
The Atomic Dilemma 
By BERNARD BRODIE 

IN BOOK VI of Paradise Lost, the 
Angel Raphael is recounting to Adam 

the story of the war in Heaven which re- 
sulted in the fall of Satan and his fol- 
lowers. After a day of fighting, Raphael 
relates, the issue is still in doubt, al- 
though the rebellious angels have re- 
ceived the more horrid injury. Gathered 
round their campfire that night, their 
leaders consider how they may overcome 
their disadvantage. Satan is persuaded 
that their inferiority is one of weapons 
alone, and he announces that he has al- 
ready invented the instrument which 
will shift the balance. The instrument, 
of which several are developed and con- 
structed at his direction during the celes- 
tial night, turns out to be a field gun- 
which, as Raphael assures Adam, is 
likely to be reinvented by the latter's 
own progeny "in future days, if malice 
should abound." 

The following day the rebel seraphs, 
exploiting to the utmost the benefits of 
tactical surprise, secretly bring up their 
field pieces and commit them at a criti- 
cal moment to action. At first the in- 
fernal engines wreak dreadful execution. 
But the loyal angels, not to be sur- 
passed in the application of science to 
war, seize in the fury of the moment 
upon the "absolute" weapon. Tearing 
the seated hills of Heaven from their 
roots, they lift them by their shaggy 
tops and hurl them upon the rebel hosts. 
Those among the latter who are not im- 
mediately overwhelmed do likewise. In 
a moment the battle has become an ex- 
change of hurtling hills, creating in their 
flight a dismal shade and infernal noise. 
"War," observes Raphael, "seemed a 
civil game to this uproar." Heaven is 
threatened with imminent ruin, and the 
situation is resolved in the only way left 
open-the intervention of God himself, 

who introduces what the modern radio 
announcer would unquestionably call the 
"super-absolute weapon." 

MAN'S DILEMMA 

The war in Heaven casts into its ulti- 
mate dramatization the chief dilemma 
which confronts modern man and which, 
while commonplace, has with the coming 
of the atomic bomb reached truly tragic 
if not catastrophic proportions-the di- 
lemma of ever widening disparity in 
terms of accomplishment and of magni- 
tude of consequences between man's 
physical inventions and his social adap- 
tation to them. 

Milton's angels were able to devise, 
perfect, and apply military inventions 
with a celerity which mankind has 
happily not yet attained. But even in 
the most favorable of contexts and with 
an omniscient and all-powerful God as 
a directly interested party, these nearly 
perfect celestial beings were unable to 
prevent the outbreak among themselves 
of a civil war which was saved from 
being suicidal only by the ulterior cir- 
cumstance that angels cannot die. Their 
superlative wisdom is manifested in the 
application of new techniques of war- 
fare, but the origin of the war itself is 
marked by the absence or lapse of wis- 
dom. Although Milton was troubled by 
this paradox, his experience with man- 
kind persuaded him that it did not rep- 
resent an absurdity. And in this respect 
man differs from the angels most notably 
in his capacity to die. His status is also 
different, for it would be wildly optimis- 
tic in view of existing evidence to deduce 
that nature or nature's god is anything 
but indifferent to his destiny. 

The last proposition is, however, fer- 
vently rejected by many who subscribe 
to no particular religious faith but who 
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are nevertheless in a mood to demand 
miracles. One form of this faith heal- 
ing is the insistence on the part of such 
persons as former Secretary Henry Wal- 
lace that atomic energy applied to peace- 
ful uses will ultimately abolish poverty 
and thus war itself. There is not the 
slightest possibility, even if the most 
optimistic predictions concerning its fu- 
ture development are realized, that 
atomic energy will prove the key factor 
in abolishing poverty wherever it exists 
among the large masses of mankind. 
Their poverty is not due primarily to the 
expensiveness of the fuel now used for 
the derivation of power, light, and heat. 
But what is more to the point, there is 
an impressive absence of evidence to 
support the notion that poverty looms 
large among the causes of war. The 
evidence points in fact to the contrary. 
For good and quite apparent reasons, 
the most poverty-stricken nations of the 
world happen also to be among the most 
pacific in their external relations. Mod- 
ern war is a luxury which can be in- 
dulged in only by the relatively well off. 

