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ABSTRACT

Nuclearweapons technology transfoeehthe meaning of American citizenship in
the early Cold War. The nature of nuclear war for&etericans to reconsider the
relationship betweeaitizens and the state, raising the question: who was responsible for
AmericansO survival? As weapteshnologiedecame more destructividis civic
debate intensified, demanding the involvememialicymakers, scientistgictivists,and
a surprising number of everyday Amerisan

Using a framework tall nuclear citizenshipthis dissertationilustrates how
knowledge of thewuclear threat led American citizens to reimagine ideas of public safety
and demacracy Thisresearch thus examines th&ersection of federal civil defense
policies, popular science, aadtinucleamactivism, revealing how nucleareapons
opened new avenues for political participation and challenged ideasdsipoodratic
practicein thepostWorld War Il eraPut another way, the problem of public safety in
the Atomic Age gave Americans a new language for discussing rights, responsibilities,
civic duty, and the power of the state. Americans, | argue, used their understanding of
nuclear science and technology as a means for pushing back against the Cold War state.
American civilians were active participants in a public dialogue that ultimately came to
conclude that nuclear weapons stood in the way of peace, prosperity, and hunian healt
Scholardrequently examine nuclear history through the lens of classified federal
policymaking, militaryadvancements, or elite science. These narratives downplay the
economy of nuclear information availatecivilians, and the ability of average
Americans to understand and act in response to nuclear knowlddgelissertation

reorients the historical understanding of the earlyearatra in the United States by
il



drawing attention to grassroots political engagement with nustéamce and

technola@y. By utilizing a variety of local and federal records, personal correspondence,
popular media, and civigroup documents, my research gives agency to a range of
unconsidered actorby work thusadds nuance to larger scholarly conversations about
therelationship between science, the state, and civilians, and changnegts of

political activismin the posivar era
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

On November 25, 1958, the news service United Press International ran a story
about nuclear fallout sheltet€Just the sound of a musket shot from the camp site where
WashingtonOs patriots withstood the frigid winter of 1JiTéead,dPaul Pazery stands
ready for whatever the Atomic Age has to offitazery, to whom the article refers as a
Nuclear Age Noal@had recently completed a feyear project to build two nuclear
fallout shelters for his family of six in Valley FagPennsylvania. The article ran in
newspapers nationwide, closing with PazeryOs wartiirst people thought | was a
crackpot, spending all this time and money [nearly $4,000]E but they donOt think so
anymore, with all the saber rattling in the nes.

PazeryOs story is typical of what appeared in any number of newspaper articles
that ran across the country in the 1950s, featuring @qmimistpreparing for the
worst version of the future but hoping for the best for themselves, their familietheand
nation. Less often, however, did a news outlet so explicitly connect the nationOs history to
the modern conditions of the Atomic Age. Valley Forge evoked the patriotic idealism of
1776 so completely that the editors at the United Press did not tiatidke articleOs
author had misdated the episode: the Continental Army spent the deadly winter-of 1777
78 at the site.

The invocation of national origin stories was a familiar trope in Cold War

! United Press International Anthony Zecca, OOO0ptimistd at Valley Forge Has Backyard
Bomb Shelter,Qodi NewsSentine(CA), November 25, 1958.

2$4,000 in 1958 mounts to approximately $33,000 in 2016 dollars.
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political and cultural rhetoric, but the usefulness of Ba2s story extends beyond its
association with the nationOs founding. For the Continental Army, the period spent at
Valley Forge was the lowest point of the war. Undersupplied and cut off from aid,
thousands of troops died of exposure, malnutrition, é&mels. Thus Valley Forge also
represented historical survival and perseverance in the hardest of times. Like
WashingtonOs unforgiving winter, the forthcoming nuclear war that Pazery and others
imagined would be long, isolated, and cdBut, as it had ithe Revolution, the reward
for survival would be nothing less than the triumph of American democracy.

For postwar Americans,argue,surviving the Atomic Age became inextricably
tied to matters of civic pride and membership in the national communiigyPalkers
and civilians alike devoted a great deal of energy to the project of adapting American
culture to accommodate the exigencies produced by nuclearization. For example, images
of survival invoked the nuclear family and home, despite the fact thatlear attack
could shatter both. The nuclear revolution carried the potential to disrupt the American
way of life, and not only in the catastrophic aftermath of an attack on AmericaAsoil.
argue by way of their sudden and deggoted role in domeistand international politics,
the very existence of nuclear weapons in the world threatened to upset longstanding
assumptions about how American democracy was supposed to function. In the postwar
world, where the need to staunchly defend American cudtgaenst threats from enemy
nations became urgent and instrumental in waging the Cold War, nuclear weapons were a
powerful political force with which to reckon.

The cultural work that went into integratitfge nucleawith American

% Although the ternnuclear winterdid not come into popular usage until the 1980s, the
ethos of deprivation and scarcity was germane to discussions of nuclear war.
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democracy was, in fact,uch more difficult than comparing the Cold War to the

American Revolutionary War. Indeed, Americans in the early Cold War repeatedly
encountered troubling questions wrought by the nuclear revolution: Who, in a
representative democracy, is responsible inlip safety on the national scale? How do
citizens imagine themselves within the national community when faced with priority of
individual survival? What do nuclear weapons mean for transparency and accountability
in government? What should be the rolesagntific experts within structures of
government? The prevalence of these questions, among others, reveal that nuclear
weapons created a new and unprecedented arena for debating individual and collective
rights in the United States and threatened ttatddze the very basis of American
citizenship.

If citizenship can be understood as a set of rights and responsibilities that define
the relationship between citizens and the state, American conceptions of citizenship came
under extreme new pressureshia Atomic Age. The resulting contentious debates
surrounding survival, responsibility, and national community revolved around what | call
nuclear citizenshipin other words, aclear citizenship is the way Americans came to
definetheir relationshigo the federal states something fundamentally tied to the ability
to survive nuclear war. Ilearcitizenship gives us a way to understéuagyv nuclear
weapons came to be a conduit for discussing rights and responsilahidisatreached
Americans at deeply personal levdtor individualcitizens many of whom felt that
their lives were jeopardized by the Cold War contest, the political became personal.
Never before had basic survival taken on such overtly political tones. Put another way,
the bodypolitic became intimately tied toehoodily survival of citizens. Butmages of
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national survival and individual survival reflected back on one another again and again
through a lens clouded by disagreements over exactly how to assure public safety.

To meet the new challenges of the nuclear threat, policymakers used the language
of civic duty, portraying survival as the responsibility of each American and as a
component of good citizenship. In some ways, nuclear survival as civic duty meshed well
with the postwar political environment. Individual accountability in the interest of
national safety, for example, was a common trope in anticommunist rhetoric. But in other
ways, individual responsibility existed in tension with American civic traditions. In the
nuclear context, Americans demanded that the state take more responsibility for public
safety. In short, these Americans framed survival as an individual right that they believed
should be guaranteed by the state. As the projected death tolls of an attack rose
throughout the 1950s, the disagreement over the meaning of nuclear citizenship became
fraught with apocalyptic overtones. Still, this urgency did little to resolve the ongoing
debate.

By the early 1960s, it became apparent that American ideas about cultural
citizenship could not easily adapt to the problems of the Atomic Age. The very
discussions that sought to fit the nuclear revolution into the “American way of life”
revealed long-standing fractures in American society about the meaning of American
democracy. An increasing number of Americans came to believe nuclear weapons were
not only incompatible with their expectations of American democratic culture, but also
weakened the federal state’s claim to sovereign authority over its citizens.

Given the importance of the technological evolution of weapons in the Cold War,

a brief note about terminology, technicality, and anachronism is merited here. The
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earliest nuclear weapons—those developed during World War II and for the remainder of
the 1940s—were atomic weapons that derived their explosive power from nuclear fission.
By the early 1950s, both the United States and the Soviet Union were engaged in
developing thermonuclear—or hydrogen—*‘superbombs,” which used a fission process
to catalyze nuclear fusion. The explosive power that could be achieved through fusion
was many orders of magnitude larger than earlier fission bombs. While both countries
continued to develop and refine atomic and thermonuclear weapons throughout the Cold
War, their staggering scale meant that they replaced atomic weapons in both strategic
assumptions and popular imagination. In this study, I use the term nuclear weapons as a
general category that encompasses both types of devices. Where further specificity is
required, I will indicate atomic or thermonuclear. Finally, I use the term Afomic Age to
denote the epoch beginning with the first atomic test in the summer of 1945 and
continuing through the remainder of the Cold War. This term appeared in the cultural
nomenclature with remarkable speed after the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and
Americans continued to use it well after the thermonuclear revolution, and even when
they understood the difference between atomic and thermonuclear. Here, 1 wish to honor
the language that my actors used at the expense of a slight loss of technical specificity.
Within weeks and months of the end of World War I, popular media, the federal
government, and social commentators began to broadcast frightening images of future
wars. The Atomic Age, they argued, was a new era, one that held unprecedented dangers.
As the official history of the Manhattan Project, released to the public on August 12,
1945, explained, a “weapon has been developed that is potentially destructive beyond the
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wildest nightmares of the imagination.” The scale of destruction of a single atomic
weapon was degrees of magnitudes larger than earlier weapons of war. In fact, as the
public learned after the war, the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki were between four
and five times more deadly—and used fewer than one percent of the total aircraft—than
the previous bombings of Tokyo, the most deadly conventional air raid series in history.

Even before many American troops had returned home from the Pacific,
American popular media dared to imagine how World War III might look. In 1945,
intercontinental ballistic missiles were more than a decade away from successful
development, nuclear weapons technology was still in its infancy, and the United States
would hold a nuclear monopoly until 1949. Yet as Life conjectured in November 1945,
future wars would include unmanned long-range missiles delivering a barrage of atomic
bombs across oceans and continents.” The feature story in Life—and countless other
popular nuclear imaginings—painted a terrifying but credible picture of the possibilities
of wars to come.

In the decade following World War II, Americans saw many of their dystopian
premonitions about proliferation come true. In August 1949, the Soviet Union tested its
first atomic device. In response to the American loss of the atomic monopoly, the Truman
administration gave the go-ahead for a crash program to develop thermonuclear—or
hydrogen—weapons, devices with seemingly limitless explosive power. The United

States successfully tested its first such device in November 1952. The Soviet nuclear

* Henry DeWolf Smyth, Atomic Energy foMilitary Purposes: The Official Report on the
Development of the Atomic Bomb under the Auspices of the United States
Government, 194Q943 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1945), 223.

> “The 36-Hour War,” Life, November 19, 1945.
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program responded in kind less than a year later, by which time Great Britain had also
joined theOhuclear clubOAll three nuclearized nations marched forward with their
weapons development programs throughout the 1950s. By the end of the decade, these
superpowers had created arsenals with thousands of warheads and advanced means of
delivering them, tfough aircraft, longange missiles, and submarirfes.

With each weapons milestone, the reach of nuclear warOs destruction grew wider.
The sheer scale of individual nuclear explosions meant that the bombing of arfyt target
whether military, industrial, or piticalN would kil civilians. But the magnitude and
character of this civilian threat changed over time. For several years following the end of
World War 1, the popular (and strategic) image of nuclear war involved a few atomic
bombs targeting coastal @ the key industry, transportation, and governing centers.

But by the latel950s, such imaginings had given way to an attack with hundreds of

® Historiansdisagree about whether the Onuclear revolutionO occurred in 1945 or in 1952,
with the arrival of thermonuclear weapons. Given the intense public discussion of
the future of war in the popular press and elsewhere in the immediate aftermath of
World War 11,1 subscribe to the view that this revolution occurred in 1940
seeRobert R. Bowie and Richard H. Immerma¥aging Peace: How Eisenhower
Shaped an Enduring Cold War Stratdéew York, NY: Oxford University
Press, 1998); Aaron L. Friedbeig,the Shadow of the Garrison State: AmericaOs
Anti-Statism and Its Cold War Grand Stratg@yinceton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2000); Francis J. GaWnmiclear Statecraft: History and
Strategy in AmericaOs Atomic Algeaca, NY: Cornell University Presg012);
Richard G. Hewlett and Jack M. Hollfoms for Peace and War, 193961:
Eisenhower and the Atomic Energy Commis¢igerkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1989); Robert Jenditie Meaning of the Nuclear Revolution:
Statecraft and the Papect of Armagedddifthaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1989); Robert Jay Lifton and Ricahrd A. Fdlkdefensible Weapons: The
Political and Psychological Case against Nuclear{@mew York, NY: Basic
Books, 1982); Shane Maddodkuclear Apartheid: Thuest for American
Atomic Supremacy from World War Il to the Preg@itapel Hill, NC: University
of North Carolina Press, 2010); Michael S. SheFhe Rise of American Air
Power: The Creation of Armagedd{ew Haven, CT: Yale University Press,
1987).



atomic and thermonuclear warheads, reaching much farther into the North American
continent, and blanketing largavaths of the heartland with radioactive fallout. By 1961,
some strategic analysts placed the possible national casualty rate as high as 160 million.
As the public reeled over doomsday imaginings, policymakers scrambled to
assess the situation. Federalders wondered, in practical terms, what could be done to
ensure the survival of the American people if a war should come. Most policymakers
believed that the cost of building a national system of shelters was prohibitive. And,
although some leaders pushedplans to develop active defensive technologies such as
surfaceto-air missiles and sophisticated detection and warning systems, defense budgets

overwhelmingly prioritized offensive weapons.

"Herman Kahn@On Thermonuclear W4Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1960), 113This shocking number deserves some interpretation, especially given
that the entire population of the United States was approximately 180,670,000 in
1961. Here, Kahis presenting the worst of the worsise scenarios, assuming
that the Soviet Union mounted a lattetice attack on Strategic Air Command
(SAC) and targeted all urban areas with a population of 25,000 or more. Kahn
argued, however, with more warning aegver urban targets, the casualty rate
might be closer to 90 million. Kahn was using these scenarios to argue for
increased civil defense measures and the additional OhardeningO of SAC, so it
would be in his best interest to use sensational numbers. Bgnrapting his
recommendations, he argued, casualty rates could be reduced to 3 million. To use
an earlier comparison for context, in planning materials for 19560s-wat®n
test exercise, the Federal Civil Defense Administration (FCDA) estimated that 20
million Americand\ of a total population closer to 169 millilnvould be
casualties in that hypothetical attack. 1956 was the last year that the FCDA
published predicted casualty rates in part because officials wanted to avoid a
panicked public reaction. S&ee GarrisonBracing for Armageddon: Why Civil
Defense Never WorkéNew York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2006),-87
Over the course of the early Cold War, there were huniréd®t thousands
of official and unofficial casualty predictions availabdethe American public.
They ran the gamut from gross underestimations to hyperbolic exaggerations and
everything in between. But the grim task of evaluating hypothetical casualty rates
was a difficult undertaking because so many variables outside theladrthe
militaryN time of day of the attack or weather patterns, for exaptauld
account for a margin of error in the millions.
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After several years of difficult negotiation in the latel@8, federal policymakers
decided upon a public safety strategy that placed the primary responsibility for survival
on American citizens. Civil defense, as it was known, encouraged civilians to rely on
themselvel not the statll to assure their own survivay volunteering in safety training
programs and by purchasing their own survival resources. The concept of civil defense
was supported by a series of federal agencies, designed to provide states, cities, and
individuals with guidelines for preparation. Naiheless, these agencies left the specifics
of planning up to local authorities and citizens themselves. And although the nature of the
predicted nuclear attack changed over the course of the early Cold War, the nucleus of
federal policy remained the sanseif help was the key to survival.

Many Americans struggled with this new arrangement of responsibility. During
congressional deliberations about the national civil defense program in 1950, Senator
Brien McMahon wondered how a séiélp mandate could woik Qhe first duty of a
sovereignty is to protect its peofiPerhaps unintentionally, McMahon struck at the
heart of the theoretical debate over civil defense: how could the state convince its citizens
to assume the role of protecting the state? Whlagation did citizens have to the state if
the state was no longer willing or capable of carrying out its obligation to keep its citizens
safe? Over the following decades, civilians and politicos continued to puzzle over this
dilemma, using the expliciathguage of rights and responsibilities. Civil defense thus

became a fraught area of contest in the fight to define nuclear citizenship, and it tested

8 Senator Brien McMahon of Connecticut speaking for the U.S. Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, Executive Session, Civil Dege, Unpublished Hearing, 81st
Cong., 2d sess., March 23, 1950, 19, ProQuest (HS8RAEJ0031).
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American ideas about liberalism and sovereignty.

The move toward stajgrescribed survival through sélélp thus represents an
important, but often overlooked, aspect of the Cold War political land$8apehe
same moment that the postwar state was consolidating power through expanding the
architecture of national security, it was outsourcing public waieta national scale to
individuals through programs of sdi&lp civil defense. Although the United States had a
long national history of militias and other home guard programs, never before had
civilian defense been designed to operate independently iofJieu of, federal military
defenses. Especially when juxtaposed against the American experience of World War 1l,
wherein the state deployed troops abroad to defend the home front, a citizenOs defense

obligations in the Cold War were more ambiguouastdad of in trenches, in the air, or on

° Robert B. Westbrook took up a similar challenge in his 1990 article on obligation in
American political culture during World War 1l. He argues that Amexsa
willingness to support the war was not driven by an obligation to the political
community or the state, but rather by cultural and moral imperatives to defend
OOthe American Way of Life,O defined as a richE private experiBote®B.
Westbrook, OOl Want a Girl, Just Like the Girl That Married Henry JamesO:
American Women and the Problem of Political Obligation in World War 11,0
American Quarterly2, no. 4 (December 1990): 59 estbrook calls heavily on
earlier essays by Mi@el Walzer and other critics of liberal theory. See, for
exampleMichael WalzerQObligations: Essays on Disobedience, War, and
Citizenship(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1970)

19 SeeAndrea FriedmarCitizenship in Cold War America: The Natal Security State
and the Possibilities of DisseAmherst, MA: University of Massachusetts Press,
2014); Ellen SchreckeMany Are the Crimes: McCarthyism in America
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1998); Robert D. PuBawling
Alone: TheCollapse and Revival of American Commu(igw York, NY:
Simon and Schuster, 2000); Mary L. Dudzi@kld War Civil RightgPrinceton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000); Lizabeth Cohe@pnsumerOs Republic:
The Politics of Mass Consumption in Pastwmerica(New York, NY: Vitage
Books, 2004); K. A. Cuordileon®anhood and American Political Culture in
the Cold War(New York, NY: Routledge, 2005); David K. Johnsdhge
Lavender Scare: The Cold War Persecution of Gays and Lesbians in the Federal
GowernmentChicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2004).
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the high seas, nuclear war would be fought in basements and back yards. If civilians
hoped to survive the next war, policymakers argued, they had no choicelenlis®to
fight in the Cold War conflict’ The nutear threat thus obfuscated traditional lines
between civilian and soldier and added a layer of complexity onto established ideas of
martial citizenshig?
Despite these tensions, civil defense remained highly visible in American life
during the Cold WarAgencies and civic organizations distributed hundreds of millions
of copies of instructional materials in the 1950s and 1960s. Federal and local civil
defense organizations produced television programs, ran booths at county and state fairs,
staged annual atk attack exercises, and created traveling exhibits that toured the nation.
While these civil defense initiatives were occasionally entertaining public
spectacles, individual citizens were reluctant to engage personally in survival measures.
Despite extesive propaganda campaigns, relatively few Americans built shelters in their
homes or volunteered to participate in civil defense programs. Civil defense leaders, from

the lowestlevel neighborhood wardens to the highest reaches of the federal

1 The issue of choidé choosing to participate in the Cold War conflict versus the non
choice of being a casualty of a war brought down upoiNyiew critical aspect
that is missing from Westbrookf®90 analysisWestbrook, OAmerican Women.O
The exigencies of a nuclear attack would theoretically implicate all American
civilians in a nuclear war, whether they were willing or not.

