a large civil defense program, and sug-
gests that even a nationwide program of commu-
nity fallout shelters should be constructed slowly,

so as not to “seriously perturb our own people,
our alhies, and the Russians.”



will be a thermonuclear war.” We share
with Millis the opinion that thermonuclear
war has been avoided until now because
neither side believed that it was possible
to survive such a war. Once it is accepted
that thermonuclear war is essentially no
more catastrophic than past “conven-
tional” wars, a major restraint will be
gone. It is precisely for this reason that we
consider it so dangerous to underempha-
size the fantastic damage that a thermo-
nuclear war would surely bring about.

UPPOSE, HOWEVER, that we are mis-
S taken in our arguments and that
Kahn’s most optimistic estimates are right.
What would the future look like in that
case? We would have a totally effective
civil defense program, and so—it must be
assumed-—would the Russians. The stabi-
lized deterrent would work and war would
be avoided for the next ten years, or, if
a war came, only 3 to 5 per cent of the
population of each side would be killed.
But where are we then? Each new genera-
tion of weapons becomes more destructive;
people get more frightened; the protec-
tion that shelters may give today will be
uscless against the much more destructive
weapons of 1970. The shelter idea,
adopted, may logically lead to building
our cities underground, or—as has been
seriously suggested—to selecting small
numbers of people to live in such deeply
buried shelters that they would be sure to
survive; thus a new nation might be built
up from a few thousand survivors. Against
even this last hope for survival, Kahn
admits that ten years from now we, or
another nation, might develop a “dooms-
day machine™ which could literally wipe
out all life on this globe. What use, then,
is even a good shelter program now 1if it
will not halt the march toward doomsday?
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Or are we to believe that after a thermo-
nuclear war in which only 3 per cent of
the population has been killed, the leaders
will gain enough wisdom to decide on
complete disarmament?

To sum up: in debating the position
of Kahn and other experts on civil defense
we have been forced to accept their data
on technical problems, even though we
suspect that their data are themselves not
free from the bias which quite naturally
comes from their intention to prove that
thermonuclear war is not only possible but
also “acceptable.” Not being physicists
ourselves, and not having the facilities of
big research organizations at our disposal,
we can at least examine the logic and mode
of thought on which the studies of Kahn
and the others are based. Our main criti-
cism is that their approach to the question
of the survival of our nation, and even of
civilization, 1s the approach of a gamble.
That is, they tend to accept the idea that
thermonuclear war need not be cata-
strophic on the basis of (1) complete un-
certainty in many important areas of
investigation; (2) an optmistic slant
which leans more heavily on estimates of
better rather than worse conditions; (3)
unproven or definitely wrong assumptions;
(4) neglect of various important factors
as well as the interactions between factors.

At best, what these experts are giving
the American public is a piece of opti-
mistic guesswork governed by the logic
of a gamble. With the life of a nation and
perhaps of all mankind as the stake, it is
neither wise nor sane to gamble. Herman
Kahn's arguments leave us convinced that
there is only one moral and rational way
out of the grim predicament we are in:
universal disarmament, combined with a
political settlement in which neither side
tries to upset the other's present position.
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