DUAL POTENTIALITY 
I should regard it as a basic proposi- 

tion in evaluating for human welfare the 
significance of atomic energy that the 
promise of eventual benefits resulting 
from its peacetime use are relatively un- 
important compared to the menace in- 
herent in the existing accomplishment 
of the atomic bomb. We may be solaced 
by the promise, but we should not be 
deceived by it. Cancer is a horrible dis- 
ease, and the radioactive materials gen- 
erated in uranium piles may carry us far 
towards alleviating or even eradicating 
it. But under modern conditions of 
sanitation, neither cancer nor the whole 
complex of known diseases even re- 
motely threatens the basic fabric of our 
civilization, as the atomic bomb clearly 
does. 

In terms of power, nature has already 

bountifully endowed man with fuels to 
turn his machines and propel his ve- 
hicles. The increasing efficiency of those 
machines and vehicles has been gener- 
ally assumed to be a good thing, and the 
use in them of atomic fuels-to the de- 
gree that such fuels prove adaptable- 
will no doubt greatly accelerate the 
trend towards higher mechanical effi- 
ciency in the tools of peacetime pursuits. 
But the rewards of the end result in- 
evitably appear meager against the bare 
fact that a few pounds of substance can 
blast whole cities into oblivion. The 
scientists who worked on the bomb must 
have felt that intuitively, for Professor 
Smyth tells us that many of them wished 
during 1943 and 1944 that the experi- 
ments upon which they were engaged 
would fail.' 

It is impossible to say whether or not 
the voluntary forfeiture by mankind of 
the nonmedical peacetime uses of atomic 
energy would have made easier the con- 
trol or suppression of its military uses. 
Without ever having been properly ex- 
plored or investigated, that question 
seems already to have become a dead 
issue. For better or for worse, man- 
kind is apparently committed to the 
maximum possible exploitation of atomic 
energy, with all the attendant risks in- 
volved. 

VISIONARY OR REAL 
Another miracle, the expectation of 

which has now become widespread 
among an extraordinary number of 
otherwise sophisticated people, is rep- 
resented by the symbol "world gov- 
ernment." I use the word "symbol" 
advisedly, because my own limited ex- 
perience with proponents of the prin- 
ciple is that few of them have in mind 
a blueprint for a system which would 
make sense to themselves, let alone 

1 Henry D. Smyth, Atomic Energy for Mili- 
tary Purposes (Princeton: Princeton Univer- 
sity Press, 1945), p. 224. 
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others. Their entire intellectual capital 
in this respect is an insistence that man- 
kind will now be united by an intensi- 
fication of the kind of fear-the fear of 
one another-which has always thus far 
had the opposite result. 

Prominent among those who are de- 
termined to bring our politics abreast of 
our physics, in other words to institute 
"world government," are many of the 
leading scientists who assisted in the 
production of the atomic bomb. They 
are, understandably enough, gravely 
shaken by the appalling miracle they 
have wrought. They are also aware of 
their limitations as producers of further 
miracles in their own field. None of 
them, so far as I am aware, has any con- 
fidence in the ability of science to de- 
vise some agent which will counter the 
bomb and rob it of its terrors. They 
find it more profitable, therefore, to 
enter a field in which they have no spe- 
cialized knowledge to encumber them in 
their designs, to mitigate the effect of 
their earlier work. 

It is really unfortunate that these 
scientists have not been consistent in 
their methodology. If they had used in 
the laboratory the same kind of reason- 
ing they have demonstrated in the po- 
litical forum, we should not now have 
the atomic bomb to worry about. The, 
physical scientist learns at the very out- 
set of his career to analyze the prop- 
erties of his materials and to adjust 
his techniques completely to those prop- 
erties. He has, to be sure, created 
elements not previously found in na- 
ture; but even plutonium, once created, 
showed itself to be a true child of nature 
in having a will of its own concerning its 
proper behavior as Element No. 94. It 
has specific characteristics which de- 
termine its utility, and in order to ex- 
ploit that utility the physicist had to 
adjust to all the peculiar manifestations 
of its coy and spritely individuality. 
The physicist would never dream of ex- 

horting an element to behave like some- 
thing which it was not, and it is only 
because he wastes no time doing so that 
he is able to accomplish such marvels. 