12| aura McEnaney explores this tension further in her work, whaohés civil defense
as a form of national militarization. Seaura McEnaneyCivil Defense Begins at
Home: Militarization Meets Everyday Life in the Fifti@inceton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2000or martial citizenship more broadly, $ekéot A. Cohen,
Citizens and Soldiers: The Dilemmas of Military Seryit®aca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1985); Suzanne Mettio|diers to Citizens: The G.I. Bill and
the Making of the Greatest Generatidtiew York, NY: Oxford University Press,
2005); Beth Bailey AmericaOs Army: Making the-Ablunteer Force
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009).
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administratio, consistently lamented low participation numbers and high levels of public
apathy. By the late 1950s, this perceived apathy turned to actualized resistance as civic
groups began to protest civil defense practices for their inadequacy in the face of
thermonuclear war. Indeed, several Americans noted that WashingtonOs unwillingness to
fund civil defense while pouring billions of dollars into weapons proliferation constituted
an egregious lack of concern for human life on the part of governing officialse\r¢ow

when civilians discussed civil defense, whether out of support, apathy, or protest, they
too used language that reflected its position as a part of democratic civic life.

Equally important to the construction of nuclear citizenship is how the public
understood the role of nuclear science in American life. Before 1945, few average
Americans had cause to learn about particle physics. The dramatic conclusion of World
War Il and the technological advancements that followed, however, forced Americans to
think of such science as part of their everyday lives. Indeed, civil defense instructions
demanded that Americans understand the workings of nuclear weapons, sometimes down
to the smallest atomic particle. Federal agencies tightly regulated public acceskty
information in the interest of Cold War secrecy. As such, the nuclear arms race created an
elite class of scientists, advisors, and policymakers that operated within the protected
space of Cold War competition. Such individuals seemed to wieltl greer over the
safety and security of American civilians. As the 1950s wore on, this lack of governing
transparency came under the scrutiny of several civic organizations, including the
fledgling Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE).

By the mid1950s, several scientists outside the purview of the federal state began
to question both the safety of nuclear weapons testing and the authority of the federal
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agencies that managed testing. Using the burgeoning field of genetics, these scientist-
activists campaigned to raise public awareness about the pathological and hereditary
dangers of radioactive fallout. In response, the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC)
launched a wide-ranging campaign in an attempt to quell controversy and improve public
perceptions of nuclear testing. Like the AEC, activist scientists’ information campaigns
relied upon explaining science to the public, but they did so for very different ends than
those of civil defense officials. Public debates about fallout invoked the problem of
secrecy and responsibility in the Atomic Age, as their messages raised critical concern
about whether or not the federal government was operating in a way that protected its
people. Popular awareness about the dangers of fallout from nuclear weapons testing
galvanized a significant and vocal minority of antinuclear advocates by the end of the
1950s. And as Americans came to realize that the AEC had withheld safety information
from the public, the AEC’s authority diminished significantly.

The public’s access to scientific information thus drove important changes in
nuclear citizenship over the course of the early Cold War. Popular science gave civilians
a means to understand how nuclear weapons affected their daily lives. Indeed, the
message of antinuclear campaigns was rooted in a populist appeal: the existence of
nuclear weapons, whether in peace or wartime, constituted a danger to every man,
woman, and child on the planet. Nuclear survival no longer depended on one’s ability to
survive in the event of an attack. Instead, many Americans came to realize that survival
was always at stake and that this was a constant condition of life in the Atomic Age.

By the late 1950s, public attitudes toward nuclearization had become significantly

more critical than had been the case earlier in the decade. First, many Americans came to
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believe that nuclear weapons, as the instruments of modern war, constituted an
unacceptable risk to the public, especially when civil defense initiatives seemed so
insufficient. Some even deemed nuclear war unsurvivable, despite policymakers’
assurances to the contrary. Second, the growing availability of information about public
health and nuclear science led many to question the wisdom of nuclear weapons testing
and continued development. Together, these two veins of public discussion converged
around the idea that survival in the Atomic Age could only be achieved by the
elimination of nuclear weapons entirely.

Using methods of mass protest, the language of civic responsibility, a nuanced
knowledge of nuclear science, and claims to defending humanity, an increasing number
of Americans began to advocate for peace by the end of the 1950s. Peace was an
umbrella term that included ideas as diverse as demilitarization, complete abolition of
nuclear weapons, a testing ban, and world government. Antinuclear protesters’ ideas did
not counter postwar visions of the American way of life. Rather, these activists advocated
for a better version of citizenship, one that they believed better upheld democratic ideals.
These citizens understood nuclear weapons as impediments to peace and to the health of
American democracy. Thus, by the early 1960s, a new vision of nuclear citizenship had
emerged, one that renounced nuclearization as a basis for domestic and international
policy, or as a basis upon which American citizenship should be understood.

This narrative ends in the autumn of 1963, when the United States, Great Britain,
and the Soviet Union signed the Partial Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT). The treaty
banned the testing of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere, under water, and in outer space.

This agreement was the culmination of almost a decade of on-and-off negotiations
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between the nuclear powers about nuclear testing, proliferation, and disarmament.
Indeed, despe the Eisenhower administrationOs continued testing during the 1950s and
careful management of official statements defending the necessity of doing so, some top
officials believed a test ban constituted an important step toward disarmament. However,
Cold War mistrust, scientific disagreement, and occasional miscommunication stymied
the discussions until 1963.

By 1963, antinuclearism among American civilians had gathered significant
traction. Although vocal public calls for a test ban had sounded sifeasatl 956, the
issueOs populist appeal had become more persuasive as damning scientific evidence
mounted against fallout hazards. Moreover, the escalation of Cold War tensions in the
early 1960s, including the-& espionage controversy, the Berlin Crisisd the Cuban
Missile Crisis, signaled an urgent need for some sort of action. The LTBT removed the
most immediate danger of additional lingering atmospheric radiation and signaled an
important step toward general disarmament. For many concerned citleehIBT
served as the release of a pressure valve after many years of negotiation impasses.

Over the course of the early Cold War, many Americans came to understand the
nuclear revolution as something that augmented the ties between individuals and thei
local, national, and international communities. Nuclearization put civilians in intimate
contact with the state, or with the substance of state power. The material apparatuses of
this contact include hundreds of millions of informational pamphlets and, fouilt
shelters, and survivalist consumer goods. These physical objects served as constant
reminders of the state, of a citizenOs complicity in state projects, and of an individualOs
contingent existence within the nuclearized world. More importaodigause a nuclear

1t



attack could kill any American, regardless of age, gender, class, race, or geography,
civilians united around a common and urgent understanding of nuclear peril.

Moreover, the dangers of nuclear radiation expanded the common threat to every
person on the planet. In other words, the fallout from nuclearization created space for a
new articulation of international community.*® By the end of the 1950s, antinuclear
advocates found the symbolic power of human community to be fertile grounds for
rallying dissent against nuclear policy. In sum, nuclear weapons changed how Americans
conceptualized community, from local or national to international. Nuclear citizenship
thus constitutes one way that Cold War Americans disrupted established notions about
state sovereignty, a concern that would be continue to drive international dissent
movements for the remainder of the Cold War.

Chapter Outline

This dissertation is broken into five chapters, followed by an epilogue. Chapter
One begins with an overview of the early grassroots demands for civil defense. Spanning
the years from the end of World War Il until early 1952, the chapter outlines the
widespread public demands for a national system of public safety in the Atomic Age, as
well as the range of creative solutions Americans developed to meet the threat. Although
their ideas varied, civilians and civic groups consistently used the language of citizenship
and democratic community to discuss the need for civil defense. These conversations

reveal that the public saw nuclear public safety as a responsibility and duty of the federal

13 Qutside of, and including more individuals than, the One World advocates and
members of the Scientists” Movement of the late 1940s. See Alice Kimball Smith,
A Peril and a Hope: The Scientists Movement in America,-194% (Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press, 1965), 47-106. Jessica Wang, “Scientists and the
Problem of the Public in Cold War America,” Osiris 17 (2002).
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state, and as something that could easily be adapted to the contdorsrafan life.

Chapter Two complements Chapter One with adown perspective of the same
era, examining early federal debates about civil defense planning. Policymakers,
especially those in Congress, recognized the need for a national system ofgiabfic s
but were constrained by the postwar political liabilities of big government, militarization,
and government secrecy. After several years of discussion and study, policymakers
invoked the ideology of selielp, local control, and civic responsibility create a
diffuse federalist structure for civil defense. The Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950
created an organization whose mandate was intentionally vague, leaving states, counties,
and cities with a great deal of room for interpreting how civil nsfewvas to be
implemented locally. As the nation entered the 1950s, a period of ragidincing
offensive weapons technology, the location of responsibility for national survival
continued to be in flux.

Chapter Three explores the role of scientific atiti in public discussions about
nuclear policy and civil defense during the early 1950s. While the Atomic Energy
Commission made significant advances in nuclear weapons technology in this era, these
developments existed alongside growing public skeptieéibout scientists, scientific
authority, and the intermingling of science and democracy. Amid ongoing public
controversies surrounding nuclear physicists and the American nuclear program, federal
civil defense policymakers struggled to manage and maiataimage of scientific
credibility. Broadly, this chapter demonstrates that Americans held deeply ambiguous
ideas about scientific authority, but that science nevertheless took on an increasingly
important role in how the public understood issues of deatic@governance.
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The presence of nuclear science in popular media—whether in the news cycle or
official education campaigns—served to deepen public understanding about the actual
science undergirding nuclear weapons development. Chapter Four traces this process
through the growing public awareness and concern over nuclear fallout, which came to be
seen as a dangerous peacetime byproduct of the Cold War. Fallout gave Americans cause
to fear for their own health, the health of their children, and the well-being of the human
species in general. The fallout controversy also raised serious concerns about the state’s
protection of civilians and its respect for the sovereignty of other nations. By the late
1950s, these discussions converged to create a vocal minority of antinuclear advocates
seeking a test ban and general disarmament.

Finally, Chapter Five returns to civil defense, examining how public opinion
about safety programs evolved during the late 1950s and early 1960s. Popular
participation in civil defense did not regain traction during this era, despite President
Kennedy’s attempts to revive it as a national priority. I argue that by this time, the public
was too well educated about fallout, frustrated with the illogic of nuclear diplomacy, and
weary of the threat of nuclear annihilation to buy into civil defense policy. Many
Americans began to ask, “What would winning the Cold War look like?”” and did not like
the answer. Across the nation, citizens mounted mass protest against nuclear policies,
including civil defense, and made demands for radical change. A varied coalition of
activists saw nuclear policy as an impediment to functional democracy. These Americans
framed their protest as an expression of their commitment to American democracy,
turning on its head the state’s rhetoric of self-help civil defense as the bulwark of

democratic life. Their voices contributed to the successful ratification of the Limited Test
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Ban Treaty of 1963, and, | argue, to the demise of nuclear civil defense programs in
America.
Historiography

This study contributes to several genres of historical scholarship. Broadly
speaking, the historiography of the early Atomic Age in the United States tends to
diverge into two broad investigations. On one hand, cultural historians anbbgsts
often examine nuclear culture in the context of the family, consumerism, and popular
entertainment. On the other hand, scholars of political development, policy history, and
international relations focus on the effect of nuclear technology qrogecal
relationships and domestic politics. The Atomic American, | bridge these
historiographies by arguing that American citizens and policymakers were in
conversation with each other about nuclear policies throughout the period, and that both
hadan active role in defining citizenship and culture in the early Cold War. More
specifically, however, | position this study at the intersection of two related themes that
have emerged in the recent scholarship of American culture in the Atomic Age:

American citizenship and civic life; and civil defense and public sdfety.

4 The most recentttes to emerge in this literature includécEnaney Andrew D.
GrossmanpNeither Dead nor Red: Civil Defense and American Political
Development During the Early Cold War (New York, NY: Routlege, 2001);
Kenneth D. Ros&)ne Nation Underground: The Fallout Shelter in American
Culture (New York: New York University Press, 2001); Tom VanderBit;vival
City: Adventures among the Ruins of Atomic America (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
Architectural Press, 2002Ylichael Scheibachqtomic Narratives and American
Youth: Coming of Age with the Atom, 1945-1955 (Jefferson, NC: McFarland,
2003); Alice L. Georgedwaiting Armageddon: How Americans Faced the Cuban
Missile Crisis (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2003); Scott
C. Zemun and Michael A. Amunds, edsAtomic Culture: How We Learned to
Stop Worrying and Love the Bomb (Boulder, CO: University of Colorado, 2004);
Garrison,Bracing for Armageddon; David F. Krugler,This Is Only a Test: How
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The early years of the Cold War were marked by a shifting relationship between

individual Americans and the federal state. From legal, cultural, and economic

standpoints, citizenship was contested and in flux. The enhanced power of the postwar

state, a growing American consumer culture, amplifying debates about race and civil

rights, and widespread suburbanization each forced Americans to reconsider how citizens

came to demand rights from the state. In turn, these conversations reframed how the state

came to make demands of its citizens. Each of these citizenship debates played out in the

public sphere, where Americans voiced their opinions using democratic protest,

purchasing power, and civic engagement."

Washington, D.C. Prepared for Nuclear War (New York, NY: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2006); Tracy C. Davis, Stages of Emergency: Cold War Nuclear Civil
Defense (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2007); Scott Gabriel Knowles,
“Defending Philadelphia: A Historical Case Study of Civil Defense in the Early
Cold War,” Public Works Management Policy 11 (January 2007); Rosemary B.
Mariner and G. Kurt Piehler, eds. The Atomic Bomb and American Society: New
Perspectives (Knoxville, TN: University of Tennessee Press, 2009); Robert A.
Jacobs, The Dragon’s Tail: American Face the Atomic Age (Amherst, MA:
University of Massachusetts Press, 2010); and David Monteyne, Fallout Shelter:
Designing for Civil Defense in the Cold War (Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press, 2011).

'> T am indebted to a wide-ranging literature on American cultural citizenship that has

emerged in the last two decades. For citizenship in Cold War and Atomic Age
America, see Friedman, Citizenship in Cold War America, Joseph Masco, The
Nuclear Borderlands: The Manhattan Project in Post-Cold War New Mexico
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2006); Gary Gerstle, American
Crucible: Race and Nation in the Twentieth Century (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2001); and Cohen, Citizens and Soldiers. 1 have also found
several theoretical, legal, and philosophical texts helpful as I have developed my
framework for nuclear citizenship. Among others, see Rogers M. Smith, Civic
Ideals: Conflicting Visions of Citizenship in U.S. History (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1997); Smith, Stories of Peoplehood: The Politics and Morals of
Political Membership (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2003);
Smith, Civic Ideals: Conflicting Visions of Citizenship in U.S. History; Evelyn
Nakano Glenn, Unequal Freedom: How Race and Gender Shaped American
Citizenship and Labor (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univerity Press, 2002); and
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The threat of nuclear war also provoked such dialogues about American
democratic life, but it remains a neglected area of postwar cultural scholarship. For
example, in his influential study, Bowling Alone, Robert Putnam successfully
demonstrates that a great majority of 1950s and 1960s Americans participated in some
form of civic engagement.'® Yet postwar geopolitics—specifically the nuclear threat—do
not figure into his analysis. By contrast, I show that nuclear concerns appear throughout
the institutional records of social, civic, and religious organizations. Putnam’s definition
of public space—which focuses on organizations—is an important component of my
research, but I also seek to understand what civic involvement meant to Americans on a
more personal scale.

The historiography of American nuclear culture during the early Cold War
likewise has not adequately addressed the role of citizenship and active engagement.
Early studies by Paul Boyer and Spencer Weart demonstrate that the American “nuclear
consciousness” in the aftermath of World War II was muddled in contradictory feelings
of fear and hope.'” Boyer argues that the experience of living in postwar America cannot
be understood without considering nuclear weapons. While I agree with Boyer that the
dawn of the Atomic Age fundamentally altered American life, Boyer’s focus on nuclear

debates among public intellectuals and cultural authorities neglects Americans’ lived

Judith N. Shklar, American Citizenship: The Quest for Inclusion (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1991).

' Putnam, Bowling Alone.

'7"Paul Boyer, By the Bomb’s Early Light; and Spencer R. Weart, Nuclear Fear: A
History of Images (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988). Weart’s
work greatly expands upon the Sierra Club’s 1982 environmental-cultural history:
Stephen Hilgartner, Richard C. Bell, and Rory O’Connor, Nukespeak: Nuclear
Language, Visions and Mindset (San Francisco, CA: Sierra Club Books, 1982).
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experience, particularly as it related to drastic changes in nuclear weapons capabilities.
Similarly, Weart demonstrates that postwar nuclear culture was based upon a preexisting
set of emotions and assumptions about science, nuclear technology, and the future.
However, Weart reduces domestic nuclear policy to government propaganda designed to
manipulate American actions. He, like Boyer, minimizes the importance of how
individual Americans perceived and acted in response to the nuclear threat.'®

Other early histories, however, do attempt to explain the personal experience of
the Atomic Age. Most notably, Elaine Tyler May connects everyday life to the nuclear
threat by arguing that Americans used the home and the family as ways to protect
themselves from the insecurity of the Cold War. '° For her, the postwar emphasis on
“self-contained” domesticity was a means for sheltering citizens against the Cold War’s
dangers. For May, postwar culture was defined by an inward turn and civic
disengagement. By contrast, I argue that many Americans actively engaged with nuclear
dangers—by learning about the nuclear threat and taking measures to mitigate it—rather
than avoided them. The American home figures prominently in this study as a site of
responsible citizenship and democratic participation rather than a site of civic detachment.

Other scholars of the Atomic Age in America examine nuclear civil defense and

public safety policy as artifacts of state power, rather than as means for civilians to

'8 Also see Allan M. Winkler, Life under a Cloud: American Anxiety About the Atom
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1993); and Margot A. Henriksen, Dr.
Strangelove’s America: Society and Culture in the Atomic Age (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1997).

' Elaine Tyler May, Homeward Bound: American Families in the Cold War Era (New
York, NY: Basic Books, 1988). Also see JoAnne Brown, “‘A Is for Atom, B Is
for Bomb’: Civil Defense in American Public Education, 1948-1963,” Journal of
American History 75 (June 1988) and Scheibach, Atomic Narratives.
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express citizenship. In 1994, sociologist Guy Oakes first articulated the concept of “Cold
War civic ethics.”* In The Imaginary War, Oakes argues that civil defense policy was a
federal strategy to coerce Americans into supporting nuclear deterrence and other Cold
War foreign policies. For Oakes, “the actual protection of the public in a nuclear attack
was not crucial to the role of civil defense in American national security.””' Instead, civil
defense was simply a government tool, useful only to geopolitical ends. Oakes’ account
focuses on federal decision-makers, and does not attempt to analyze whether this
campaign was successful in promoting civilian support for Cold War politics.

More recently, Andrew Grossman has extended Oakes’ argument into the field of
American political development.? Far less cynical than The Imaginary War, Grossman
uses federal civil defense bureaucracy to demonstrate the strength of the postwar state,
and the limitations of liberal democracy. Like Oakes, Grossman argues that policymakers
developed federal defense strategies to support international goals. While both Oakes and
Grossman argue that the federal government consciously marshaled “self-help, mutual
assistance, and community spirit,” they do not show how individuals accepted, rejected,
or modified this federally-constructed Cold War ethos.”

In the past two decades, newer cultural scholarship has made an effort to connect

civil defense with civic activism. Kenneth D. Rose’s book, One Nation Underground:

2 Guy Oakes, The Imaginary War: Civil Defense and American Cold War Culture (New
York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1994), 9.

*'bid., 165.

22 Grossman, Neither Dead Nor Red.

3 Oakes, 5. Also see Guy Oakes and Andrew Grossman, “Managing Nuclear Terror: The
Genesis of American Civil Defense Strategy,” International Journal of Politics,

Culture, and Society 5, no. 3 (Spring 1992).
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The Fallout Shelter in American Culture, and Alice L. George’s Awaiting Armageddon:
How Americans Faced the Cuban Missile Crisis successfully show that Americans
pushed back against the federal government’s civil defense programs and rhetoric.”* Yet
both of their timelines suggest that such resistance did not appear until the early 1960s.
By contrast, I argue that the public, policymakers, and scientists were actively involved in
debating the limits of nuclear citizenship as early as the late 1940s. By considering a
longer periodization of engagement with nuclear weapons in American society, [ argue
that the early 1960s were the culmination of years of shifting ideas about survival, civic
practice, and the threat of nuclear war.

This study also creates a new frame for understanding how Americans adjusted to
the tenuous peace of the post-World War II era. Despite the United States’ engagement in
Korea and several high-risk geopolitical crises, Americans used 1945 as a conceptual
divider of war- and peacetime. But they also assumed that another world war would be at
hand in the near future. Moreover, Americans understood that advancing nuclear
weapons technologies blurred the distinction between front lines and home front; soldier
and citizen. Preparation programs like civil defense, modeled in part on World War Il-era
civilian activities, obscured the difference between war and peace even further.”