The physicist might therefore be ex- 
pected to appreciate the fact that the 
cure for the world's ills does not lie in 
exhorting men, or the states into which 
they have become organized, to behave 
in a way which the facts of day-to-day 
events indicate to be utterly foreign to 
their natures. When so avid a pro- 
moter of international organization as 
Mr. Herbert Evatt of Australia rejects 
the idea of world government as "im- 
possible of acceptance" by small states; 
when at the other end of the scale Soviet 
Russia pours sarcastic denunciation not 
alone on the idea of world government, 
but even on the idea that the United 
Nations needs strengthening through 
limitation or abrogation of the veto; 
when we see no evidence at all among 
the masses of our own people of en- 
thusiasm for comparable ideas-it be- 
gins to appear that the advocacy of 
world government can hardly be a fruit- 
ful tack to follow. 

Two GIANTS 

But such an argument is merely a 
challenge to the prophet. If people re- 
fuse to see the light, then it is his task 
to make them see, and to that task he 
turns with a fervent good will. Unfor- 
tunately, the political scientist is still 
unable to retire from the lists. It is 
his duty to point out that even the en- 
tire willingness of existing governments 
and their peoples to enter a system of 
world government would not suffice to 
make such government possible. As 
Professor Jacob Viner has pointed out, 
we live in a world dominated by two 
giants, each of which is too strong, rela- 
tive to the total power potential of the 
world, to be proper members of a world 
government. Professor Viner observes: 
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In a narrow legal sense, sovereignty can 
easily be formally surrendered, but actual 
power is more difficult to surrender and 
can be effectively surrendered only to an 
agency still more powerful. In the pres- 
ent state of the world, such an agency with 
superior power not only does not exist but 
cannot be manufactured out of existing 
ingredients, even if the genuine will to do 
so existed, unless that will goes to the ex- 
tent of preparedness on the part of the 
United States and of Soviet Russia to dis- 
member themselves. Splitting the United 
States and splitting Soviet Russia seem to 
present a more difficult problem than 
splitting the atom proved to be.2 

Thus, where Chancellor Hutchins of 
the University of Chicago asserts that 
world government is "necessary, there- 
fore possible," one might overlook the 
non sequitur and reply that what is 
manifestly impossible it is a waste of 
time to regard as necessary. What is 
necessary is in any case not world gov- 
ernment but control of the atom bomb, 
by whatever means are possible. 

NATIONALISM AN OBSTACLE 
And where in the same article Chancel- 

lor Hutchins admonishes certain per- 
sons, whose negative views on world 
union he regards as reprehensible, to 
"read The Federalist"-thus bringing in 
the inevitable example of the American 
Union-one might refer him especially 
to the second of the papers known by 
that name. In this paper John Jay, 
after expressing his feelings of gratifica- 
tion at the striking geographical unity 
of America, proceeds with the following 
observation: 
With equal pleasure I have as often taken 
notice that Providence has been pleased to 
give this one connected country to one 
united people-a people descended from 
the same ancestors, speaking the same lan- 

guage, professing the same religion, at- 
tached to the same principles of govern- 
ment, very similar in their manners and 
customs, and who, by their joint counsels, 
arms, and efforts, fighting side by side 
throughout a long and bloody war, have 
nobly established general liberty and in- 
dependence. 

Today, as in Jay's day, we see a world 
divided by exactly the obverse of those 
characteristics which united America. 
It is a world in which nationalism has 
developed to a pitch undreamed of in 
his day and in which the only political 
force sufficiently important to qualify it, 
namely, international communism, is 
even more disruptive of harmony. One 
might retain grave doubts whether a 
world made up exclusively of independ- 
ent communist states would have nota- 
bly better chances for world peace than 
the present one. 

In any case, if we mean by world gov- 
ernment a political system in which the 
central authority would have adequate 
power to prevent warfare either against 
itself or among its members, then the 
only kind conceivable to me at this stage 
of the world's development is one ruled 
from Moscow and ruled about as closely 
as the Soviet Union is ruled today. For 
the only form of acquiescence in world 
government which I can visualize at this 
time is that won by world conquest; and 
of the two nations which come anywhere 
near possessing sufficient resources to 
accomplish such conquest, the Soviet 
Union is the only one prepared and 
equipped to follow through with perma- 
nent policing and administration. 

At least one distinguished scientist, 
who is certainly not a Marxian, has as- 
sured me that he would rather live in 
such a world than in one marked by 
armament races in atomic bombs. That 
is an opinion which I can respect, 
though I cannot agree with it. Neither 
can I agree that it represents our sole 
choice of alternatives. 

2 Jacob Viner, "The Implications of the 
Atomic Bomb for International Relations," in 
"Symposium on Atomic Energy and Its Im- 
plications," Proceedings of the American Philo- 
sophical Society, Vol. 90, No. 1 (Jan. 29, 
1946), p. 56. 
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URGES REALISM 
It behooves the political scientist to 

set about analyzing the problem of 
atomic-age security in a two-power 
world. It is a world in which the po- 
larity of power is matched by a polarity 
of ideologies, and in which the ordinary 
barriers to human communication and 
sympathy, difficult enough to scale at 
best, are many times augmented by de- 
liberate state policy on the part of one 
of the two primary powers. If the 
scholar insists on speaking in terms of 
an ideal world wholly different from 
that which confronts him, he is merely 
rejecting his problem. Nor can he con- 
ceal that rejection by avowing concern 
only with long-term objectives. To the 
remark of Lord Keynes that in the long 
term we are all dead, we may now add 
the observation that in the short term 
we may all be killed. 

The business of devising and pursu- 
ing a sound national policy in a des- 
perately dangerous world is something 
which demands all our intelligence as 
well as our moral strength. If the words 
"national policy" sound too narrow, I 
submit that national policy is the only 
policy upon which we can hope to ex- 
ercise any influence, and is our only 
channel for affecting international policy. 

LIMITED WARFARE 
I turn now to a consideration of pro- 

posals which, whether or not I agree 
with them, are at least based on the 
determination to work with the ma- 
terials available rather than those we 
would like to have. One is the old idea 
of limiting the nature of war in the 
tradition of the Hague Conventions, or 
at least of restoring the force which 
once was thought to adhere to those 
conventions. The idea was recently re- 
suggested in an article in Harper's by 
the distinguished British military writer, 
Captain Liddell Hart, who takes the 

position that since it seems impossible 
to eliminate war, we should at least at- 
tempt to restore to war the limited char- 
acter it possessed in the eighteenth cen- 
tury. 

At first blush such a proposal seems 
as fanciful as those I have just been de- 
precating. But it has at least the virtue 
of representing a situation which did ac- 
tually obtain historically. Moreover, it 
is in part reflected in the proposed draft 
convention presented by Mr. Gromyko 
before the Atomic Energy Commission, 
which on the surface is primarily a con- 
vention for the outlawry of the atomic 
bomb. The proposal originally de- 
veloped by the board headed by Mr. 
Lilienthal, and since offered by Mr. 
Baruch before the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission as the official American pro- 
posal, is itself essentially a plan to limit 
the nature of wars, differing essentially, 
however, from previous proposals along 
such lines in the tight system of guaran- 
tees incorporated in it. Thus, a dis- 
cussion of the Liddell Hart idea is in 
part also a consideration of the necessity 
for those guarantees which are certainly 
the main stumbling block in either the 
Lilienthal plan or any comparable plan. 