Historian Laura McEnaney explores this issue most explicitly in her monograph,

** Rose, One Nation Underground. and George, Awaiting Armageddon.

> Mary L. Dudziak, War Time: An Idea, Its History, Its Consequences (New York, NY:
Oxford University Press, 2012); Tom Engelhardt, The End of Victory Culture:
Cold War America and the Disillusioning of a Generation (New York, NY: Basic
Books, 1995); Westbrook, “American Women,” 591.
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Civil Defense Begins at Home: Militarization Meets Everyday Life in the 1950s.2° Here,
McEnaney argues that policymakers established federal civil defense initiatives as
paramilitary programs: a way to militarize the public without creating fears of an overly
powerful military. She argues that “the most useful framework for studying civil defense
is ‘militarization,’ or the gradual encroachment of military ideas, values, and structures
into the civilian domain.”*’ While such an explanation does much to uncover how the
public interacted with federal civil defense programs in their homes, families, and
workplaces, it limits individual agency and sometimes overstates the power of the state.
American civilians themselves, I argue, redefined their relationship to the state, and not
exclusively in the framework of militarization or martial citizenship.

This dissertation provides an important corrective by reestablishing historical
agency and contingency in the narrative of postwar nuclear culture. Some of the existing
literature describes Atomic Age citizens as naive, irrational, or ignorant; Grossman
rightfully refers to such analyses as “the silliness approach.”® By considering the
motivations of individual Americans and policymakers, this study argues that American
citizens and leaders were in conversation with each other throughout the period, and that

both had an equal hand in defining cultural citizenship in the Atomic Age.

*® McEnaney, Civil Defense Begins at Home.
*’ 1bid., 6.

% Grossman, xiii. Other similarly problematic histories include: Garrison, Bracing for
Armageddon; Thomas J. Kerr, Civil Defense in the U.S.: Bandaid for a
Holocaust? (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1983); and A. Costandina Titus,
Bombs in the Backyard: Atomic Testing and American Politics (Reno, NV:
University of Nevada Press, 1986).
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Finally, this study is broadly circumscribed by the public availability of
information about nuclear science and technology. Much of the scholarship mentioned
above correctly points out that the American public in the early Cold War consistently
lacked “the whole story.” Guided by imperatives of Cold War secrecy, federal agencies—
especially the Atomic Energy Commission—tightly regulated what information could
reach the public and what could not. Yet narratives that rely on a conspiratorial state
neglect a wide range of alternative sources of public information about nuclear science
and technology. In the mid- and late 1940s, for example, nuclear scientists were
prominent advocates of nuclear weapons regulation and translated nuclear science into
language the public could understand in order to garner support for their platforms. A
different group of activist scientists emerged in the mid-1950s to raise awareness about
the dangers of nuclear fallout from testing. They, too, were important providers of
publicly-accessible nuclear information. As antinuclear advocacy gained traction in the
late 1950s, the cast of nuclear authorities expanded well beyond the bounds of state
agencies. These activists ranks included public intellectuals, religious leaders, educators,
and average Americans who identified as housewives, parents, or simply concerned

citizens.”’

% Milton S. Katz, Ban the Bomb: A History of Sane, the Committee for a Sane Nuclear
Policy (New York, NY: Praeger, 1986); Lawrence S. Wittner, The Struggle
against the Bomb, vol. 1, “One World or None: A History of the World Nuclear
Disarmament Movement Through 1953 (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 1993); Wittner, The Struggle against the Bomb, vol. 2, “Resisting the
Bomb: A History of the World Nuclear Disarmament Movement 1954-1970”
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1997); Wittner, The Struggle against
the Bomb, vol. 3, “Toward Nuclear Abolition: A History of the World
Disarmament Movement, 1971 to the Present” (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 2003).
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The scholarship of nuclear science and technology often downplays the public
economy of nuclear information. Instead, these works tend to focus on elite scientists
involved in weapons innovation and production or the role of scientific advisors in the
high reaches of government.*® While these studies give credit to historical agency and
nuance of the scientists in these communities, they do not often consider alternative
sources of scientific authority.>’ By contrast, this study uses a wider lens to explore the
many ways Americans acquired nuclear knowledge. Citizens used their understanding of
nuclear science and technology to inform their ideas about rights, responsibilities, civic
duty, and state power. Thus the public’s nuclear knowledge—and how it changed over
time—itself is a category deserving of examination.

Coda
Si vis pacem, para bellum

[If you want peace, prepare for war]

3% See, for example David K. Hecht, “The Atomic Hero: Robert Oppenheimer and the
Making of Scientific Icons in the Early Cold War,” Technology and Culturé9,
no. 4 (October 2008); Silvan S. Schweber, In the Shadow of the Bomb:
Oppenheimer, Bethe, and the Moral Respoliilwf the ScientistPrinceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2007); Patrick David Slaney, “Eugene Rabinowitch,
the Bulletin of Atomic Scientistand the Nature of Scientific Internationalism in
the Early Cold War,” Historical Studies in the Naturak&ncest2, no. 2 (April
2012); Wang, “Scientists and the Problem of the Public”; Mark Solovey, Shaky
Foundations: The PoliticPatronageSocial Science Nexus in Cold War America
(New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2013); Christopher P. Loss,
Between Citizens and the State: The Politics of American Higher Education in the
20th Century(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2012), chapter 5;
Andrew Jewett, Science, Democracy, and the American University: From the
Civil War to the Cold Wa¢New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2012); and
Audra J. Wolfe, Competing with the Soviets: Science, Technology and the State in
Cold War AmericdgBaltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2012).

31 One important exception is Lawrence Witter’s three-part series, The Struggle Against
the Bombwhich carefully examines state- and independently-produced sources of
nuclear information.
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This study is driven by a series of dilemmas that circumscribe the Atomic Age in
America. First, in the decades following World War I, the United States was
simultaneously at war and at peace, committed to the fragile algorithm of deterrence.
Nuclear weapns provided the fulcrum upon which peace and war balanced: their
existence promised peace but held the key to unimaginable violence. In other words,
nuclear diplomatic logic dictated that the only things that could keep Americans safe
were the very thingthat made them the mastsafe Counterintuitively, public safety
required public endangerment. Under these conditions, some Americans prepared for the
worst and hoped for the best, but others rejected the mandate to do either.

Secondly, nuclear sciencel®med a similar duality as the logic of deterrence.

Long before President Eisenhower named it as such, nuclear science boosters promised
CGatoms for pead@alongsideCatoms for waOPublic intellectuals and popular

entertainment alike reminded Americanatthdvancements in nuclear science writ large
could usher in either technoutopia or dystopian decline. The stakes were high: like
deterrence, only the most careful management of nuclear technology could assure
survival.

Perhaps most important, howeverh@v American society constructed the
cultural meaning of nuclear war. Largely lost in the conversation about nuclear policy,
civil defense, and weapons development was that the United States was just as likely to
be the perpetrator of nuclear violencetasiuclearized enemies. Americans
overwhelmingly imagined themselves as victims in the war to come. This remained

consistent throughout the first decades of the Cold War, even when the United States
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assumed a clear lead in the arms race. Americans foonssatemy armaments, turning a
blind eye to their participatidt or their fellow citizensO participatiénn the labor of
producing a vast arsenal of American weapdms Joseph Masco, an anthropologist

who studies the lasting effects of nuclear productiothé United States, arguéihe

sheer scale of the technoscientific infrastructure, the institutional collaborations, the
economic investment, and the environmental effects of [the bomb] now link every citizen
directly to the Manhattan Proje@ Americans® universal personal connection to
nuclearization is a condition that has been with us since the earliest days of the Atomic
Age.

The overarching meaning of the Cold War, nuclear science, and nuclear war itself
each occupied an ambiguous position in Aiggar public culture. War and peace, victim
and perpetrator, visibility and invisibility, survival and extinction. Americans worked
through these extremes with unevenness, inconsistency, trauma, and, at times, apathy.
The contradictions of nuclear culturelp explain why historical studifisand, indeed,
the very national memoly of the Atomic Age often fall into analytical traps of nostalgia,
conspiracy, and bald ridicule. For the same reasons, previous studies have neglected to
give voice to individual Amecan civilians and the jumbled fears, ideas, and hopes that
helped them understand their role as citizens of the Atomic Age. The narrative that

follows seeks to embrace the incongruities, complexities, emotions and feeling, and logic

%2 See alsdenise KiernanThe Girls of Atomic City: The Untold Syoof the Women
Who Helped Win World War (New York, NY: Simon & Schuster, Inc., 2013)
and Kate BrownPlutopia: Nuclear Families, Atomic Cities, and the Great Soviet
and American Plutonium Disastefidew York, NY: Oxford University Press,
2013).

33 Mascq Nuclear Borderlands337.
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and reason, in order tonderstand the varied ways American citizens in the early Cold
War made sense of a natfdmnd a worldl that had been fundamentally remade by the

advent of nuclear weapons.
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CHAPTER 2
PUBLIC DEMANDS, PUBLIC ACTION:

CIVIL DEFENSE AGITATION AT THE GRASSROOTS

The nuclear bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki that signaled the much
anticipated end to World War Il marked, for many Americans, the start of a strange new
era: the Atomic Age. From the moment people on the home front caught wind of the
hew bomb, so powtul that only the imagination of a trained scientist could dream of its
existence)Americans were conflicted about its meanirigom the start, postwar peace
was tempered by trepidation about the war to come. Average Americans assumed that
another war wuld come soon, and that it would be characterized by an entirely new level
of destructiveness. Thus, despite the fanfare and celebrations, the soldiersO triumphant
return home, and a deep desire to return to normalcy, the looming presence of war did not
end in 1945. The postwar years were defined, in fact, by the nationOs bracing for the next
war.

Despite the possibly damaging impact on public morale, federal leaders, public
intellectuals, and popular media did little to prevent frightening imagininfigw®e war
from circulating in American culture after World War 1l ended. As early as November

1945, Life magazineOs feature article, tit@the 36Hour WarQillustrated in great detail

! Boyer argues that this quote, from radio news broadcaster Don Goddard, was the very
first report that most Americans heard about the atomic bomb. Qudediin
Boyer, By the BombOs Early Light: American Thought and Cultureddawn of
the Atomic AgéNew York, NY: Pantheon, 1985), 4.
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what its editors believed would be the technological horrors otauwtar* Similar
speculative imaginings soon became a staple of popular fRei.images of nuclear
explosions occupied the news cycle in the summer of 1946 as the United States resumed
weapons testing at Bikini Atoll, marking the first time the cumgavere drawn back on
wartime Manhattan Project secrecy. At the same time, Americans followed with great
interest as nuclear scientists warned of what could become of a world without
international control of nuclear weapchis. June 1947, thBulletin ofthe Atomic
ScientistsnstitutedOrhe Clock of DoonQwhich portrayed the world as just eight

minutes from nuclear catastrophe. Over the course of these years, although the United
States was still the only nation to hold nuclear weapons, experts debkréte Soviet
Union was not far behind in developing nuclear arms of their’d8ure enough, the

Soviets caught up, detonating their first atomic weapon in 1949.

2 OThe 3a1our War,Qife, November 19, 1945.

% See, among otherSpencer R. Wearljuclear Fear: A History of Imagd€ambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 198&tephen J. WhitfieldThe Culture of the
Cold War(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 19@6)dMargot
A. HenriksenDr. StrangeloveOs America: Society and Culture in the Atomic Age
(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1997).

* For more on the scientistsf®vement, see especialljice Kimball Smith,A Peril and
a Hope: The Scientists Movement in America, 1837 (Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press, 1965),-4@6, Andrew JewettScience, Democracy,
and the American University: From the Civil Warthe Cold WairNew York,
NY: Oxford University Press, 2012), 2301, Mark Solovey Shaky
Foundations: The PoliticPatronageSocial Science Nexus in Cold War America
(New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 20aBdJessica Wang,
OScientists andetProblem of the Public in Cold War Americ@€8hris 17
(2002).

> For American predictions about the progress of the Soviet nuclear program see, for
example, John M. Hancock, former U.S. delegate to the United Nations Atomic
Energy Commission, who, in Ma48, claimed that the Soviet Union was
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The nuclear horrors of the last war were not easily forgotten, either. John
Hersey’s devastating narrative of six survivors of the bombing of Hiroshima, first
published in 1946 in a special issue of The New Yorkekuickly became a best seller in
book form. Several official government reports provided Americans with physical images
and quantifiable calculations of the devastation wrought in Japan. Nuclear weapons
began taking on symbolic meaning, too. Fourteen months after the bombings of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, after hearing a news report on an Armistice Day celebration
featuring an atomic bomb-shaped cake, Eva Hill of Chattanooga, Tennessee, was
disgusted. Noting that several Navy admirals had attended the party, she wrote to
President Truman: “I was horrified and embarrassed for our Country that men in such
high and important positions could be guilty of such an atrocity, commemorating with
levity the destruction of thousands of human beings.”’ Even for Americans many
thousands of miles away, the memories of Hiroshima and Nagasaki served as lasting

reminders of past and present nuclear terror.

“about twenty years away from completing an atomic bomb” in “Soviet Atom
Bomb Held 20 Years Off” New York TimeMay 6, 1948, 37. As late as early
August, 1949, the New York Timeseported that the best information held that it
would take until 1952 for the Soviet Union to have the bomb in William L.
Laurence, “Atom-Bomb Targets Held Limited; Relatively Few Cities Big
Enough,” New York TimesAugust 2, 1949, 4. The Finletter Air Policy
Commission’s report entitled Survival in the Air Ageuggested that the Soviet
Union would be capable of a nuclear attack by January 1953. See Air Policy
Commission, Survival in the Air Ag€Washington, DC, GPO: 1948).

% To reiterate, in this study, I use the term nuclear weaponss a general category that
encompasses both atomicand thermonucleasveapons. Where further specificity
is required, I will indicate as such.

" Eva Hill to President Harry S. Truman, November 12, 1945; Folder “Atomic Bomb,”
Box 1686; White House Central Files: Official File 692-A; Truman Papers,
Truman Library.
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The tension of being simultaneously at war and not at war defined American life
in the postwar years. Indeed, the very teotd waris encoded with this ambiguity dn
contradictior? With no true pause separating the finished war from the task of preparing
for the war to come, Americans remained partially in the mentality of war. And, as
Americans had experienced just months and years earlier, wartime carriedpmestiain
obligations, from rationing and a draft to more ambiguous requirements of loyalty. The
total war model of World War I, with the federal state at its center and a demand for
unity, had become familiar and we#hearsed. It is unsurprising, thergtteko many
Americans carried over the civilian experiences of World War Il into their expectations
for civilian life during the Cold War. But a parallel current of public information insisted
that the new era was unlike anything they had ever known. Mdireas ever before, all
American®l whether soldier or citizésh could expect to suffer personally if war should
come. While lessons of wartime applied, the war of the Atomic Age would require new
ideas creatively overlaid onto the experiences of wars past.

Because nuclear war reoriented the front lines to the home front, civilians would
be required t@lightOon an individual level: in homes, schools, shops, or factories. And
in the Atomic Age, according to strategists, pundits, and policymakers, basic Burviva
not the acquisition of territory or the defeat of an enemyOs niMlitaoyld be the key to
winning the war. But how would the project to ensure the survival of the home front be
organized? Would the civilian defense infrastructure of World War 1l be éfoMgst
commentators agreed that rationing and bond rallies would not meet the threat of nuclear

war. To this end, the federal government made a conscious choice to refer to Cold War

8 SeeMary L. Dudziak,War Time: An Idea, Its History, Its Consequen@ésw York,
NY: Oxford University Press, 2012), chapter 3.
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homefront survival programs asvil defenseo distinguish them from #ir World War
Il civilian defensgredecessors.

Aside from its renaming, however, the federal government was slow to take
action in organizing a system of national civil defense. State agencies spent much of the
late 1940s studying the problem of civdfdnse and discussing its merits in clededr
sessions of Congress. Although the news media occasionally reported on these sessions,
Americans knew little about the proceedings. Then, in 1949, President Truman assigned
temporary civil defense responsityilto the National Security Resources Board (NSRB),
a mobilization agency created by the National Security Act of 1947. Although the NSRB
made little discernable progress in mobilizing civil defense participants, public attention
to civil defens@l and theUnited StatesO current lack theleivfcreased dramatically.
Apparent federal inaction and the deteriorating international climate of the late 1940s and
early 1950s drove citizens to demand a broader, and more urgent, range of solutions to
meet the nucleahreat. Many citizens felt that the nation vilrsa state of apathy and
disinterestedne&about the dangers of the Cold W&Hoping to combat the fatalistic
attitude thatOf an atom bomb falls there is no hopmany thousands of Americans

wrote to tleir elected officials and to newspapers across the country expressing their faith

° William A. Gill, Assistant Diretor, Civilian Mobilization Office, National Security
Resources Board, memo to Paul J. Larsen ORe: OCivilian DefenseO Versus OCivil
Defense,00 June 29, 19501 F8ox 1; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949
1953 (Entry #34A); Records of the Office dEivil and Defense Mobilization
[OCDM]; Record Group 304; National Archives at College Park, MD (hereafter
referred to as OCDNNACP).

10 Cairoli Hegani to President Harry S. Truman, February 8, 1953, Béx 5; Records
Relating to Civil Defense, 194953 (Entry #31A); OCDM-NACP.
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in a civil defense program and their willingness to remobilize for the demands of the
Atomic Age."

As Americans agitated for a national civil defense program, they invoked a
variety of claims. Along with the Daughter of the American Revolution who argued that
her “desire for freedom [was] as strong” as that of her seventeenth-century ancestors,
Americans participated in a national dialogue about civil defense that had direct ties to
notions of cultural citizenship.'? Concerned Americans believed that to take part in
developing solutions to the threat of nuclear war in this framework was to participate in
American democracy and to contribute to the betterment of the nation’s future. Desire to
preserve the American way of life drove these citizens into the public forum.

Throughout the immediate postwar years, Americans worked to incorporate the
requirements of nuclear survival into the existing organization of society. As they had in
World War II, Americans saw civil defense as a broad national project, so they looked to
the federal state to take the lead. Americans also understood civil defense as something
that should be supported by all levels of government and society, including civic
associations, businesses, and individual effort. Thus, although an overwhelming number
of Americans called for a strong centralized federal program of civil defense, they also
saw opportunities to make civil defense a part of non-governmental organizational and

cultural traditions. Indeed, many Americans believed civil defense could be incorporated

'"'G. L. Simpson to Public Relations Section, Atomic Energy Commisison, January 18,
1951; E4, Box 92; Security-Classified General Correspondence of the Board,
July, 1949-April 1953 (Entry #31); OCDM-NACP.

12 Helena D. Wise to President Harry S. Truman, December 5, 1950; Folder
“Miscellaneous (1945-1950); Box 1915; White House Central Files: Official File
2965; Truman Papers, Truman Library.
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into existing civic life; they imagined not Atomic Age civic life, but American civic life
in the Atomic Age.

Members of American society agitated for civil defense in a variety of civic and
private spaces, including town halls, clubhouses, and living rooms."* This chapter will
examine several loci of grassroots solutions that emerged from the public in the years
between the end of World War II and 1952, just after the federal government at long last
established the Federal Civil Defense Administration (FCDA). First, civic associations
sought to make civil defense part of their organizational missions. As organizations with
a history of cooperation with government and communities as well as access to grassroots
participant bases, these groups demonstrated that civil defense could easily integrate into
American civic life. Likewise, businesses and entrepreneurs saw civil defense as
something that easily aligned with postwar patterns of consumption and consumerism.
For these Americans, civil defense could be an economic opportunity and a means for
expressing support for the nation. By contrast, other civil defense advocates framed the
readiness of individual Americans as the most critical aspect of national preparedness.
These Americans endorsed public education, personal health, and emotional stamina as
essential components of the Atomic Age citizen, and drew direct links between the fitness
of individuals and the strength of the national community.

Despite the prevalence of forward-thinking solutions, however, citizens often

used the experience of previous wars to articulate their demands for public safety in the

" Notably, according to a University of Michigan Survey Research Center study in 1947,
approximately 70% of Americans polled had discussed the bomb with other
people in social settings. University of Michigan Survey Research Center, Public
Reaction to the Atomic Bomb and World Affairs: A Nation-Wide Survey of
Attitudes and Information (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 1947),
120.