The limited-warfare characteristic of 
the period between Grotius and Na- 
poleon was never a matter of deliberate 
restraint of power in the sense that a 
renunciation of total warfare would be 
today, for the concept of total war did 
not exist, and under the circumstances 
prevailing could not exist. The limita- 
tions obtaining were imposed in part by 
material considerations. The campaigns 
were fought by mercenaries, who would 
desert if pressed too hard. On the other 
hand, it was necessary to restrain their 
avidity for plunder partly as a matter of 
discipline, partly out of fear of retalia- 
tion in an era when all territories were at 
one time or another subject to the pas- 
sage of enemy armies, and partly out of 
desire to refrain from offending a popu- 
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lation which was not necessarily predis- 
posed to hostility. The relation between 
an enemy's civilian population and his 
military forces was tenuous enough at 
best, and under the economic doctrines 
prevailing, appeared even more tenuous 
than it actually was. An affront against 
the civilian population was therefore not 
easily covered by the excuse of military 
necessity. Moreover, with the great 
mass of the people living on a subsis- 
tence level, there was not much to be 
squeezed out of them in any case. 

War was the calling of the aristocracy, 
whose lopsided code of morals, however 
deficient in other respects, permitted no 
compromise with the code of the duel. 
War was an art governed by tradition 
and managed by conservatives. Weap- 
ons which represented a marked de- 
parture from tradition were somehow 
underhanded, and the one thing a gentle- 
man did not do was use underhanded 
weapons in a quarrel. The princes be- 
tween whom and for whom the wars 
were fought felt always that they owed 
certain obligations to each other. It 
was the plebeian Napoleon, exploiting 
the nationalistic fervor of the French 
Revolution, who involved the popula- 
tions in war and who, especially in 
Iberia, plunged hostilities back into the 
bestial character of the Thirty Years' 
War. 

MODERN WAR Is TOTAL WAR 

Today all the sanctions making for 
limited war have collapsed-moral, so- 
cial, and economic. Whether or not the 
two great wars of this century were in 
fact "total wars" (and there were in fact 
important qualifications to "totality" in 
each belligerent country even during the 
recent war), the fact is that the basis 
for total warfare may now be consid- 
ered firmly established. Total warfare 
stems from total mobilization, and total 
mobilization could have no meaning 
prior to the industrial revolution when 

there existed no great margin of re- 
sources to be converted to war. Total 
mobilization is also a technique, which 
had to be discovered, evolved, and per- 
fected. The history of that evolution is 
a history of social inventions, some of 
them revolutionary in the extreme. The 
governments of great states today have 
not only vast resources available to them 
for war purposes, but also something 
which they did not have prior to the 
twentieth century-the knowledge of 
how to mobilize them. It would be 
much easier to expunge from the human 
race the knowledge of how to produce 
the atomic bomb than the knowledge of 
how to produce total mobilization. 

Some observers in considering the 
chances of effectively outlawing the 
atomic bomb have taken comfort from 
the fact that poison gases were not used 
during the recent war. There is little 
warrant, however, for assuming that the 
two problems are analogous. Apart 
from the fact that the recent war pre- 
sents only a single case and argues little 
for the experience of another war even 
with respect to gas, it is clear that poison 
gas and atomic bombs represent two 
wholly different orders of magnitude in 
military utility. The existence of the 
treaty outlawing gas was important, but 
at least equally important was the con- 
viction in the minds of the military 
policy-makers that TNT bombs and 
tanks of gelatinized gasoline-with 
which the gas bombs would have had to 
compete in airplane carrying capacity- 
were just as effective as gas, if not more 
so. Both sides were prepared not only 
to retaliate with gas against gas attack 
but also to neutralize with gas masks 
and "decontamination" units the chemi- 
cals to which they might be exposed. 
There is visible today no comparable 
neutralization agent for atomic bombs. 

Neither side in the recent war wished 
to bear the onus for violation of the ob- 
ligation not to use gas when such viola- 
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tion promised no particular military ad- 
vantage. But, unlike gas, the atomic 
bomb can scarcely fail to have funda- 
mental or decisive effects if used at all. 
That is not to say that any effort to 
outlaw use of the bomb is arrant non- 
sense, since such outlawry might prove 
the indispensable crystallizer of a state 
of balance which operates against use of 
the bomb. But without the existence 
of a state of balance-in terms of re- 
ciprocal guarantees against manufacture 
of the bomb or reciprocal ability to re- 
taliate in kind if the bomb is used-any 
treaty purposing to outlaw the bomb in 
war would have thrust upon it a burden 
far heavier than such a treaty can nor- 
mally bear. 

The mere promise not to abuse the 
tremendous powers of potential aggres- 
sion inherent in atomic energy, espe- 
cially where such abuse would result in 
a monopoly of atomic bombs on the part 
of the abuser, would have even less 
chance of success than the Kellogg Pact. 
As the London Economist recently put 
it: 

It is not simply that nations cannot be 
trusted to keep their words. Perhaps, in 
this instance, they would. The trouble is 
that the risks of atomic warfare are so 
enormous that no national government can 
afford not to make its own atomic prepara- 
tions unless it is absolutely certain--or at 
least as confident as human ingenuity can 
make it-that other nations are keeping 
their promises. . ... It is not the proba- 
bility of treachery but its mere possibility 
that would wreck the system.3 

INTERNATIONAL SUPERVISION 

Thus it was realized from the begin- 
ning by all those who applied their 
minds to seeking solutions applicable to 
earth rather than heaven that the essen- 
tial problem of the control of atomic 
energy was that of devising effective 

systems of international inspection 
within the separate nation states. But 
the technical problems seemed enormous, 
almost insuperable. Many of the scien- 
tists who had worked on the Manhattan 
District project maintained that there 
did not even exist a sufficient body of 
trained personnel to carry on the inspec- 
tion on the scope which they deemed 
necessary. They added that few first- 
rate scientists would be willing to devote 
their lives, or any substantial part 
thereof, to a purely police function, and 
that if they did so they would quickly 
cease to be first-rate scientists. 

On the other hand, it was also clear 
that the main problem was a political 
rather than a technical one. As Pro- 
fessor William T. R. Fox 4 has pointed 
out, the United States has experienced 
little difficulty in controlling atomic re- 
search and development within her own 
territory. Presumably, other nations 
would have a comparable experience, 
and the degree of success of any inter- 
national inspection system would de- 
pend primarily on the willingness of the 
member states to assist in its work. 
The real difficulty is that the more 
elaborate the inspection system deemed 
necessary to fulfill minimum require- 
ments, the less acceptable it must be to 
the states within which it would oper- 
ate, and the greater would be the fric- 
tions and irritations resulting from its 
operation. 

THE AMERICAN PLAN 

The great contribution of the State 
Department Board of Consultants' plan 
--or the Lilienthal report as I have been 
calling it for brevity-is that it promises 
enormously to simplify the inspection 

S "The Atomic Plan," The Economist, June 
22, 1946, pp. 995 f. 

4 William T. R. Fox, "International Control 
of Atomic Weapons," in Bernard Brodie (Ed.), 
The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and 
World Order (New York: Harcourt, Brace & 
Co.,. 1946), p. 186. 
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problem. To the extent that it repre- 
sents human ingenuity successfully ap- 
plied to a great social problem, it is a 
social invention of impressive magni- 
tude. The five men who were primarily 
responsible for it had only two months 
in which to work, and they have all the 
reason in the world to congratulate 
themselves on their accomplishment. 
But before we lose ourselves in rejoicing, 
we must remember that a social inven- 
tion, like any mechanical one, has to 
work before it can be deemed successful, 
and whether it will work depends first 
of all on whether it will be accepted. 
The excellence of the thinking from 
which this plan developed will no doubt 
enhance the probability of success, but 
the only ultimate test is the empirical 
one. 