37



wars to come. Faced with an unfamiliar way of understanding war, individual civilians
overwhelmingly looked to a familiar authority—the federal state—to create and operate a
cohesive national program of civil defense. But what, then, would be the role of local and
state governments? While municipal and state leaders also hoped that the federal
government would fund local civil defense, they encountered resistance from federal
agencies that were unwilling or unable to assume centralized responsibility. As the final
section of the chapter shows, by the early 1950s the relationship between local control
and federal authority became the premier site of conflict over how civil defense would fit
into the nation’s existing governing structures. As constituents, local leaders, and federal
policymakers clashed over issues of authority and responsibility, they defined and
redefined the contours of American civic life in the Atomic Age.

Across these disparate proposals and solutions is a vocabulary of national interest:
each intervener positions him- or herself as a dutiful citizen in pursuit of national
survival. Regardless of the specifics of their civil defense demands, Americans
consistently used the rhetoric of national unity, resolve, strength, civic duty, and
democracy. Thus even when civilians did not propose direct federal involvement, they
invoked the state and the national community. As such, civil defense fit into existing
rubrics of civic responsibility and democratic participation, all of which had been shaped
by the experiences of World War II. These grassroots actions, performed during the
earliest moments of the Atomic Age, demonstrate that Americans saw the nuclear threat
and its challenges to public safety as integrally linked to their ideas about governance and

citizenship.
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Civic Organizations and Associational Life

National civic organizations—from charitable agencies to veterans’ organizations
to youth scouting associations—were among the earliest and most vocal advocates of a
nation civil defense plan. Many of these groups imagined their role as that of an
intermediary between state structures and grassroots constituencies, and thus argued that
their organizations uniquely qualified to assist in the civil defense effort. Members of
these groups wrote to and spoke with organizational leaders, helped craft organizational
policy and declarations, and contacted elected officials. Their pledges of support and
suggestions for programming demonstrate that these Americans saw civil defense as
something that could fit within the framework of American civic life. Until the federal
government could establish an operational civil defense plan in the early 1950s, however,
civil defense administrators declined nearly all such offers of support. Nevertheless,
national organizations expressed an “intense interest in civil defense,” revealing a deep
faith in the structures of American civic life."*

Long before the Soviet atomic test and the outbreak of the Korean War, veterans’
groups agitated for a national civil defense plan, arguing that their status as veterans
made them especially equipped to lead civil defense programs. Over the course of the late
1940s, the Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW), the American Legion, Amvets, and other
veterans’ organizations each approached federal officials with a desire to claim a stake in
the national defense program. The VFW requested that they have a permanent liaison on

the national civil defense staff. The Amvets developed an elaborate personal

4 John A. De Chant, Public Affairs Division, memo to Administrator Millard Caldwell,
December 28, 1950; E4-2, Box 1; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953
(Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.
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identification program and recommended it for the national civil defense plan. The
Legion’s Executive Committee passed several critical resolutions demanding that the
federal government move more quickly to establish its national plan.'” These
organizations had called upon the special expertise of their constituents, arguing “we...
who only a short while ago laid down our arms are fully cognizant of the vital need for a
national civilian defense plan.”'® For veterans’ groups, military service not only provided
an institutional organization to support civil defense, but their members’ past military
service made them uniquely qualified to understand the dangers and needs of the Atomic
Age."” But by the early 1950s, officials in Washington had become frustrated that
veterans’ groups requested “specific share[s] of the civil defense program” and a
privileged position within the civil defense hierarchy.'®

For many Americans thinking about nuclear civil defense, the nation-wide
structure of civic organizations made them especially valuable in civil defense, a job that

would require an effort on a national scale. Many organizational leaders were eager to

'3 Paul J. Larsen, memo to John A. De Chant, “Report on Second Day of Public Hearings
for Civil Defense,” March 24, 1950; E4-2, Box 1; Records Relating to Civil
Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.

' Harold Russell, National Commander, Amvets, telegram to W. Stuart Symington,
September 9, 1950; E4-2, Box 2; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953
(Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.

7 In 1948, writing directly to Truman, the Director of the VFW said it could supply
“hundreds of thousands of veterans with combat experience in our two World
Wars who would consider it an honor to serve their country in this important
aspect of internal defense.” Omar B. Ketchum, Director, Veterans of Foreign
Wars, to President Harry S. Truman, September 7, 1948; Folder “(1945-Jan
1951); Box 1842; White House Central File: Official File 1591; Truman Papers,
Truman Library.

'8 De Chant to Caldwell, December 28, 1950.
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distribute publications and information through their internal communication structures.
But perhaps more importantly, civic leaders argued, local civil defense units could tap
into the existing local bases within national organizations. As a Boy Scout troop leader
from Houston, Texas, put it, “ROTC, labor unions, church clubs, various clubs and
lodges, scout and senior scout units: these should all take their part behind government
rescue teams.”'? Suggesting that American Legion posts be deployed to organize civil
defense in their own communities, Reverend John Blythe of Missouri argued, “with each
and every town and city so protected then let five hundred Russians land any where. A
nation wide organization like this would save the day.”*

The Boy Scouts of America (BSA) argued that scouting organizations were ideal
candidates to assume civic leadership in civil defense. In late 1950, the BSA published a
booklet titled Civil Defense Guide for Council and District Planning, outlining ways to
incorporate civil defense practices into existing scout curriculum. The guide, published
for BSA leadership and not scouts themselves, noted that ““it is not new skills that are
required” for civil defense, “but proficiency in those that have always been part of our

program.”' The guide suggests that scouting troops could stage a canoe trip to practice

equipment evacuation, or a night hike to rehearse a missing persons search or emergency

19 Delwyn Amerine to the National Civil Defense Authority, December 29, 1950; E4-3,
Box 5; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-
NACP.

2% Reverend John R. Blythe to Charles E. Wilson, Director, Office of Defense
Mobilization, December 23, 1950; E4-3, Box 5; Records Relating to Civil
Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.

21 Boy Scouts of America, “Civil Defense Guide for Council and District Planning,”
1950, 5; Folder “(1945-Jan 1951); Box 1842; White House Central File: Official
File 1591; Truman Papers, Truman Library.
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conditions. All activities could theoretically engage scouts’ families and the community
at large; for the missing persons activity, the guide suggests, a “certain reality can be
attained by ‘borrowing’ some Scout’s younger brother as the lost child.”** The writers of
the guide cautioned troop leaders to “build a normal philosophy around the mobilization
idea,” a balance between intensity and enrichment, so as to not extinguish interest in the
training. As in all other aspects of their organizational principles, the BSA saw civil
defense training as another way they could “[produce] men of character, trained for
citizenship,” while modeling appropriate behavior for all Americans.”

Despite their enthusiasm, the Boy Scouts received little endorsement from federal
civil defense planning authorities. In August 1950, the BSA had submitted a draft of their
publication, “The Role of the Boy Scouts of America in Civil Defense,” to the NSRB,
requesting approval and endorsement. The pamphlet incited a heated internal debate
within the civil defense office about how to handle the Scouts’ request. Many NSRB
officials felt that scout participation was useful in theory, but as the head of public
relations John A. De Chant put it, “I frankly feel that since nearly 50 organizations have
solicited us for similar statements we would put ourselves in a very bad light... from a
community relations standpoint we are frankly not ready for it and it will be a long time
before the general program is shaped up locally so that we could prepare such
‘charters.””** After encountering resistance from the NSRB, executives from the BSA

instead looked to the White House for approval. Truman heartily upheld the Boy Scouts’

*? Ibid., 30.
* Ibid., 5.
2% John Auerbach to Eric Biddle, August 28, 1950; E4-3, Box 5; Records Relating to

Civil Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.
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qualifications, writing that the organizationOs membership and commitment to the motto,
Be Preparedwas one of the nationOs greatest agketise building of a peaceful

world.3° Armed with TrumanOs endorsement letter printed as a preface, the BSA moved
forward with the guideOs distribution, marshaling the approval of President Truman over
that of thefederal agency which was overseeing civil defense at that time.

Whether the Boy Scouts wrote to national civil defense planners in official,
organizational capacities or as individual troops, they emphasized that their tr@dition
learn to save oursedg and othefparalleled the civic ethos that should undergird civil
defense® The BSA saw themselves, quite explicitly, as responsible for the safety of each
troopOs community. Scholars have noted that the scouts@ititeagiconfiguration lent
an organizational and metaphoric legibility to the national civil defense organitasio
would soon materialize in the 19584dowever, rather than relying on its own internal
resources and traditions, the BSA based its nuclear curriculum on the only federal
information on civil defense available to the public by 1§5Dhe scouting guie went
so far as to adapt the NSRBOs illustration for the proposed national civil defense plan,
which features a chain of responsibility radiating from an individual out to the federal

government. The scouting guide replaces the NSRBOs generic citizarsediut, but the

5 Boy Scouts of America, OCivil Defense Guide for Council and District Planning.O
26 Amerine, December 29, 1950.

27 Andrew D. Grossmarieither Dead nor Red: Civil Defense and American Political
Development During the Early Cold Wiew York, NY: Routlege, 2001), &3.

8 Boy Scouts of America, OCivil Defense Guide for CouncilRisttict Planning,0 23.
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organizational scheme is otherwise identiéalhe BSA thus saw its scouts as fitting
comfortably into the emerging logic of civil defense, and saw civil defense as an easy fit
into the organizationOs existing civic philosophy of semamgmunity and nation.

More broadly, national childrenOs organizations served as a focal point of
agitation for a civil defense program, in part because children held a privileged position
in the imagined future of the American way of life. The BoysO @l&merica, the
Camp Fire Girls of America, Kiwanis, the Junior Chambers of Commerce (Jaycees), and
educational organizations all wrote to their elected officials to describe planned
programming, pledge support and resources, or to request instructfonaation
Civic groups that served children often tapped into the language of family and the
nationOs future to discuss civil defense. And, as historian JoAnne Brown has pointed out,
childrenOs organizations that promoted civil defense had the add&ddbeaaching
parents simultaneousfy.

The civic value of childrenOs civil defense practice had currency among individual
Americans outside civic organizations as well. Kathryn W. Noonan from California

suggested that the federal government build aensite system of camps for children

2% Ibid., 6.

%0 For exampleMrs. N. K. Beals, Parefifeacher Association President, Franklin, PA, to
Department of National Defense, January 1, 19513 H3ox 5; Records Relating
to Civil Defense, 1949953 (Entry #34A); OCDM-NACP.

31 JoAnne Brown, OOA Is for Atom, B Is for BombO: Civil Defense in American Public
Education, 1948 963,Qournal of American History5 (June 1988): 70.
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outside of major cities to protect them in the event of an atfdokprotecting the
children andbringing them closer to nature and Goshe claimed, the United States
could assure responsible and successful leagei@tthe nationOs future. As an added
incentive, Noonan noted, the plan would reduce juvenile delinquancyher social
concern among postwar Americafs.

Other smaller nationallprganized civic associations appealed to federal
authorities for a roleni civil defense measures but were often dismissed by agency
officials. Voluntary associations from the National Council of Jewish Women to
American Women's Voluntary Services to American War Dads petitioned the national
civil defense agencies for instrumis to disseminate to their local chapters, directives for
how to help the war effort, and other means for supporting the civil defense nifssion.

For the most part, however, the NSRB could not use the services offered by these types
of national organizatius. A typical response letter throughout 1950 rékawvill be a
matter of some weeks before we are in a position to pass on to you and your members a

substantial message indicating how and where your organization will be counted upon in

32 Congressman Leroy Johnson to Paul J. Larsen, ORegarding Mrs. Kathryn W. Noonan,O
March 16, 1950E4-1, Box 1; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 194%3
(Entry #31A); OCDM-NACP.

%3 SeeJames B. Gilberid Cycle of Outrage: America’s Reaction to the Juvenile
Delinquent in the 1950s (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 198@tan
C. Petigny,The Permissive Society: America, 1941-1965 (New York, NY:
Cambridge University Press, 2009), chapter 5.

% See OCDMNACP, Entry #31A, Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1924953. More
specifically, seeMrs. Irving M. Engel, National President of tNational
Council of Jewish Women, Inc., Letter to W. Stuart Symington,O August 15,
1950; E42, Box 4; Mrs. C. Ruxton Love, President of American Women's
Voluntary Services, Inc., to Paul J. Larsen, May 16, 195, lBbx 2; or
American War Dads to Harry. Sruman, January 21, 1951;24Box 2.
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the Civilian Def@ise progran®y®

Perhaps as a response to federal reluctance, other national organizations decided
that they could be most effective operating outside the purview of federal agencies. The
National Council for Community Improvement (NCCI), for example, whiels an
umbrella organization for more than sixty civic associations and clubs, believed that its
private funding and established volunteer base could be the Kgtuiring] the
greatest possible recognition by all citizens themselves that each intividnavoman
and child has his own responsibility in this battle to protect the freedom loving people of
the world against those forces that are threatening world peace and@bémtpugust
1950, House Representative Clarence Cannon of Missouri wrBtesident Truman
describing the National CouncilOs mission and suggesting that the federal government
endorse their private activiti€sFor Cannon, it seemed that relying on the NCCI would
lend thrift and efficiency to civil defense operations, whilenpoting public awareness,
citizen support, and bolstering public opinion. Moreover, because it honored the
autonomy of local and state governments, Cannon saw the NCCI's organizational
separation from the federal government as an advantage.

Occasionallynon-government agencies openly encouraged Americans to conduct

civil defense practices outside the bounds of federal authority. The Civilian Protection

% paul J. Larsen to Mrs. C. Ruxton Love, President, American Women's Voluntary
Services, Inc, July 5, 1950; 4 Box 2; Records Relating to Civil Defense,
19491953 (Entry #31A); OCDM-NACP.

% Representative Clanee Cannon (EMO) to President Harry S. Truman, August 17,
1950; Folder O(1948n 1951); Box 1842; White House Central File: Official
File 1591; Truman Papers, Truman Library.
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Group (CPG), a think tank on civilian and industrial protection in New York City, was
one such organization. Members of the CPG were alumni of the Civil Protection School
at Amherst College in World War II. An article in Armed Force in August 1950 praised
the CPG for its down-to-earth, scientifically-informed, non-competitive consideration of
the problem of civil defense in industrial centers. The article argued that “if only those
genuinely possessed of the basic knowledge to participate in the activity” of careful non-
government planning, groups like the CPG could exist across the country. Citing a lack of
federal will and action, Armed Force aimed to convince those communities that were
waiting for federal guidance to go ahead and begin the discussion: “[N]o censure can be
attached to the type of ‘grass roots’ exploitation of local abilities and experience,” so long
as such organizations did not interfere with official planning and programs.™®

The Civilian Protection Group and its Armed Force profile illustrate an example
of an organization turning away from federal leadership and looking to private resources
to address civil defense needs. Staffed by persons with military, civic, or scientific
expertise, but operating separately from state-run programs, organizations such as the
CPG existed in a liminal space between official and unofficial civil defense. Highly
organized but intentionally non-state, such groups emerged out of a perceived need for
urgent action.

Civil Defense and the Postwar Consumer Landscape

American businesspeople and entrepreneurs also developed solutions to assure

nuclear survival, often seamlessly blending postwar consumerism and notions of good

citizenship with civil defense goals. They proposed a range of solutions, both in

38 «A ‘Grass Roots’ Program for Civil Defense,” Armed Force, August 19, 1950.
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partnership wth and independent of the federal government. Many of these men and
women believed civil defense accorded with the emerging patterns of postwar
consumption, including homeownership, suburbanization, and the use of new media.
Their ideas and proposals demstrated that entrepreneurs not only saw a need for civil
defense but also viewed the American consumer market as a solution to defending the
nation against the nuclear threat. As the Executive Secretary of the Bicycle Institute of
America, a trade orgarition for manufacturers, claimed% in this spirit of public
service that the Bicycle Institute offers its wholehearted cooperation to the countryOs
civilian defense agenci&€3® Businesspeople across the nation echoed similar sentiments,
eager to defad the nation in any way they could for future wars.

But as Americans began discussing the possibilities of civil defense in the Atomic
Age, they faced a lasting legaofthe previous war: a housing short&gBy some
estimates, Americans needed betwe@nahd 5 million new homes at the warOs'EAg.
homebuilders and contractors rushed to construct new housing, some used nuclear safety

as an amenity and selling point. T&@tom Bomb Hous&for example, developed by

%9 John Auerbach to Eric Biddle, August 28, 1950:F480x 5; Records Relating to
Civil Defense, 1949953 (Entry #341A); OCDM-NACP.

% For more on the postwar housing shortage Geendolyn WrightBuilding the
Dream: A Social History of Housirig America(New York, NY: Pantheon
Books, 1981); and Rosalyn Baxandall and Elizabeth Biciure Windows:
How the Suburbs Happen@dew York, NY: Basic Books, 2000).

“! Lizabeth CohenA ConsumerOs Republic: The Politics of Mass Consumption in
Postwar Anerica (New York, NY: Vitage Books, 2004), 12Zhe number of
Americans needing housing in the postwar period was even more acute among
black Americans. Sebid., 1703. Citing RichardO. Davies, Gwendolyn Wright
states that the most conservative estirfrat® government reports was 5 million.
Richard O. Daviedilousing Reform During the Truman Administration
(Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press, 1966), 38eWright, Building
the Dream 242.
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industrial designers Jacques MartiatladRobert C. Scull in 1946, was a concrete and lead
compound that featured heaviiyrtified walls and roofs, and located much of the living
space undergrountf.In many ways, the design incorporated many of the elements of
Prairie School architecture fromuch earlier in the century: strong horizontal lines, a
cantilevered roof, and clerestory windows. However, the homeOs picture windows and
ranchstyle layout is much more typical of contemporary postwar home d&drgmhaps
most notably, Martial and ScullOs design relied on significant acreage to surround the
home, all enclosed by a concrete embankment. The space needed to carry out such a
design could only be found in suburban or rural America.

Whenever they couldyusinesspeople marshaled the authority of the state in order
to position themselves as credible partners in civil defense. For example, builders
frequently petitioned the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) and civil defense agencies
for official specificationdor constructing bomb shelters in private homes. Until the early
1950s, no such information existed at the federal level, although officials repeatedly
responded to queries by stating that the research was in progress and that they hoped to
make it availéle to the public soon. This delay did not stop companies from advertising

their shelter construction servic®a cooperation with the civil defense emergency

“2 Jacques Martial and Robert C. Scull, OAtom Bomb Hoéselectsd Journal
(February 28, 1946), as cited in Cynthia Lee Hentherom Submarines to
Suburbs: Selling a Better America, 198959 (Athens, OH: Ohio University
Press, 2006), 213.

“*3For a brief discussion about how postwar suburban home design incorporated elements
of the Prairie School with industrialized manufacturing techniquesisiggt,
Building the DreamAlso seeBaxandall and EwirRicture Windows1323.
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program3* These words, which came from an advertising billboard next to a
construction site i private back yarth Hermosa Beach, Californiadded legitimacy
to a builderOs product, even if no cooperation with the federal government had occurred.
In instances such as this, the very mention of civil defense carried the authority of the
state.

Others in the construction industry moved to align their professional practices
with Atomic Age concerns. In 1950, the American Institute of Architects (AlA) adopted
a position promoting the manufacture of modular and prefabricated housing as a means
for meeing the needs of the Cold War emergeftdyn defending continued funding for
housing research prograndgchitectural Recordaw theOnodular coordination
concepOas an issue of wartime mobilization. If an attack should occur, many civilians
would be in ugent need of housirj.Prefabricated or modular housing offered a much
more efficient means of construction. Moreover, such construction practices made it
possible to conserve national resources and building materials during the war that
followed. The AlAOs leadership believed that the standardization of modular construction
could bring wartime emergency housing practices into the Atomic Age, claiming that

future nuclear war emergencies would be much lengthier. As they afgiedry in

“* OWest Coast GeReady,Qife, March 12, 1951, 67.

“>For more on postwar housing and prefabricated buildingsiaeeWolfe and Leonard
Garfield, OOA New Standard for LivingOO: The Lustron Housd,95846
Perspectives in Vernacular Architectu8g1989).

“® For more on the temporary housing (OtemposO) occupying the National Mall during
and after World War II, seleavid F. Krugler,This Is Only a Test: How
Washington, D.C. Prepared for Nuclear Walew York, NY: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2006), 17.

5C



Korea will not G the war,O as it was hoped Day would dd&d’ In their response to
the threat of nuclear war, the AIA simultaneously promoted mobilization goals and
modern building practices and standards, while appealing to developers and the business
community who siod to benefit from adapting to the housing needs of a nuclearized
world.*®

Many other American entrepreneurs saw moligiready a powerful cultural
force in postwar sociely as an urgent civil defense need if a nuclear war should occur.
G. C. Steuart of Aanta, Georgia sent a proposal to the NSRB outlining his development
of large extension trailers as mobile housing units. Calling each traiheigeatory bird
or aChome on the rang®Steuart included lyrics to a song in his proposal that featured
thetrailersO use as a vacationing device and as a resource for modern disdstens:
on the range for every American Family before the Atom flies and the Bombs fall: then,
if war comes or disaster strikes, we can all work as industriously as the bag dyddby
night, or we can scatter as the quail from the dreaded guns sigli#}Stduart was

among those entrepreneurs who recognized the value of mobile housing. However, he

“"Harold D. Hauf, Editor, OBuilding Researh and Modular Coordination Are Needed
Now,QArchitectural Record (November 1950).

“8 Ralph R. Kaul, Housing and Community Facilities Office at the NSRB, advocated
prefab housing for the military for many of the same reasonR&eé R. Kaul,
Housing and Community Facilities Office, National Security Resources Board, to
Hugh Curran, Prédent, Mobilhome Corporation of America, December 29,

1950; E29, Box 90; SecuritClassified General Correspondence of the Board,
July, 1949April 1953 (Entry #31); OCDMNACP. For more on the AIA and
nuclear civil defense, sé#avid MonteyneFallout Shelter: Designing for Civil
Defense in the Cold War (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press,
2011).

49G. C. Steuart to Paul J. Larsen, March 7, 19509 FBox 90; SecuritClassified
General Correspondence of the Board, July, 1849 1953 (Entry#31);
OCDM-NACP.
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seamlessly blended the postwar values of automobile culture, mobility, vacation, leisure
time, and flexibility with the Cold War value of quick evacuation.™

American businesspeople marshaled mobility as an asset as they began to market
suburban developments in the late 1940s and early 1950s, as well. Cashing in on the
spatial shift to the suburbs that was already in motion, builders and designers called upon
a variety of methods for selling civil defense alongside suburban amenities. Very early
on, civil defense discussions normalized the relationship between space and safety. From
the earliest nuclear blast studies forward, a major objective of nuclear preparedness was
permanently relocating American citizens and factories out of easily-targeted cities.
Moreover, nearly every piece of educational media illustrated a nuclear weapon’s
destructive potential using a bullseye image superimposed over an aerial image, showing
concentric rings of relative safety radiating out from a hypothetical city-center ground
zero. The farther one resided from the city center, the safer one could assume to be. As
Americans began the postwar exodus from cities into the suburbs, they left behind not
only racially-charged imaginings of crime and poverty, but also imaginings of nuclear
devastation as well.”!

Some builders saw opportunities to combine the material conditions of postwar

suburban life with the civil defense effort. In December 1950, a Northern Californian

> More than one inventor wrote to federal agencies with ideas about trailers, campers,
and other devices that provided mobile shelter. See also Jacob E. Hurwitz to W.
Stewart Symington [sic], Chair, National Security Resources Board, July 10,
1950; E2-9, Box 90; Security-Classified General Correspondence of the Board,
July, 1949-April 1953 (Entry #31); OCDM-NACP.

> For an excellent analysis of the parallels between urban renewal and civil defense
dispersal, see Monteyne, Fallout Shelter, 1-12. Also see Tom Vanderbilt, Survival
City: Adventures among the Ruins of Atomic America (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
Architectural Press, 2002).
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contracting company, Paddock Engineering, arfjuiedan extensive repditthat
swimming poolsvould prove critically important in the event of a nuclear attack. Below
ground pools, the company claimed, could provide communities with-memted water
for drinking and firefighting if municipal water supplies failed. The proposal eventually
reachedhe fledgling FCDA, which reviewed PaddockOs proposal and respectfully
disagreed with its conclusions, citing the danger in declaring such a program universally
applicable or economically soundstill, PaddockOsroposal illustrates a willingness to
incomorateaspects of Atomic Agkfe in the suburban backyarddeed, in other
instances, a shelter literally took the place of a backyard lmoalphotograph thagn in
Life in early 1951 childrenposehappilyon what appears to be a pool ddtknked by
chaise lounges and a sun umbrella. In this wessionof suburbarcomfort howeverthe
concretedeckends abruptly in freshly turned earth and the mawafrederground
shelterdoor?®

Other developers, however, saw the nuclear threat andlefeihse goals as
impediments to commercial development. A developer outside of Dayton, Ohio, had
difficulty getting his housing project off the ground because of the tractOs proximity to
Wright Patterson Air Force Base in Ohio, a critical target area.ederyfederal officials
believed the project could earn support if the builder marketed his project as an

opportunity for industrial and residential dispersal, a boon for civil defense praétices.

2 Millard F. Caldwell to Senator William F. Knowland, December 26, 19501 FRox
1; Records Relating to Cividefense, 1949953 (Entry #34A); OCDM-NACP.

>3 OWest Coast Gets Ready,O 68.
> Tracy B. Augur, memo to Presley Lancaster, OReport on Telephone Conversation with

Mr. Robert L. Pine of Dayton, Ohio,O August 15, 19513FRox 89; Security
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The scenario simultaneously illustrates both the economic opportunity and restrictiveness
created by the nuclear threat. Dayton’s suburban development also demonstrates how
patterns of consumerism were interrupted by and adapted to the exigencies of the Atomic
Age.

Although many of these grassroots concerns and civil defense proposals reached
the NSRB and the FCDA, federal agencies typically declined requests for business
partnerships, citing an inability to enter into contracts with non-government
organizations. Eventually, the FCDA and subsequent federal agencies would cooperate
with organizations such as the Ad Council and other industry groups to produce civil
defense films, printed material, and instructional media. This kind of public-private
partnership in federal civil defense would become the norm by the mid-1950s. However,
in the earliest days of federal organization, civil defense agencies were reluctant to
commit to involving themselves too deeply in private industry, in large part because they
lacked the organizational mandate to do so. Nonetheless, a host of American
businesspeople wrote—and continued to write—to officials with ideas and offers to help.

Preparing the American Individual

Individuals who pushed for civil defense also found other creative ways to link
the American way of life to public safety initiatives. Although they relied on the broad
postwar consumer market to sell specific products in the home, these civil defense
advocates held a deep concern for the individual: their knowledge, their fitness, and
overall, their ability to survive. These Americans believed that every man, woman, and

child needed to learn about civil defense. Only as a nation of strong individuals, they

Classified General Correspondence of the Board, July, 1949-April 1953 (Entry
#31); OCDM-NACP.
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reasoned, could the United States prevail in the wars to come. But how could one assure
the universal readiness of all civilians? Civil defense advocates devised a variety of
programs for communication, education, and public health, all aimed at promoting the
preparedness of the individual citizen.

Advertisers, producers, and manufacturers insisted that the relatively new medium
of television, in particular, offered civil defense planners unparalleled access into the
American home. In 1950, fewer than one in ten American households owned
televisions.”> However, the radio industry had partnered with federal agencies during
World War II, and broadcasters and advertisers looked to television as a logical extension
of that partnership. In early 1951, just after the Federal Civil Defense Act passed, a public
relations firm in Chicago sent President Truman a proposal for a publicly-funded
program of television set distribution that would provide a wide communication network
in the event of an emergency. Aside from the benefit of immediate and comprehensive
emergency directive communication, the firm argued, “there is the additional
advantage. .. of developing spirit, loyalty, harmony, and esprit de corps on local levels.”*°
The firm claimed to be motivated by civic duty: as with other businesses making
suggestions to federal offices, the Chicago firm was quick to point out that it had no plans

to profit from the proposal.

Many other Americans knew that television could be beneficial to civil defense

>> Table 680-A, “Number and Percentage of U.S. Homes with Television Receivers, and
Average Cost of Receivers, 1946-1977,” as cited in Christopher H. Sterling and
Timothy R. Haight, eds., The Mass Media: Aspen Institute Guide to
Communication Industry Trends (New York, NY: Praeger, 1978), 372.

%6 John N. O'Reilly to President Harry S. Truman, January 26, 1951; E4-32, Box 13;
Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.
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programs in the future as well, but some were frustrated by its limited reach. In
December 1950, Boy Scout Troop 231 of Houston, Texas requested information on
available civil defense films and publications, because television efforts had failed thus
far. The troop leader wrote to Washington, “we realize our handicaps in pioneering the
study of this subject here, how we must ‘rough it’... Our city is making its first feeble
efforts to school its citizens over television but that doesn’t reach far enough.”’ Prior to
the widespread availability of television sets, the growth of national broadcasting, and the
physical infrastructure to support it, television could not meet the urgent need of reaching
the majority of Americans.

Thus some grassroots civil defense organizers thought that an educational
program should rely on more accessible and established forms of media. Forrest
Andrews, a homegrown civil defense expert in Knoxville, Tennessee, conducted an
unofficial poll about whether or not residents had read an article pertaining to civil
defense in the local newspapers. He concluded that four out of five civilians had not seen
the article. However, he also noticed that four out of five residents had read the comics.
As such, Andrews concluded that federal agencies should invest in a comic strip
dramatization of civil defense information to reach “a very wide segment of the
populace—a segment which cannot be reached in any other way.”*® Americans
concerned with delivering civil defense messages to as many others as possible often
preferred more established modes of communication than the novel television.

Americans worried not only about how the public would learn about civil defense;

7 Amerine, December 29, 1950.

8 Forrest Andrews to Millard Caldwell, February 13, 1951; E4-28, Box 13; Records
Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.
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they also worried that fellow citizens were not healthy enough to participate in civil
defense in the first place. In early 1951, John M. Core, a State of West Virginia Veteran’s
Administration officer, proposed a Civil Defense Physical Fitness Program to his
Congressional officials.”® Core developed his ideas in the capacity of his work with the
American Legion and organizations for disabled veterans and was widely considered “an
authority on [physical fitness] matters.”®® As Core likely believed, surviving and
rebuilding after a nuclear war would have great physical demands. Images of rescuers
sifting through the remains of fallen buildings solidified the image of civil defense
volunteers as necessarily strong and skilled. In Life’s “36-Hour War,” technicians in gas
masks clamber over dead bodies in “the rubble of the shattered city” to reestablish order
in the aftermath of war.®' “Rebuilder” images such as these were highly gendered; when
featured at all, women were victims in need of rescue. While Core’s proposal did not
specify as such, his program was likely designed for American men in order to prepare

them to rebuild the nation in the event of an attack.®® Although neither civil defense

> Representative E. H. Hedrick (D-WV) to Donald S. Dawson, Administrative Assistant
to the President, February 28, 1951; Folder “Miscellaneous (Jan-Mar 1951)”; Box
1915; White House Central Files: Official File 2965; Truman Papers, Truman
Library.

50 presidential Appointment Calendar, October 8, 1951, Harry S. Truman Library and
Museum,
https://www.trumanlibrary.org/calendar/main.php?currYear=1951&currMonth=1
0&currDay=8 (accessed February 16, 2017).

61 “The 36-Hour War,” 35.

62 A national physical fitness program would have resonated with postwar Americans
who were concerned with the weakening of American masculine culture. See,
notably, K. A. Cuordileone, Manhood and American Political Culture in the Cold
War (New York, NY: Routledge, 2005). See also David K. Johnson, The
Lavender Scare: The Cold War Persecution of Gays and Lesbians in the Federal
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agencies nor the federal government created a civil defense fithess program, the proposal
would not have been oatidish in the early 1950s. Indeed, CoreOs proposal cirtulated

and was consider@tamong personnel in the White House, Congress, and the FCDA
before it was deemed to be a better fit for the federal agencies overseeing education and
public health.

Civil defense concerns also surfaced in more generalized anxiety about the role of
mental health in society in the postwar pefidBuring and immediately after the war,
psychologists and social sciences turned their attention studying the effects of wartime
trauma®* Indeed, the National Institutes of Mental Health was established in 1949, in part
due to an increasing concern for the mental health of World War Il veterans. But the
postwar academic and bureaucratic focus on psychology paralleled popular discussion of
mental health as well. The Americans who demanded a civil defense program revealed
that they were deeply concerned with the publicOs emotional and mental fitness, with

their capacity to survive an attack without panic or irrational behavior. In particular,

Government (Chicago, IL:University of Chicago Press, 2004gsse Berrett,
OFeeding the Organization Man: Diet and Masculinity in Postwar America,O
Journal of Social History 30, no. 4 (Summer 1997andKristin L. Matthews,

OOne Nation over Coals: Cold War Nationalism and thieeBae, Qmerican

Studies 50 (Fall/Winter 2009)Discussions of OsoftnessO and OweaknessO also
extended into ideas about childhood and parentingRB#eFeldstein,

Motherhood in Black and White (I1thaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2000) and
Gilbert, 4 Cycle of Outrage.

®3 For more about the Cold War and psychology B HermanThe Romance of
American Psychology: Political Culture in the Age of Experts (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1995), 126.

% For exampleAnna Freud and Dorthony T. Burlingha##iar and Children: A Message
to American Parents (Madison, CT: International University Press, 1944)r
psychological studies of soldiers during and after World War lICéestopher
P. Loss Between Citizens and the State: The Politics of American Higher
Education in the 20th Century (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2012).
58



Americans pushing for a civil defense program emphasized the urgent need for emotional
training that could help Americans resist the kind of “panic which could be created by
rumors and subversive propaganda.”® Here, training for an enemy attack blended with
another concern about the Cold War on the home front: the task of resisting fifth-column
communist infiltrators in American society. More broadly, civil defense supporters
argued, a well-educated public was best equipped to respond rationally to a threat. As a
locally-produced civil defense pamphlet from Saint Paul, Minnesota, warned, “ignorance
makes fear, fear leads to panic, and PANIC can be the enemy’s best weapon.”*® Even
more so than physical health, Americans who developed strategies for civil defense
programs identified individual mental health as an important key to winning the next
war.®’

As civil defense advocates began to imagine the needs of a prepared citizenry in
the Atomic Age, they often came to focus on the American individual. Believing that the
strength of the nation was the sum of its individual citizens, these concerned Americans
made an explicit argument that the practices of civil defense promoted the health of the

nation. Thus in the earliest days of the Cold War, civil defense advocates established a

clear connection between the citizen and the national community.

65 «A “Grass Roots’ Program for Civil Defense,” Armed Force.

% Saint Paul - Ramsey County Organization for Civil Defense, “If We Are Bombed
(Pamphlet),” c. 1950; E4-2, Box 4; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953
(Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP (emphasis original).

57 For more about the confluence of psychological management and civil defense, see
Tracy C. Davis, Stages of Emergency: Cold War Nuclear Civil Defense (Durham,
NC: Duke University Press, 2007), 105-25.
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Looking Backward and Looking Forward

Many civilians who contributed ideas to civil defense conversations used the
experience of past crises to develop their ideas for public safety in the nuclearized world.
For many of these Americans, World War Il was an omnipresent part of Cold War civil
defense discussions, as it provided both cautionary lessons and examples of effective
programs. Especially in the mid- and late 1940s, the press disparaged World War II
civilian defense “activities [such] as victory gardens and fan dances” as useless in the
face of nuclear war.®® Eric H. Biddle, chairman of the NSRB Interagency Working Group
was more charitable a few years later, but the basic assumption remained: “such things as
bond drives, scrap collections and victory gardens... are activities necessary in war time,
but actually are not civil defense questions.”® Americans learned from the home-front
practices of previous wars and carried those experiences with them. Civilian defense in
the World War II era gave Cold War civil defense an operational mandate, if not a direct
model for prescribed activities.

Like veterans’ groups, individuals and organizations that had been involved in
World War Il-era civilian defense claimed a special understanding of Atomic Age civil
defense. The Citizen Participation Committee (CPC), for example, was formed in the

wake of World War II “to continue and extend the gains made in [voluntarism] during the

%8 John G. Norris, “ U.S. Has No Plans for Civil Defense,” Washington PosMay 22,
1947, 2.

% Civil Defense Board, Seattle, Washington, “Critique of Seattle Interim Defense Plan,”
July 17, 1950; E4-26, Box 12; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953
(Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.
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war 3°By the late 1940s, hundreds of former civilian defense organizers maintained
seventyfive volunteer offices across the country, and had ties to other national civic
organizations. Writing to the NSRB, Chairwoman C. H. L. Pennock warned the federal
planning groups thadf the mobilization of civilians gets started in a haphazard way [as

it had during World War I1] the task is made immeasurably ha@ddihe CPC, like

othe organizations, saw the early Cold War moment as an opportunity to learn from past
inefficiencies in civil defense and to start anew.

The outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950 helped to solidify the connection
between World War Il and the wars of theoAtic Age. As men were sent overseas,
Americans on the home front resurrected familiar wartime activities, this time with an
eye toward civil defense. In June 1951 Robert J. Ewig, Chief Zone Warden of the
Mayfair section of Philadelphia, wrote to the presitidescribing his neighborhoodOs
plan for civil defense recruitment. Ewig and his civil defense zone plan@damtic
parad®©for wounded Korean War veterans, complete with twéing convertible
automobiles, marching bands, and color and honor guavdg hoped that the event
would Ghow the people on the home front that all the boys in service are doing their

share, and it is our turn to sacrifice just a little bit of our time to help protect our country,

O Mrs. C. H. L. Pennock, Chairman of the Advisory Committee on Citizen Participation,
to W. Stuart Symington, Chairman, National Security Resouoasd, July 27,
1950; E42, Box 1; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 19453 (Entry #31A);
OCDM-NACP.

"I Mrs. C. H. L. Pennock, Chairman of the Advisory Committee on Citizen Participation,
to W. Stuart Symington, Chairman, National Security Resouroasd3July 27,
1950; E42, Box 1; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 19453 (Entry #31A);
OCDM-NACP.
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by joining and becoming active in Civil Defse Organization§? The Philadelphia
Inquirer noted that average civilians would have a hard time missing the connection
between wounded soldiers and the need to prevent lost lives at home.
EwigOs parade demonstrates how the symbolic power of militaiyese
postwar life shaped discussions about civil defense. The soldiers who were brought to
Mayfair were not neighborhood heroes. They were recruited for the parade from Valley
Forge Hospital regardless @heir race, color or creed? Their importancéo the event
was based on their service and their injuries, not their individual identities, nor their local
connection. In using anonymous servicemen, Ewig called upon a deeply entrenched
ideology of civic duty, one that veteransO organizations alsorogiéaly service. The
parade was not about the veterans. It was about arousing feelings of responsibility from
civilians who were not demonstrating their citizenship through traditional military means.
Other Americans were also ready and willing to adoptilitarized posture, even
using the idea ofenlistingdinto a civil defense corpS.A stenographer from lllinois
wrote to her Congressman calling for universal training in defensive wedpbetieve

that every citizen of our country is a potentiaglidéer, sailor, marine or coast

"2 Robert J. Ewig to President Harry S. Truman, June 1951; Folder O(Feb3)9Bbx
1843; White House Central File: Official File 1591; Truman Pgpatsman
Library.

3 OCivil Defense OApathyfdudelphia Inquirer, included as clipping in Folder O(Feb
195153); Box 1843; White House Central File: Official File 1591; Truman
Papers, Truman Library.

" Ewig to Truman, June 1951.

"> Dan H. Benson to thenited States Citizens Defense Corps, 19503F8ox 5;
Records Relating to Civil Defense, 192953 (Entry #34A); Records of the
OCDM-NACP.
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guardsman...,” she said, “[and] I would certainly trade my typewriter for a machine gun
or whatever else was necessary to defend our Beloved America.”’® Although such
measures would not necessarily prepare civilians for the demands of a nuclear attack,
their presence in the conversation about civil defense indicates a willingness to
participate in the Cold War on the home front in whatever form it might take.”” The
rhetoric of universal wartime sacrifice that had dominated American society during
World War II was easily transferred to the Cold War.”