The outstanding feature of the Lilien- 
thal plan is its distinction between "safe" 
and "dangerous" activities, the latter of 
which would be relegated exclusively to 
an International Atomic Development 
Authority. The Authority would enjoy 
a monopoly of all mining of uranium 
and thorium and would use these ma- 
terials to produce "denatured" fissiona- 
ble substances which could not be used 
for atomic bombs without the expendi- 
ture of much time and effort to remove 
the denaturant, but which would still be 
of use for any peacetime purposes 
presently conceivable. These materials 
could be issued, under close registration, 
to the separate nations or even to private 
agencies. Because the Authority would 
combine in itself the positive functions 
of research and production as well as 
the negative one of inspection, it would 
be much more attractive to the requisite 
scientific personnel. The inspection 
problem would be greatly simplified by 
the fact that any detection of "danger- 
ous" activities being undertaken by in- 
dividual nation states, regardless of 
magnitude or purpose, would consti- 
tute ipso facto a confirmation of viola- 

tion and a "clear warning" to other 
nations. 

It is obvious that a great deal de- 
pends on the real effectiveness of de- 
naturing, which Mr. Baruch, at the very 
moment of presenting the Lilienthal 
plan, described as having been exagger- 
ated in the public mind. If true, the 
exaggeration was no fault of the public, 
but of government press releases and of 
the Lilienthal report itself. But what 
we do not now know is the status of in- 
telligence on that all-important question. 
For without effective denaturing, there 
can be no really safe activity. 

LIMITATION ON SOVEREIGNTY 

Also we must observe that very large 
functions, including the control of all 
mines from which uranium or thorium 
could easily be extracted and the pros- 
pecting for further uranium or thorium 
deposits, would be in the hands of the 
international authority operating within 
the member states. Such procedures 
would certainly be unprecedented in de- 
gree if not in character, and would en- 
tail a real abatement of traditional 
sovereignty. However desirable abate- 
ment of sovereignty may be in prin- 
ciple, there is no profit whatever in 
speaking of it in the abstract. The 
question is, would Russia-to take only 
the most obvious and difficult example- 
agree to such a system and co-operate 
sincerely to make it work? Would she 
accept and co-operate with the very 
sizable amount of inspection which 
would still have to be carried on as a 
guarantee against violation or evasion? 

We have no real answer to such ques- 
tions yet, but it would be foolish as well 
as dish9nest to deny that our experience 
with Russia thus far on matters which 
might be considered even remotely com- 
parable gives us no basis whatever for 
optimism. To any country, the idea of 
foreigners carrying on within its terri- 
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tories, and without any direct control 
from its government, large industrial, 
exploratory, and policing operations 
would have to overcome a good deal of 
abhorrence, but as applied to Russia 
the idea is completely subversionary. 
Against this fact we are expecting that 
Russia will see the problem as we do- 
an extraordinary assumption in itself-- 
and finally agree with us that there is 
no other way out. 

Then there is the question of the veto. 
It seems to have been an elementary 
tactical error on our part to have made 
an issue of the veto so early in the 
negotiations, especially since no one 
clearly knows to what kinds of decisions 
in the program the veto will have rele- 
vance. Nevertheless, we know that the 
veto as it exists today is certainly rele- 
vant at least to the grave issue of sanc- 
tions--of whatever character they may 
be-and we know also that Russia has 
made the veto the trademark of her 
foreign policy. Any attack upon it she 
deems an attack upon her. We know 
also that the veto has thus far operated 
to frustrate and baffle the Security Coun- 
cil, and that an international atomic 
authority which is subjected to anything 
like a comparable obstacle in its opera- 
tions simply will not work. 

Even with the best of good will on all 
sides, there are numerous grave ques- 
tions which the Lilienthal report raises 
but does not answer and which are 
bound to make'difficult the progress of 
the negotiations. For example, the re- 
port mentions the desirability of so dis- 
tributing the primary plants for the 
manufacture of the fissionable materials 
that in the event of the collapse of the 
system, the previously existing balance 
of power will not be too seriously dis- 
torted. This is a simple and realistic 
recognition of one of the factors which 
will determine the acceptability of any 
plan. But we can easily imagine the 
difficulties which will ensue when the 

attempt is made to reduce this dynamic 
idea to a precise calculus. 