Some civil defense advocates looked even farther back into the nation’s history,
prior to the last war, to understand what was needed in the modern nuclearized world.
Ansel Adams, a renowned American photographer, wrote to the federal government in
January 1951 proposing the creation of a civil defense photographic corps to use images
of preparation and education as a way to cure apathy about nuclear dangers.”” Adams’ top
priority was public morale, arguing that it was important that Americans see “what
Civilian Defense is defending [and] the obligations of the citizen to cooperate.” The

program was modeled directly on the Great Depression-era Farm Security Administration

" Mrs. Leonard H. Boland to Congressman Melvin Price, August 10, 1950; E4-3, Box 5;
Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.

" For more on the militarization of the home front, see Laura McEnaney, Civil Defense
Begins at Home: Militarization Meets Everyday Life in the Fifties (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2000) and Elaine Tyler May, Homeward Bound:
American Families in the Cold War Era (New York, NY: Basic Books, 1988).

8 See Beth Bailey, America’s Army: Making the All-Volunteer Force (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2009), 4-12.

" Ansel Adams to Joseph Short, Press Secretary to the President, January 2, 1951; E4-3,
Box 5; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-
NACP.
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(FSA) photogaphy program, which catalogued the experiences of civilians across the
country. Although Adams was not directly involved in FSA work, he recognized the
importance and power of the American documentary photographic tradition and believed
it could once agaibe harnessed to serve the needs of the common good and federal
programs.

However, the most common way by far that Americans explored civil defense
ideas in the early years of the Cold War was by requesting information from the federal
government about miear attacks and civil defense procedu@silians frequently
contacted federal officials, elected representatives, andistaideaders to request
information about civil defense for themselves, their families, their communities, and
their civic organizationsQ am requesting that you make it possible for me to play my
small part in this effort toward surviv@lJohn S. Bush, Jr. of Missouri sathy aiding
you in your program of public informatidfi®As they had in World War I, Americans
looked tothe state to establish a cohesive message of public safety. Thus even when
facing the dramatically new threat of nuclear war, Americans overwhelmingly urged
federal officials to revive an older system of federal control.

The Local and the National

As civilians, civic groups, and businesses staked claims in the national defense
effort, local municipal leaders also agitated for civil defense planning. The lack of
adequate communication from the federal government and an unorganized system for

funding civil defense projects, however, stymied local leaders. A-tomgjted federally

8 John S. Bush, Jr. to the Director of Public Information, Atomic Energy Commission,
January 2, 1954-3, Box 5; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 194%3
(Entry #31A); OCDM-NACP.
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commissioned report, known as the Hopley Report, was released in November 1948, but
encountered immediate criticism in the press and within the federal government for
recommending both military involvement and the creation of a large federal agency
requiring Congressional legislation. In the wake of such controversy, the federal
government offered the Hopley Report unofficially to states and cities as a loose guide,
not a mandate. Still, national municipal organizations, such as mayors’ and governors’
conferences, hesitated to use it at all without federal endorsement. Local leaders wanted
to move forward with planning but feared that future federal legislation might negate
their progress. Nevertheless, some states passed state legislation based on the Hopley
Report as early as 1948.' In other cases, the report’s ambiguous authority and the federal
agencies’ procrastination left local leaders “confused, disgusted, impatient and fearful.”™

Local leaders’ frustration over federal disorganization was especially present in
major cities: throughout the late 1940s and early 1950s, popular wisdom held that large
urban centers were the most vulnerable areas to enemy attack. With large populations,
manufacturing centers, and important transportation and communication infrastructure,
American cities were targets. Mayors of major metropolitan areas became vocal critics of
the federal government’s civil defense organization (or lack thereof). These criticisms

increased in vehemence and frequency after the Soviet atomic test announcement in

1949. Feeling unsupported by federal leadership and vulnerable in their geography, city

#1 Between the end of World War II and December, 1950, twenty states had passed new
civil defense laws. See Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Executive Session,
Plans for Civilian Defense, Unpublished Hearing, 81st Cong., 2d sess., December
4, 1950, Appendix, 201, ProQuest (HRG-1950-AEJ-0068).

82 Niel R. Allen, Chairman, American Legion National Civil Defense Committee,
“Report to Erle Cocke, Jr.,” May 2, 1950; E4-2, Box 4; Records Relating to Civil
Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.
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leaders continued to push for federal organization and sometimes began to make plans on
their own.

In a hearing before Congress on March 17, 1950, Mayor Fletcher Bowron of Los
Angeles testified that mayors and leaders in California were frustrated by the absence of a
clear delineation of local, state, and federal responsibilities. Moreover, because of the
federal government’s lack of transparency regarding these issues, he felt unable to
convince his constituency of the need to volunteer and participate in civil defense
programing.® Putting it bluntly to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Bowron
stated, “if [federal officials] are unwilling to take governors, mayors, and other key
officials into their confidence to the extent which a realistic civil defense program would
make necessary, then I submit that they leave us no alternative but to demand complete
Federal responsibility for civil defense.”™

Smaller cities, too, felt the immediate danger of nuclear war and viewed the
federal government as the source for solutions. In June 1950, Thomas H. Nichols, mayor
of Canton, Ohio, (population about 117,000 in 1950) telegrammed the president urgently
requesting that the federal government take leadership in guiding cities such as his in
civil defense. Arguing that “Canton is in all probability a primary target for any enemy

planning aggressive warfare” because of its industrial production capabilities, Nichols

told the president, “I must be frank with you in saying that [ would be at a loss to know

% Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Hearing, Civil Defense Against Atomic Attack
Part 3 81st Cong., 2d sess., March 17, 1950, 82-9, ProQuest (HRG-1950-AEJ-
0006).

**Ibid., 87.
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what should be don@?

Some municipalities found ways around the sluggish pace of federal organization
in any way they could. The Downtown Committee of Kans#g ®lissouri, lobbied
Matthew J. Connelly, TrumanOs Appointments Secretary, for help in acquiring funds for a
municipal bomb shelter. Barney L. Allis, a Kansas City businessman and leader of the
shelter project wrote to Connelly, arguing that Kansas TitynanOs adopted
hometown, needed to be the first city to obtain a sponsored bomb Sieisesjust
possible a bomb is liable to be dropped while you are in s wrote to Connelly,

Gand we would all run over there [to the shelter] from thelittthite House with a case

of ginger ale and some biscuits and camp out until the smoke blewGiwagted many
hundreds of miles away from a coast, Kansas City in the early 1950s was far removed
from a imminent air strike, but Allis nevertheless argu#fdinybody is going to have a
bomb shelter, it should be G,

Despite complaints about a lack of organization and information, the NSRBOs
civil defense arm was far from unproductive in the years leading to the FCDA. Its public
face, however, was limited & series of urban test exercises and informational pamphlet
distribution. While both measures satisfied the objectives of the NSRBOs leadership,
public and municipal responses were less enthusiastic. Local leaders found themselves
without consistent aces to reliable information, and struggled to find the necessary

funds to act on their own. Without a clear chain of command, civil defense progress

8 ThomasH. Nichols, Mayor of Canton, Ohio, telegram to President Harry S. Truman,
June 27, 1950; Folder OMiscellaneousO; Box 1843; White House Central File:
Official File 1591; Truman Papers, Truman Library.

8 Barney L. Allis to Matthew J. Connelly, Appointmel@scretary to the President,

January 29, 1951; Folder OBomb SheltersO; Box 1843; White House Central File:
Official File 1591B; Truman Papers, Truman Library.
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stalled across the nation.

The authority of the NSRB in civil defense matters was perhaps most visible in
the summer of 1950, when it conducted three city-wide planning studies in Washington,
DC, Chicago, and Seattle. While the test exercises were generally well-received by those
city planners who were involved, other metropolitan areas felt left out. That summer,
Governor G. Mennen Williams of Michigan urged the NSRB to consider Michigan’s
industrial cities for a test exercise because they “undoubtedly will be prime war
targets.”®” Given the complexity of city civil defense planning, especially in Washington,
DC, the NSRB exercises were difficult to replicate in other American cities. Moreover,
the exercises did not involve the public, but instead focused on the participation of
existing city government agencies.

In addition to the urban practice exercises, throughout 1950 the NSRB’s civil
defense office had been regularly sending a series of free instructional bulletins to civil
defense officials in states, cities, media, and professional groups. In the fall of 1950, the
NSRB distributed United States Civil Defense, its long-awaited follow-up to the Hopley
Report, to mayors of cities with a population of 5,000 or more and to some county

officials.*® The Board also sent Survival Under Atomic Attack—one of the agency’s most

87 G. Mennen Williams, Governor of Michigan, to Paul Larsen, June 23, 1950; E4-27,
Box 12; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-
NACP.

88 James J. Wadsworth, memo to all National Security Resources Offices, “Distribution
of U.S. Civil Defense Plan,” September 21, 1950; E4-41, Box 14; Records
Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP. However,
there was some inconsistency with whether the number was 5,000 or 50,000. In a
letter to the NSRB, Governor C. A. Robins of Idaho worried that his state would
be left out of consideration because it had no cities with more than 50,000 people:
“it does seem to me that situated as we are, though we have no metropolitan areas
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widely-distributed public pamphlets—to local leaders around the same time. Cities,
counties, and state governments received some copies of the booklets free of charge, with
additional copies available for purchase for 10 cents each. However, many local leaders
found the number of free NSRB pamphlets woefully inadequate. As Mayor William B.
Hartsfield of Atlanta complained, the twelve copies his office received were “hardly
enough to distribute to our chief civilian defense officials,” much less to the city’s
population of over 330,000 people. Citing the potential cost to cities who wished to
provide their citizens with copies of the booklet, he worried that only wealthy cities
would be able to carry out civil defense projects and that the policy was “carrying the free
enterprise system too far.”*’

Before the creation of the FCDA, the NSRB leaned heavily on states and cities to
begin developing their own plans, suggesting that local governments held authority over
civil defense planning. However, as leaders expressed at the General Assembly of the
Council of State Governments in 1950, one of the primary roadblocks to local-level
planning was a need to estimate civil defense costs in order for state legislatures and city
governments to allocate funds in their annual budgets.”® Without direction on program

implementation, cities and states could not estimate its costs. The distribution of funds for

civil defense programs thus became another source of contention between local leaders

we should have consideration.” C. A. Robins, Governor of Idaho to William A.
Gill, September 15, 1950; E4-34, Box 14; Records Relating to Civil Defense,
1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.

% William B. Hartsfield, Mayor of Atlanta, GA, to Paul Betters, Executive Director, U.S.
Conference of Mayors, November 3, 1950; E4-47, Box 14; Records Relating to
Civil Defense, 1949-1953 (Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.

% Hubert R. Gallagher, memo to Millard Caldwell, “Findings of Directors Conference,”
December 13, 1950; E4-1, Box 1; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 1949-1953
(Entry #31-A); OCDM-NACP.
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and the federal government.

New York City provides a revealing exampletloe funding tension between local
civil defense needs and fedelaVvel support. Because New York CityOs city council
managed an area that many assumed would be a primary target for an enemy attack, it
was among the earliest municipal organizationsémidition to begin discussing nuclear
public safety. By early 1950, New York City had already mobilized its City Planning
Commission to propose solutions for the cityOs civil defense needs. Soon after the
Commission began studying civil defense, plannenslooled that evacuating the cityOs
enormous population from Manhattan and the surrounding boroughs was unfeasible.
Instead, officials developed a plan that focused on using parking garages and existing
subway infrastructure as public bomb shelters, a mapbat would be adopted by city
civil defense planners across the nation. Parking structures, in particular, were appealing;
they could generate revenue that, over time, could pay for the cost of their construction.
In theory, they also would alleviatermgestion and traffic on the streets, both in
peacetime and in times of crisis. Relying on new and existing facilities, New York CityOs
plan prioritized areas that had high concentrations of important infrastructure, industry,
and dense daytime populatig¥ll told, the planOs tentative budget was over
$2,000,000,000, a sum equaling almost-qnarter of the cityOs 1950 expense butiget.

In December 1950, New York City Mayor Vincent R. Impellitteri wrote to

President Truman bemoaning his cityOs inabilitgise the necessary funds for civil

%1 Joseph T. Sharkey, Acting President, OResolution Requesting By tioe
Government of the United States and Alternatively by the Government of the City
of New York on the City Planning Commission Report to the Mayor, Entitled OAn
Immediate Program for Atomic Bomb Protection,0O August 15, 1950, Reel
MN54003, Folder 22ox 7, Records of the Council of the City of New York,
Municipal Archives.
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defense planning, despite their desire to be part of the nationOs war mobilization. The
federal civil defense legislation being considered in Congress explicitly forbade states
and cities from receiving federal funds fmmstruction projects that would earn revenue,
such as the Planning CommissionOs proposal to build parking garages. The rule made
New York CityOs civil defense plan all but impossible. As Impellitteri wrote to Truman,
Qe are unalterably opposed to simglgging up streets and vacant property and
constructing catacombs which will have no peacetimeéd$seing no other alternative
for paying for civil defense in his city, he arguéliis entirely logical that appropriations
for civil defense, like appmriations for military defense, be made on the federal Bvel.
Moreover, in New York CityOs case, he argued, the federal government was much better
equipped to stockpile supplies and equipment and direct$aae construction projects
than the city, whih was already burdened by postwar development projects. The last
thing Impellitteri wanted to see was essential city services neglected and building projects
delayed in pursuit of disorganized federal suggestiowsthin a month, national civil
defense lanning was relocated to a more permanent home in the Federal Civil Defense
Administration, but the federal government and New York CityOs leaders would remain
at an impasse over funding for years to come.

Until the creation of the FCDA, the relationshigtween federal and local civil
defense was a chicken and egg dilemma: cities felt handicapped by a lack of direction,
while federal leaders believed that progress could not be made until states and cities

evaluated their own resources and needs. Indedteanext chapter will argue, civil

%2Vincent R. Impellitteri, Mayor of New York City to President Harry S. Truman,
December 14, 1950; Folder O(124H 1951); Box 1842; White House Central
File: Official File 1591;Truman Papers, Truman Library.
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defense presented a significant challenge to postwar federalist governing practices.

Still, some of the largest grassroots civil defense achievements were made at a
local level, so much so that some cities believed fflans could serve as a model for the
federal governmentOs planning effdttehis was especially true in lessons learned from
natural and mamade disasters in the same era. For example, in May 1950, a massive
munitions explosion in South Amboy, New Jgrsoffered a lesson in disaster response,
public panic, and explosion damafj&he NSRBOs civil defense office gathered articles
and field reports from the explosion, which killed tweagven peopleQo determine
what lessons, applicable to civil defensan be learned from a disaster such ag}his.
Throughout the 1950s and 1960s, /mutlear disasters, especially natural disasters,
would eventually become a visible test of the national civil defense system.

Conclusion

In their requests, suggestionadasolutions, civilians demanded that the federal
government establish some uniform national civil defense plan. This sentiment appears
with much more frequency after the Soviet nuclear test and the start of the Korean War.
In 1950 and 1951 alone, thousaraf American citizens, civic organizations and clubs,

and businesses wrote to President Truman, urging him to act quickly to create a national

3By June 19, 1951 Mayor Bernard Samuel of Philadelphia was touting his cityOs civil
defense as Oone of the nationOs outstanding organiz&ensi@ Samuel,
Mayor of Philadelphia, to President Harry S. Truman, June Bl,; Fblder
O(Feb 19553); Box 1843; White House Central File: Official File 1591; Truman
Papers, Truman Library.

% Representative Gordon Canfield to W. Stuart Symington, May 22, 19504 FBlox
12; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 194863 (Entry #31A); OCDM-NACP.

% W. Stuart Symington to Representative Gordon Canfield, June 21, 1983, Bbx
12; Records Relating to Civil Defense, 194863 (Entry #31A); OCDM-NACP.
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civil defense strategy. Elected representatives, the military, independent federal agencies,
state-level officials, and local government agencies all received countless requests,
demands, pleas, and complaints from civilians. It is difficult to say how many Americans
knew about civil defense studies such as the Hopley Report or the agency transition that
occurred between 1949 and 1951. However, national newspapers reported these
advancements and published countless editorials and reader-submitted letters debating
the merits of the government’s progress.”® For years, the public had read about civil
defense reports that were shelved or rejected, about disgruntled physicists concerned
about weapons control, and about an ever-intensifying state of volatility in foreign affairs.
In this atmosphere of instability, Americans were often exasperated—Look magazine
accused the federal government of “[playing] pattycake with the whole issue” for more
than five years—and disappointed by why it was taking the federal government so long to
develop public safety policy.”’

Despite feeling as though their nation was unprepared, those Americans who
developed grassroots civil defense plans returned again and again to the rhetoric of
citizenship, duty, and responsibility. Whether they hoped to increase their business
profits, protect their families and communities, or simply apply their expertise or skills to
the common good, Americans who participated in early civil defense discussions were

bound by a common vocabulary of national interest and unity in the face of a new and

% A University of Michigan Survey Research Center poll in 1947 showed that about 80%
of Americans had read something about the bomb in newspapers. An equal
number stated that they had heard something on the radio, while other forms of
media and communication ranked significantly lower. University of Michigan
Survey Research Center, Public Reaction to the Atomic Bomb and World Affairs.

7 Fletcher Knebel, “We’re Wide Open to Disaster,” Look, February 27, 1951, 30.
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dangerous world balance. These Americans believed that they@aultthe Cold War
by preserving the physical and moral integrity of American society.

The grassroots emphasis on the role of civic organizations and American business
is also telling. Americans saw civil defense as something that could be carried out within
the existing framework and structure of American postwar society. Although nuclear war
was foreign and unknown, these Americans saw civil defense as something that need not
be. In fact, many believed that if mass participation were to be successfudebivrice
procedures could not stray too drastically from that which Americans already knew and
were comfortableCSellingOcivil defense, then, became a project of applying familiar
fixes to an alien threat.

Finally, we must pay attention to where the jpuldcatedauthorityin the earliest
days of civil defense. Many Americans discussed in this chapter turned to established
governing authority for advice, approval, or solutions. By writing directly to the
president, Congressional leaders, or federal aggngrassroots civil defense participants
demonstrated that they believed that the federal government could provide solutions.
They sometimes found advocates in lower levels of government who explored a variety
of channels to reach federal authority, lsese conversations often involved an
impressive cast of actors at all reaches of governffi@ut just as frequently by the
early 1950s, Americans began acting on their own or looking to alternative sources of
authority for what to do to prepare for, swevj and recover after a nuclear attack. This

demonstrates that even in its earliest inception, civil defense authority was diffuse,

% Many, many of the sources noted in thisptiea have an impressive paper traifriom
an individual to a local leader tw a Governor or Representative, who forwarded
the correspondence or request to Truman, the AEC, NSRB, or FCDA.
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complex, and impermanent. These conditions were complicated by an inconclusive
organization of power between federal, state, and local leadership, and, as we will
explore in Chapter 2, the federal government’s active attempts to decentralize and

privatize federal civil defense.
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CHAPTER 3
WHEREFORE CIVIL DEFENSE?:

FEDERAL PLANNING IN THE EARLY YEARS

American civilians were not alone in struggling to find a place for nuclear
weapons in their imagined postwar world. Policymakers, too, recognized that
nuclearization could have drastic consequences for American governance. Given the
familiar prospect of returning to war and the startlingly unfamiliar notion of a nuclear
war, the protection of the home front took on new importance.' President Truman
abolished the wartime Office of Civilian Defense in 1945, before the war with Japan
concluded, deeming the Office unnecessary for a nation at peace.” But as early as late
1945, federal officials began to recognize the need for a revamped civilian protection
program that could address nuclear threats. The intensification of international Cold War
tensions over the course of the late 1940s—including the Soviet acquisition of nuclear
weapons in 1949—added urgency to the need to formulate civil defense. Over the course
of the late 1940s, American citizens and policymakers engaged in lengthy battles over the
meaning, purpose, and limits of civil defense in the Atomic Age.

The need for nuclear civil defense emerged in the context of complex changes in

! A University of Michigan public survey indicated that even the most uninformed
Americans realized that a “new and tremendous force [had] been discovered” in
nuclear physics; see Survey Research Center, Public Reaction to the Atomic Bomb
and World Affairs: A Nation-Wide Survey of Attitudes and Information (Ann
Arbor, MI: University of Michigan, 1947), ii. See also Paul Boyer, By the Bomb’s
Early Light: American Thought and Culture at the Dawn of the Atomic Age (New
York, NY: Pantheon, 1985).