DIFFICULTIES AHEAD 
Finally, the negotiations are not going 

to be carried on in a vacuum. They 
will be directly affected by diplomatic 
events in other fields, where the going 
is rather rough these days-to put it 
most moderately. We may expect that 
concessions to our points of view will be 
attended by bills for counterconcessions 
in areas which we may deem irrelevant. 
More important, we will have to know 
at every point where we can afford to 
yield on details without compromising 
essentials. 

The Russian statements thus far re- 
veal nothing substantial concerning the 
Russian attitude except the not unrea- 
sonable or surprising desire to see us 
divest ourselves of our existing bombs 
before any real negotiations take place 
-which I take to be the sole real pur- 
pose of the draft treaty for the out- 
lawry of atomic warfare. That treaty, 
it may be recalled, contains in its first 
article the provision that within three 
months of its entry into force, all the 
signatories will destroy whatever bombs 
they may have.5 We also have Russia's 
expression of dislike of any tampering 
with the veto principle. Beyond that 
we have nothing specifically negative, 
and we even have a few things which 
are positive. We have the commitment 
in principle to sanctions, to exchange of 
scientific information, and vaguely to 
some form of control-though it would 
be interesting to know the significance 
of the Russian proposal to divide the 
latter two functions between two sepa- 
rate agencies after the Lilienthal report 

5 The full text of Mr. Gromyko's address, 
in which the draft treaty was presented, was 
published in the New York Times for June 20, 
1946; also in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scien- 
tists, Vol. 2, Nos. 1 and 2 (July 1, 1946), pp. 
8-10. 
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had stressed the unique merits of com- 
bining them.6 

If the negotiations are prolonged and 
difficult, there will be reason for hope. 
Any quick termination would result 
either from outright failure or from so 
facile a solution that we should have to 
view it with suspicion. Meanwhile, our 
Government will need at every turn the 
criticism and support of a sober and in- 
formed public opinion; and one may 
earnestly hope that specialists in the 
field of political science will assume their 
proper function of leadership in the 
instruction of that public opinion. 

In order to do so, the political scien- 
tists will have to give a convincing dem- 
onstration of having tough minds as 
well as soft hearts. They will certainly 

have to reject as incompatible with sci- 
ence the standards of Hollywood, where 
all stories must have a happy ending. 
For the scientist it is better to arrive at 
truth than at an optimistic conclusion 
which is false-though, incidentally, I 
should regard as the most pessimistic of 
all possible conclusions the notion that 
our safety depends on a complete revolu- 
tion in the hearts and minds of men. 
Finally, the political scientist must re- 
ject as meaningless and useless the fre- 
quently expressed appeal in support of 
a given plan-repeated even in the 
Lilienthal report-that "the alternative 
is catastrophe." Since that appeal has 
already been made in support of several 
different plans, it cannot be wholly true 
of any of them. 

The alternative to any magnificent 
plan which fails to work or win accept- 
ance is always another plan, which may 
be less magnificent and less generous in 
its promises of security but which may 
have a better chance of working-so 
long as we do not deceive ourselves as 
to its actual content of security. The 
pursuit of security has always been an 
unending one, in which, like Keats's 
lover on the Grecian Urn, we are never 
more than "winning near the goal." 
Absolute security against the atomic 
bomb lies irretrievably in the past, and 
neither panic nor incantations will help 
us to reinvoke it. 

6 Since this paper was delivered at the Uni- 
versity of Michigan, Mr. Gromyko has an- 
nounced before the U.N. Atomic Energy Com- 
mission (July 24, 1946) that the "United 
States proposals, referring to United States 
Memorandum No. 3, in their present form 
cannot be accepted in any way by the Soviet 
Union either as a whole or in separate parts." 
It should be noted that Mr. Gromyko's re- 
marks of July 19 and 20 indicate acceptance 
by the Soviets of the principle of "exchange of 
information pertaining to peacetime uses," but 
rejection seems definite and emphatic of the 
principles of inspection and of abrogation or 
limitation of the veto. This writer has de- 
cided, however, to leave the text of the above 
paper unchanged and to permit the reader to 
make his own interpolations. 
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