? Executive Order 9562, Termination of Office of Civilian Defense, June 4, 1945. The
order became effective on June 30, 1945.
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postwar American politics. As the 1940s progressed, the geopolitical rivalry between the
United States and the Soviet Union dictated that the United States marshal a vehement
defense of democracy both at home and abroad. For many Americans, the Soviet Union
stood for a continuation of the evils of totalitarianism and militarization, ideologies that
the Allies fought so hard to contain during World War II. The crusade against
communism in the world also paralleled a fight against communism in domestic society.
Domestic anticommunism narrowed the spectrum of acceptable politics significantly
within public life to exclude programs, policies, and ideology that did not adhere to
mainstream American democracy.

This chapter will demonstrate that civil defense planning unfolded in deep tension
with American Cold War ideology. As the 1940s progressed, civil defense became caught
between anticommunism and anti-totalitarianism, the pressures of the emerging national
security state, and postwar partisan politics. The more Americans confronted public
safety in the Atomic Age, the more complex their mission became.

Policymakers gathered information about nuclear weapons, struggled to interpret
its meaning, discussed strategies for survival, and ultimately, put a national civil defense
plan into place. In the complex period between 1945 and early 1951, when the Federal
Civil Defense Act became law, federal officials redefined the role of the state in the
context of nuclear fear and the ideological Cold War. From its beginnings, the Federal
Civil Defense Administration (FCDA) was decentralized and limited in authority. As a
result, for the remainder of the 1950s, the FCDA and its descendent agencies would
struggle to find funding, support, and power in Washington. But that is not because

policymakers did not believe in the necessity, efficacy, or feasibility of a national civil
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defense program, as some scholars have arfgDadhe contrary, those involved in

policy decisions took their responsibilities very serioushyede planners understood

their role as arbiters of competing interests: diplomatic aims, domestic political ideology,
and public safety.

This chapter has three goals, each demonstrating how Cold War politics
influenced civil defense conversations and loovil defense policy in turn reflected
changing ideas about the state in the Atomic Age. First, | show how organizational
authority in civil defense research and policy evolved in the years following World War
[I. By including civil defense recommendationsts research on wartime campaigns, the
military claimed early authority over honrfi®nt defense. But although the military was
able to elevate civil defense as a pressing national priority, its earlier involvement led
Americans to question the roletbie military in civil society.

Second, this chapter explains how the process of creating a national civil defense
program was shaped by the domestic politics of the moment. As policymakers attempted
to locate civil defense authority within the governmémy faced challenges from small
government advocates. These policy critics summoned the specter of totalita¥idmésm
legacy of World War I to reject centralized authority, arguing that civil defense was
inherently the duty of individuals, municipaéi, and individual states. If they wanted to
institute a new national agency, civil defense planners of both parties would have to

contend with a rigid postwar ideology that disparaged an opesierful federal

% For example, Guy Oakes argues that this characterization of policymakers was the
public Ounofficial, clandestine, and cynicalO view of the majority of postwar
Americans. While certain civilian dissentdikely held this opinion in the late
1940s, policymakers generally did not. Guy Oal@&s,/maginary War: Civil
Defense and American Cold War Culture (New York, NY: Oxford University
Press, 1994),-6.
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government.

Finally, this chapter shows hageolicymakers, as they moved from discussion to
legislation, were constantly attuned to the dangers of secrecy within the federal
government. Like an excessively powerful military and centralized federal power,
policymakers believed, a lack of governmeansparency ran contrary to democratic
values. Overall, policymakers in the first years after World War 1l honored the publicOs
right to information about nuclear realities through civil defense education. This would
change by the mid950s as governmentfficials became more aware of the dangers of
nuclear radiation. In the earliest years of civil defense conversations, however, the
creation of a national program existed at a complex intersection of interests, and officials
struggled to navigate the limitg public information and state secrets.

Throughout these discussions about civil defense, ideology, and Cold War
policies, federal leaders laid out instructions for how individual American citizens were
expected to behave before, during, and after Eeavattack. But while these
recommendations assumed Americans could participate in careful preparation,
educational programs, and practice drills, policymakers had difficulty imagining the
psychology and behavior of average Americans in the event ofaai.aAt times,
officials assumed that Americans would gladly take up the patriotic duty of civil defense.
More often, they characterized civilians as irrational, panime, and apathetic. By the
early 1950s, civil defense officials would seek sociasoe and noigovernment
expertise to help policymakers understand their civilian constituency. But in the
immediate postwar period, policymakers projected their own emotional concerns about

the urgency and enormous complexity of civil defense onto the idamecitizens they
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represented.

Planning for national civil defense was thus bogged down by issues of
governance, jurisdiction, authority, Cold War politics, and fears about the capacities of
the American citizen. Yet early civil defense planning revieais the threat of nuclear
weapons redefined citizenship in a volatile moment in postwar history. Policy discussions
reflected changing domestic and international politics, but at their core, civil defense
debates focused on the role of the state in indalidhmerican lives. In each policy
decision, officials constructed a definition of nuclear citizenship that carefully delineated
the limits of state authority and the expectations and requirements of citizens in a
democracy.

The American Military in CivilDefense

World War 1l set the stage for the development of postwar civil defense.
Throughout the war, American propaganda agencies such as the Office of War
Information (OWI) broadcasted wartime news to home front audiences. By the end of the
war, the Ameitan public was accustomed to images of the warOs conventional bombing
campaigns in film, newspapers, and popular magazines. Nevertheless, as so many
newspapers, public intellectuals, and officials claimed, warfare in the Atomic Age would
be altogether diéirent from past wars. Still, like the civilians discussed in Chapter 1,
postwar policymakers looked to World War Il to understand what could be expected of
nuclear citizens.

As the United States underwent the economic, political, and cuitansition
from war to peace, the role of the military in civilian society was in flux. Because nuclear

science was bound to American military objectives during the war, it was difficult to
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disentangle nuclear polilyincluding civil defensB from military affairs? As such, the
first civil defense studies originated in the military under the auspices of strategic
bombing evaluation. Although military officials were the first authorities in nuclear
defense planning, in time their role in civilian matters would comeguéstion.

The earliest federal study to consider civil defense was part of @damg
ordnance survey of World War |l strategic targets. United States Strategic Bombing
Survey (USSBS) completékhe Effects of Atomic Bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki
Juneof 1946 Employing the skills of specialists in a wide range of military and non
military fields, it evaluated structural and industrial damage, as well as the nuclear
bombsO effects on Japanese morale, psychology, public health, and other socialfaspects
life. The report was the most comprehensive evaluation of the results of nuclear bombing
in Japan, and nearly every civil defense study in the following decades drew upon its
information. As such, its conclusions merit discussion at some length.

The USSBS releaseiihe Effects of Atomic Bomtwsthe public, press, and

* The Atomic Energy Act of 1946, or the McMahon Aciswone attempt to separate the
postwar nuclear program from the military, as its main objective was to place
control of nuclear science, including weapons development, outside of the
jurisdiction of the military Atomic Energy Act of 194®&ublic Law 58579th
Cong., 2d sess., August 1, 1946.

> United States Strategic Bombing Surv&iie Effects of Atomic Bombs on Hiroshima
and Nagasakf{Washington, DC: Government Printing Office [GPO], 1946). The
War Department published a concurrent survey in 1946 batansidered
domestic civil defense, copies of the document are exceedingly rare and not often
cited publicly; The U.S. War Department General Staff, Office of the Provost
Marshal GeneraDefense Against Enemy Actions Directed at Civili&@tady 3
B-1 (Washington, DC: GPO, 1946); for further information about this rare report,
see Robert A. Gessert, Nehemiah Jordan, and John E. Tashjean, Institute for
Defense Analyses Economic and Political Studies Divigtederal Civil Defense
Organization: The Ratimale of Its DevelopmenStudy conducted for the Office
of Civil Defense, Study-884 (Alexandria, VA: Institute for Defense Analyses,
1965), 8681.
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government officials on June 30, 1946. Importantly, the report aimed to debunk earlier
assumptions that the staggering death tolls in Hiroshima and Nagasaki were because
Japanese cities hadmuch higher population density than American counterparts. The
report concluded th&American cities, too, have their crowded sludlisting New York

City, Washington, Chicago, Detroit, and San Francisco as cities with similar or greater
population dasity than Hiroshima and Nagas&Kihe press reaction that followed the
report was grim. As thew York Timesmphasizedihe chances of survival of urban
populations in the United Stat@were slim’ Cities had long been the target of
conventional atteks during wartime, and Americans had seen images of the devastation
in London, Dresden, Hamburg, and Tokyo. But in the years following the nuclear attacks
on Japan, Americans were acutely aware that the destructive power of new weapons
compounded the vudmability of cities and civilians in the Atomic Age.

The Effects of Atomic Bombakso challenged the assumption that the massive
destruction in Hiroshima and Nagasaki was due to weak Japanese building construction,
as many Americans believed. The rep@tldred that not only was the quality of
Japanese building materials comparable to American materials, but the American
tendency to build vertically skyscrapers especiallymade American cities even more
vulnerable to blast casualties. Moreover, the repade clear that no matter the
dominant building type, a nuclear weapon would destroy everything within its burst
radius.

More optimistically, the report claimed that people within range of a nuclear

6 USSBS The Effects of Atomic BomI&6-38.

"OU.S. Defense Moves on Atom Proposalb@® York Timeslune30, 1946, 3.
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attack could, in fact, survive. However, it warned thavisal depended upon extensive
preparation and governmeled programs that included four components of public
defense: shelters, decentralization, civil defense, and active d&®hsald such
measures be ignored, the report claimed, only one alteerratinained@he surest way
[to avoid destruction] is to avoid w&t A New York Timeeditorial written the day after
the reportOs release suggesteddhatother alternative, and the better one, is to outlaw
war entirely(°

It is important to place thUSSBS report release in the context of concurrent
discussions about the future of the nuclearized world. By the summer of 1946, when the
USSBS report was released, the United Nations, nuclear scientists, and American
policymakers were engaged in a heatetate about international regulation of nuclear
energy'' The suggestion that war be outlawed or avoided seemed much less absurd in
1946 than it would seem just five years later. At a moment when regulation, control, or a
ban on nuclear weapons seemedsjiids, so too might the idea of a warless future.

The Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) began testing nuclear weapons in the

Pacific only one day after the releaselbe Effects of Atomic BombEhe tests at Bikini

8 USSBS,The Effects of Atomic BomIg8-43.
% Ibid., 43.
19O The Bombs that Hit Japai@wv York Timesluly 1, 1946, 23.

1 See James Chance, OSharing the Atom Bdrolbelyyn Affairs75 (January/February,
1996), 129144; Jessica Wang, O&iists and the Problem of the Public in Cold
War America,@siris 17 (2002), 32847; Clark A. Miller, OOAnN Effective
Instrument of PeaceO: Scientific Cooperation as an Instrument of U.S. Foreign
Policy, 19381950,QDsiris 21 (2006), 133160. For a detadld account of the
Baruch Plan and its failure, see Ronald E. Powaékich to Armageddon: The
United States and the Nuclear Arms Race, 1939 to the Pr@smntYork, NY:
Oxford University Press, 1987), 2.
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Atoll, then codenamed Operation Crossroaegere only the fourth (July 1, 1946) and

fifth (July 25, 1946) nuclear devices ever successfully detonated. So new were nuclear
weapons that the media continued to refer to the Japanese bombs as Two and Three, and
the Bikini bombs as Four and Five for setime. The media reported that Four, an
atmospheric explosion, reinforced the structural and medical conclusions of the USSBS
report.

Bomb Four had important implications for the American military. The test
demonstrated the importance of dispersing shifgsmilitary bases, as the test sunk most
ships within a 200@oot radius of the explosion and damaged many ships located at a
greater distance. Four demonstrated that naval forces were especially vulnerable to a
nuclear attack delivered via airplane. &wspaper report on the tests concluded that
alone(havies can no longer protect Amefia the face of rapidideveloping air
delivery technologie¥’ Rockets, missiles, and bombers, it seemed, were the future of
war. Within the year, President Truman wsbabmmission a research group to study the
future of American air power.

The authors ofhe Effects of Atomic Bombs sought to remove American
complacency about the realities of nuclear warfare. The media coverage of the first Bikini
tests aligned with this goal. The press declaf¥s atom bomb is primarily a weapon
against city civilizatiord® But, as the repdkt andits press coveraesuggested, if the

United States could quickly and efficiently organize a domestic defense program,

2 Hanson W. Baldwin, OAtom Bomb is Proved Most Terrible WeapamQork
Times, July 7, 1946, 70. Also sddichael S. SherryThe Rise of American Air
Power: The Creation of Armageddon (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press,
1987).

13 Baldwin, OAtom Bomb is Proved Most Terrible Weapon,O 70.
84



American society need not be doomed.

Because adequate defense initiatives depended upon an accurate understanding of
the effects of nuclear weapons, the lessons drawn from these early reports and studies
became integral to later civil defense program goals. Importantly, the studies established
that a nuclear explosion would have three modes of destruction: heat, blast, and radiation.
For the next two decades, civil defense media repeated instructions on how civilians
could cope with each of the three modes, never straying far from the information that
early military findings provided.

The USSBS’s four-part defense strategy—shelters, dispersal of industry and
population, civilian defense, and active defense—had a lasting influence on civil defense
discussions as well. Sheltering, dispersal, and preparatory training, the three passive
defense strategies, would be the only policy options that policymakers seriously
considered in civil defense discussions over the next twenty years. Moreover, as one of
the earliest calls for a nuclear civil defense program, The Effects of Atomic Bombs
catalyzed further study and planning within the military and upper echelons of the federal
government.

Shortly following the release of The Effects of Atomic Bombs, the military
commissioned an additional study that used the information gathered in Japan to address
civil defense planning in more specific terms.'* Subsequently, the War Department’s
Civil Defense Board released A Study of Civil Defense (heretofore referred to as the Bull

Report, for its chairman, Major General Harold Bull) to internal staff in February of

'* The Bull Board was established by order of the Secretary of War, Dwight D.
Eisenhower, Chief of Staff, War Department Memorandum No. 400-5-5 “War
Department Civil Defense Board,” November 25, 1946.
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1947 The report outlined general steps & establishing a nuclear civil defense
agency. Tha&ull Reportconcluded that postwar civil defense had much to learn from
World War 1l civilian defense programs in United States, Great Britain, Germany, and
Japan. Taking the most successful elemengsich nationOs programs, the Board
determined that the Atomic Age demanded strong federal leadership, lengthy peacetime
preparation, and a watllanned chain of command that included civilians and officials.
Using American World War Il programs as a touohst theBull Reportalso set
limits on how to describe postwar civil defense. The Board defined civil defense as:
The organization of the people to minimize the effects of enemy action.
Specifically, Civil Defense is the mobilization, organization, ameation
of the civil populace and necessary supporting agencies to minimize the
effects of enemy action directed against communities including industrial
plants, facilities, and other installations, and to maintain or restore those
facilities essential toivil life, and to preserve the maximum civilian
support of the war efforf
The Board consciously excluded aircraft warning systems, internal security programs,
and auxiliary programs sucis salvage, victory gardens, recreation, [and] bond déves,

arguing that these programs should be managed by other ag€ntirsBoard wanted to

distance nuclear civil defense programs from the civilian programs of World War I1.

1>War Department Civil Defense Boad Study of Civil Defeng@Vashington, DC:
GPO, 1947). The Civil Defense Board was first established in November 1946.
The BoardOs final report was declassified and released to the public in February
1948.

8 War Depatment Civil Defense Boardy Study of Civil Defens8. The lateHopley
Reportdefined civil defense the same way, using almost identical verbiage.

7 bid.

8 Much of the press agreed. See, for example, John G. Norris, Ou.S. Has No Plans for
Civil Defense,NVashington PosMay 22, 1947, 2, which argues, OenergiesE
should not be dissipated on such activities as victory gardens and fandances.O
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TheBull Reportwas classified for a year after its release, available only to select
federal offices. However, members of the press knew that the War Department had
studied and released a report on civil defense. Some Americans balked at the secrecy,
arguing that the public deserved to have access to information that affected their personal
safety. John G. Norris, who reported on civil defense foxashington Poghrough the
1950s, charged the Bull Board with slowing the flow of public information, a type of
apathy that waéalarmingly typical of the situation tod&y° The tension betweehe
federal need for secrecy and the public desire for information appeared early in postwar
nuclear matters, and would continue to be a source of conflict into the for the remainder
of the Cold War and beyond.

In response to thBull Report Secretary oDefense James Forrestal established
the Office of Civil Defense Planning (OCDP) within the fledgling Office of the Secretary
of Defens&® In March 1948, Forrestal charged the OCDP with developing a more
detailed national civil defense plan. The OCDP i#e&ivil Defense for National

Security(heretofore referred to as thi®pley Reportso named for Russell J. Hopley, the

Also see Harold B. Hinton, OCivil Defense Planned Against an Atomic War,O
New York TimedMay 23, 1948, E7.

¥ Norris, OU.S. Has No Plans for CiviI‘Defense,O 2. Civic organizations objected
similarly, see: Wayne Thomis, OLegion Leaders Urge Plan for Civil Defense,O
Chicago TribuneOctober 30, 1947, 12.

20 James Forrestal, Secretary of Defense, War Department Metnandgstablishing the
Office of Civil Defense Planning, March 27, 1948, printed in Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy Civil Defense Against Atomic Attack: Preliminary Dateport
prepared by staff of the Joint Committ8&st Cong., 2d sess., 1950, Puet
(CMP-1950AEJ0002.
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Office’s director) to government officials and the public in October of 1948.*' The study
built upon the earlier Bull Report, giving more attention to organizational planning,
interagency cooperation, and specific civil defense concerns. Forrestal released the
Hopley Report directly to the public, in part to appear more transparent to the press and
public than with the Bull Report. Forrestal also argued that the Hopley Report needed to
be read and accepted widely before receiving official endorsement.”” Yet over the next
few months, the report would become the subject of much controversy, stalling national
civil defense planning progress considerably.

The Hopley Report incited a debate among policymakers and the public about the
role of the military in civil defense. The Bull and Hopley Boards, both based within the
military and staffed primarily by military specialists, acknowledged the need for civilian
leadership within civil defense. Nevertheless, because civil defense needed direct
coordination with military defenses, these reports recommended that the civil defense

organization should be under the umbrella of the National Military Establishment.”* In

1 U.S. Office of Civil Defense Planning, Civil Defense for National Security
(Washington, DC: GPO, 1948).

22 H. Waggoner, “Civil Defense Plan Mapped Against Any Enemy Attack,” New York
Times, November 14, 1948, 1; 41.

> As B. Wayne Blanchard argues, defense budgets were so constrained in the years
immediately following World War II that the military was “unresponsive to
suggestions that civil defense become a responsibility of the military
establishment.” Nevertheless, the both the Bull and Hopley Boards came to the
conclusion that military coordination was needed. This could have contributed for
the fiscal restraint advocated by both reports. Whether it was directly tied to the
military’s budget austerity or a more general concern for federal spending, federal
fiscal restraint characterized all major civil defense initiatives until the Kennedy
Administration. See B. Wayne Blanchard, Planning Specialist for Civil Defense

Programs, Federal Emergency Management Agency, American Civil Defense
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this scenario, federal civil defense would be staffed by civilians but be responsible to the
military, while subordinate civil defense offices in states and cities would be exclusively
civilian in nature. The Bull Report suggested that civil defense be the fourth branch
reporting to the Secretary of Armed Forces, equal in standing to the nation’s military
branches.”* The Hopley Report took a less absolute stance, recommending that the
proposed agency be responsible to the National Military Establishment, but
acknowledging the possibility that it could report directly to the President.”’

As the reports became available the public, Americans were torn between the
growing need for national civil defense and a reluctance to consolidate such a program
within the military. To some, the military control of civil defense seemed problematic in
light of World War II’s encounter with fascism. In a radio script he wrote, news
commentator Walter Winchell, asked, “Mr. President, the last 30 years of history are
screaming their warning. Have they told you sir, that a military dictatorship may take
over? ...l assure you, ladies and gentlemen, that you and your liberties are again standing

at Valley Forge.”*® Similarly, detractors of military civil defense feared the

1945-1984: The Evolution of Programs and Policies, FEMA 107/July 1986
(Emmitsburg, MD: National Emergency Training Center, 1986), 2.

** The Bull Report also suggested organizational plans in the event that the unification of
the Armed Forces failed to happen.

2> As the Hopley Report stated, “it seems reasonable that the [military] would be
preferable.” OCDP, Civil Defense for National Security, 18.

26 See Walter Winchell, Excerpt of Scripts, November 21, 1948, printed in Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, Civil Defense Against Atomic Attack: Preliminary
Data, report prepared by staff of the Joint Committee, 81st Cong., 2d sess., 1950,
Committee Print, 62, ProQuest (CMP-1950-AEJ-0002). Scripts also claims that
the Hopley Report “suspends the Bill of Rights.”
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(Gegimentatio®of the public?’ As aNew York Timesditorial argued, the civil defense
office Qvould have enormous power and authority in times of war over the lives of us
all.OInstead, the author suggest&iyil defense should bas the name implieBof, by

and for civilians3® Yet others defended the need for civil defense even at the expense of
a larger military. An opposition®lew York Timesditorial supported the Hopley Board
plan, stating that civil defense organizatiomldoonly be called a war measuiey those
[wishing] to make propaganda ofdt’ Thus even in its earliest iterations, civil defense

was a topic of policy discussion that was vulnerable to political accusation.

As these discussions played out in the paegsgovernment, the Hopley Board
waited for endorsement from the Executive Branch. By the middle of December in 1948,
however, it began to appear as though President Truman was poised to reject the Bull and
Hopley recommendations, electing instead to ke¥épand military functions separat@.
Meanwhile, theNashington Pogseported that other executive agencies also disapproved

of military-led civil defensé* Then, without an official announcement in December, the

" Horatio Bond, OMilitary and Civil Confusion about Civil Defen&a(fetin of the
Atomic ScientistS (November 1949), 297. Here, Bond argued that regimentation
is Oa general problem of civil defense,O not a problem uniqueHopiey
Report

8 Hanson W. Baldwin, ONew Steps for Defens&® York TimesNovember 25, 1948,
4.

29 OA Civil Defense PlanX®w York TimesNovember 14, 1948, ES.

%0 See Senator Brien McMahon of Connecticut, speaking for the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, Executive Sessiddivil Defense UnpublishedHearing, 81st
Cong., 2d sess., February 23, 1950, 18, ProQuest {HHBGAEJ0050).

31 sam Zagoria, OPresident Moves to Separate Civil Defense from Militéag/Gngton
Post December 16, 1948, 2. Later, an internal NSRB document outlining
criticisms of theHopley ReportPaul J. Larsen, Director of the Civilian
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OCDPOs funding was removed from the amifids budget request. Consequently, other
governing organizations postponed their support for the Hopley Board plan, fearing that
it might soon be abandon&d.

On March 3, 1949, President Truman sent a letter to John Steelman, chairman of
the twayearold National Security Resources Board (NSRB), charging that Board with
civil defense planning responsibilities. Beca@geacetime civil defense planning is
related to, and a part of, ovall mobilization planning of the Nation in peacetife,

Truman believedhat civil defense was part of the NSRBOs mission to advise the
President on matters @hilitary, industrial, and civilian mobilizatio6f®

The reaction to the PresidentOs decision was mixed. Some newspapers reported
that TrumarQunked [the OCDPOs] recommdatiorOfor a separate dedicated civil
defense officé? Others assumed that the move indicated that Truman was altogether

abandoning focused civil defense planningtill others praised TrumanOs decision,

Mobilization Office listedmilitary control as the most serious problem with the
Report, as it conflicts with Oour democratic systems.O Paul J. Larsen, Director,
Civilian Mobilization Office to W. Stuart Symington, Chairman of the National
Security Resources Board, June 2, 19501FBox 1;Records Relating to Civil
Defense, 1949953 (Entry #34A); Records of the Office of Civil and Defense
Mobilization [OCDM)]; Record Group 304; National Archives at College Park,
College Park, MD.

32 7agoria, OPresident Moves to Separate Civil iférom Military,O 2.

33 The National Security Act of 1947, Public Law 253[/.S. Statutes at Large 343 (1947)
a 103 (c).

34 Joseph H. Short, OTruman Junks Proposed Office of Civil Defétsdgidre Sun,
March 5, 1949, 1.

% OPresident Rejects Civil Daf® Unit,Wew York Times, March 5, 1949, 6.
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indicating that it would save money and prevéetéxpansion of federal powéf<raise

and criticism aside, Truman charged the NSRB with developing a new national program
under the Executive Branch, but it would be another year and a half before the NSRBOs
Office of Civilian Mobilization submitted an organizational plan.

In the mearitme, ForrestalOs successor as secretary of defense, Louis Johnson,
abolished the Hopley Board and the OCDP in August of 1949 and transferred all
remaining military civil defense matters to a newhgated Assistant for Civil Defense
Liaison within the Offte of the Secretary of Defen¥eBy the end of 1949, Congress
slated a number of hearings and meetings regarding civil defense. Individual states,
sensing that TrumanOs decision indicated-4ovajted federal progress, began to draft
their own civil defens legislatior?®

The evolution of civil defense planning ideas over the course of the late 1940s
reveals how Americans struggled with the changing role of the military after World War

II. Despite the growing prominence and power of the national secutigy sta

3¢ OReckord 0.K.Os President on Civil Deferigadtimore SunMarch 6, 1949, 28.

3" Louis Johnson, Secretary of Defense, Directive Abolishing the Office of Civil Defense
Planning and Establishing the Office afgistant for Civil Defense Liaison,
August 1, 1949, printed in Joint Committee on Atomic Ene@jyil Defense
Against Atomic Attack: Preliminary Dateeport prepared by staff of the Joint
Committee, 81st Cong., 2d sess., 1950, Committee Pruat, B®Quest(CMP-
1950AEJ-0002.

% 0On November 17, 1949, during Congressional recess, the staff of the Division of
Biology and Medicine within the Atomic Energy Commission issued a Report
titled, OThe City of Washington and an Atomic Bomb Attack.O The content was
discussed at length in conittee meetings in February 1950 following CongressO
winter recess. The report generated a good deal of attention and likely contributed
to legislative urgency in civil defense matters. See, for example, Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, Executive Sessi@iyil Defense UnpublishedHearing, 81st
Cong., 2d sess., February 17, 1950, ProQuest (HE8BAEJ-0049).
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policymakers and the public were ambivalent about the role of the military in domestic
affairs. Although civil defense theory emerged from the military experience of World
War Il, few Americans could reconcile the thought of militarized control ofi@ivlife.

Thus postwar Americans determined that citizenship in the nuclear state would operate
outside the bounds of the militatyBy 1949, nuclear citizenship was predicated upon

the relationship between civilians andiwilian state®*

The responsibity for civil defense was now decidedly out of the control of the
National Military Establishment, but the nation still lacked legislation upon which to
build a national program. American civilians waited impatiently for action. Over the next
year, as th&lSRB worked on a national plan behind closed doors, new political concerns
arose among policymakers outside the Board. These debates, too, centered around the

role of the citizen and the state in the Atomic Age.

39 McEnaney posits that a Ohealthy suspicion of the military®s powerO drove civil defense
into the realm of civilian control, and normalized milization as a part of
everyday life. Sekaura McEnaneyCivil Defense Begins at Home:
Militarization Meets Everyday Life in the FiftiéBrinceton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2000), For more on civiliarmilitary tension in postwar
America, seMichael J. HoganA Cross of Iron: Harry S. Truman and the
Origins of the National Security State, 198954(New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press, 2000).

“0 L ater reports would suggest that this matter was never in question. In a July 18, 1950
draft of an interim civil defense plan, the NSRB explained that Truman shifted
control to a civilian agency because the military OrealizedE that the problem of
Civil Defense should be lodged with civil government in order that the military
might concentrate on its primary mission.O Once again referring to the World War
Il experience, the report suggested that this decision was based on the fact that
OEven in the highly ilitaristic nations of Germany and Japan,O civil defense was
a civilian operation. Selational Security Resources Board, Olnterim Civil
Defense Plans for Metropolitan Areas (Draft),O July 18, 1950, 1; ; Box 9; Office
of Civil Defense. Publication Offic&istribution Branch; Publication History
Files 195062 (Entry #7); Records of the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency
[DCPA]; Record Group 397; National Archives at College Park, College Park,
MD (hereafter DCPANACP).
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SeltHelp Civil Defense

Prior to the passagd the Federal Civil Defense Act in early 1951, multiple
federal agencies claimed authority in civil defense planning. Among the many groups
with stakes in civil defense during the late 1940s were the National Military
Establishment, the Atomic Energy Comssion, the National Security Council, the
NSRB, the Congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, and the Senate and House
Committees on Armed Services. Because of the potentiallymeamishing nature of a
national civil defense plan, these organizagialso consulted with other federal agencies,
including the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and Agriculture. Many more groups
were interested in planning matters at the state and local levels.

Until 1950, conversations about civil defense within thedevidual federal
groups occurred in parallel, with loose interagency coordinatidthen President
Truman transferred civil defense responsibility to the NSRB it became clear that
legislative strategies for civil defense would be necessary in the cormipsrand
years. Beginning in late 1949, as the NSRB worked on a national program, legislative

committees created special task forces to discuss civil defense rifatters.

“1 Officials in separate offices relied on the same repertoire of information to develop
their plansThe Effects of Atomic WeapotiseBull Reporf and theHopley
Report These remained the only documents that dealt with civil defense in a
broad waySee Wlliam A. Gill, Director, Division of Civil Defense Planning,
National Security Resources Board speaking for the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, Executive SessioGivil Defense UnpublishedHearing, 81st Cong., 2d
sess., March 23, 1950, 8, ProQuest (HRE5GAEJ0031).

“2 Until December, 1950, both the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and the Senate
Committee on Armed Services claimed Congressional authority over civil
defense. The Armed Services Committee argued that their mandate to assure
national de¢énse inherently included civil defense. The Committee on Atomic
Energy derived their authority from their involvement in nuclear development and
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Congressional meetings uncovered an ongoing dilemma in civil defense planning:
the inheent tension between federal power, local autonomy, national security,
government transparency, and public information. Policymakers were deeply anxious
about how to inform the public about the nuclear threat without revealing compromising
state secrets. dte importantly, officials feared the public reaction to such informéfion.

The Qoublic relations probleras Senator Brien McMahon called it, centered on

strategy, and argued that as a civilian function, civil defense should not be related
to a military committeeSeparate from one another throughout 1950, both
committees heard executive session testimony from the AEC, the Department of
Defense, the NSRB, and other officials. Several Congressmen even belonged to
both committees. Both committees recognized that gaglramentary dispute

would slow down civil defense matters when the NSRB was ready to present
legislation to the Congress, but the matter was not resolved until public hearings
began in early December. Ultimately, the Senate Committee on Armed Services
gained civil defense jurisdiction. See, specifically, the following hearings: Senate
Committee on Armed Services, Subcommittee on Civilian Defense, Executive
SessionCivilian DefenseUnpublished Hearing, 81st Cong., 2d sess., April 6,
1950, ProQuest (HRG950SAS-0085); Senate Committee on Armed Services,
Executive SessiorRreliminary Report on Civil Defense; Nomination of Thomas

K. Finletter To Be Secretary of the Air Force; Nominations as Per Reference
Numbers 194 and 19®npublished Hearings on S.@8land S. 2911, 81st Cong.,
2d sess., April 13, 1950, ProQuest (HRE03SAS-0087); Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, Executive SessidPlans for Civilian DefenséJnpublished

Hearing, 81st Cong., 2d sess., December 4, 1950, ProQuestIBBOAEJ
0068);Senate Committee on Armed Services, Executive SesSiafian
DefenseUnpublished Hearing, 81st Cong., 2d sess., December 5, 1950, ProQuest
(HRG-1950SAS-0054). For the response in the press, see for example OWhose
Civil Defense,@Vashington Postpril 15, 1950, 8.

*3In a closeedoor Congressional meeting of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy on
February 23, 1950, Senator Brien McMahon presented an abbreviated version of a
staff report, OSome Leading Civil Defense Problems.O McMahon removed the
studyOs title and content of sevefie questions from the Committee print
because it Oseemed to [him] that even asking those questions would be a quite
exciting piece of news,O provoking public panic. Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, Executive SessioGivil Defense UnpublishedHearing, 81st Cong., 2d
sess., February 23, 195091ProQuest (HREA95GAEJ0050).
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the relationship between the citizen and the state in a demd&¢rRajicymakers were

acutely awar®f how questions about their planning actions aligned with American
democratic practices and existed in opposition to totalitarianism. Civil defense planning,
therefore, reflected broad ideological concerns with the strength of American democracy
in the @ntext of a global contest against the Soviet Union. As such, federal civil defense
planning in the late 1940s attempted to maintain a balanced relationship between citizens
and their government, while reifying the ideological stakes of Cold War competitio

Thus the Congressional leag to federal civil defense legislation worked to redefine
cultural citizenship under the stresses of the nuclear threat.

In their earliest discussions about nuclear public safety, officials feared that a
national civildefense program could vest the federal government with extreme powers.
The decision to make civil defense a civilian program reflects this concern. Yet complex
questions remained regarding the nature of the nuclear state. What responsibilities would
various agencies have? How could a federal agencyOs powers be checked in the event of
war? Policymakers answered these questions by promoting a diffuse command structure
with a weak central organization, undergirded by the idea eheff Selthelp placed
themajority of civil defense responsibilities on existing agencies, especially at the state
and local level.

Self help had been the organizing principle of civil defense iB#eReport, and
to a much greater extent, thepley Report. TheHopley Report emphasized economy,

feasibility, and minimal bureaucratic growth. In light of the potential scale of a nuclear

4 Senator Brien McMahon, speaking for the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
Executive Sessioivil Defense, UnpublishedHearing, 81st Cong., 2ds®,
March 23, 1950, 2, ProQuest (HRIG5CGAEJ0031).
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crisis, the report also emphasized the practical need for individual citizens to take
responsibility for themselves whenever possible. The repaphasized a grourup

chain of action. If an individual could not help hior herself, he or she would look for
assistance from the community. If the community could not help itself, it would look to
mutual aid from surrounding communities or the statel, so on and so forth, from the
immediate to the distant, and from the local to the national.

In theory, seHhelp would minimize the potentially enormous scale of national
civil defense by diffusing responsibility. For postwar politicians who castieatriye
toward state growth and budgetary largess, this may have given a national civil defense
plan more appeal. As Paul J. Larsen, Director of the NSRB Office of Civilian
Mobilization, put it in a Congressional meeting in March of 195@)heped] thato
maintain our democratic type of government we have, that we donOt bar@rupt it.

Aside from its utility as an organizational strategy,-belip had metaphoric uses
as well. TheHopley Reporindicates that each civil defense warlethe first level of

organizational authority above the individual and faii@will be the local leader

“>Paul J. Larsen, Director, Office of Civilian Mobilization, speaking for the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, Executive Sessioivjl Defense Unpublished
Hearing, 81st Cong., 2d sess., March 230129, ProQuest (HRG950AEJ
0031). Laura McEnaney argues that-$edfp was part and parcel of a
conservative effort to shrink the American welfare state through privatization.
While | agree that policymakers were sensitive to postwar growth of thetbtate
early Cold War sethelp impulse was not privatization as much as Olocalization.O
Federal policymakers insisted that states and localities fund most civil defense
programs, but they were wary of private organizations taking too much initiative.
Self-help through localism allowed the federal government to take leadership
through existing governing structures without having to foot the full bill. I do
agree with McEnaneyOs assessment that self help was promoted Obecause it
satisfied an array of divergeimterests.O McEnanegivil Defense Begins at
Home 7-8 and 238.
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through whom civil defense becomes a living force.”*® Indeed the report not only
capitalizes Civil Defense, but personifies the program with human verbs: Civil Defense

99 ¢

“is ready,” “rescues, “cares,” “knows,” “furnishes,” and “reassures.”’ The Hopley Board
may have used such language unintentionally, but it further emphasized the importance
of the individual citizen in civil defense and humanized what could be construed as an
unwanted expansion of state power.

Although the Truman Administration abandoned the Hopley Planshortly after its
release in 1949, self-help remained the centerpiece of civil defense planning into 1950
and 1951. Congressional civil defense committee members were convinced that self-help
was the only feasible option. As planning discussions continued, however, officials
discovered that some aspects of civil defense required an active federal office. For
example, the size of a nuclear attack, especially one in New York City or Washington,
D.C., would require collaboration among the states and communities adjacent to the
target area.*® Knowing that some aspects of civil defense would need federal funding

support, policymakers avoided determining a federal, state, and local budgeting structure

until well into the Federal Civil Defense Act’s legislative review. Each exception to the

%6 OCDP, Civil Defense9.
" 1bid., 3.

* For example, Shields Warren, member of the Atomic Energy Commission, stated “that
if you plan on a state basis only, you are going to be in very serious trouble,”
based on a blast projection map of Washington brought to the Joint Committee of
Atomic Energy. Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Executive Session, Civil
DefenseFebruary 17, 1950, 31.The visual power of the projection maps caused a
stir among Congressmen. Senator Millard Tydings of Maryland even joked that
he should consider running from a less vulnerable state in the upcoming 1950
election. Ibid., 29. Another prominent aspect of civil defense that required direct
federal involvement and oversight was the organization of mobile reserves of
supplies and equipment that could travel to the site of an emergency.
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self-help structure created controversy and lengthy deliberation in Congress.

When finally passed in 1951, federal civil defenggdation maintained a
bottomup structure for civil defense, focusing on individual responsibility. Nearly all of
the civil defense media produced during the 1950s emphasizeef@lindividuals were
responsible for training and preparing; families wexsgponsible for making household
disaster plans; and factories were responsible for creating their own emergency
directives. As the 1950s progressed,-Belp would take on a moral and ethical
dimension that was only in its infancy in the late 1940s.

TheTransparent [National Security] State

Although civil defense policymakers resolved the tension between federal power
and local autonomy through séiélp theory, the solutions were less clear for how to
approach the dissemination of public informatiolanBers wanted to gain the trust of
Americans by giving them access to information that could save their lives. They also felt
compelled to respond to civic organizations and citizens who, by 1949, were eager for
instructions. However, because civil defemgs sometimes inseparable from active
defense strategy, Congress and security agencies had to delineate the limits of federal
transparency in civil defense planning. For policymakers, public communication became
a critical means of defining of the relatiship between the citizen and the state.

Throughout 1950, Congressional committees held exedutil@sed to the
publicN meetings to hear testimony from various groups involved in civil defense
planning. Officials felt that a significant number of issuesded to be resolved before
the current debates reached the public, even though the public had access to the previous

reports by way of the news media. Especially within the Joint Committee on Atomic
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Energy, policymakers strove to fully understand the fiaations of current weapons
development and shifting strategy before making policy decisions. Indeed, executive
sessions were necessary in many instances because testimony involved weapon
specifications, military capabilities, and other state secretsekenyfor the first part of
1950, public communication of less sensitive civil defense information was guarded just
as closely.

The transcripts of Congressional hearings indicate that most members struggled to
evaluate the publicOs capacity to interpuitdefense information in a rational fashion.
AlthoughThe Effects of Atomic Bombimgcluded sections on civilian crisis psychology,
most members seem to have left this information by the wayside in favor of assuming
that the American public was irratial, emotional, and ignorant. Fearing the premature
release of a civil defense analysis of Washington, D.C. to the public, Congressman Tom
Connally (D, TX) asked members of the Atomic Energy Commission at a committee
meeting,(you will scare everybody toegith, wonOt yod? The American public,

Senator John W. Bricker (R, OH) argu€lhad] been so shocked and so emotionally
testedOthat they could not be counted on to act rationally in response to civil defense
information (and even less so in an actutlak)>° Gordon Dean, Commissioner of the

Atomic Energy Commission reinforced these assumptions, telling Congressheen,

“9 Senator Tom Connally of Texas, speaking for the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
Executive SessiorGivil DefenseFebruary 17, 1950, 20.

*0 Senator John W. Bricker of Ohio, speaking for the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
Executive Sesan, Civil DefenseFebruary 17, 1950, 58.
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time is ripe for hysteri@" Officials feared that the public could become frenzied in
response to information about the nucleagdhrThey also assumed that, without proper
training, Americans would act irrationally in the face of a nuclear crisis.

But shielding the public from nuclear realities would not suffice either. In a
February, 1950 executive meeting of the Joint CommatteAtomic Energy, Shields
Warren of the Atomic Energy Commission stated that he beli@gedrance is the
greatest cause of hysteff.Senator Bricker also blamed a perceived indifference about
civil defense on public ignoranclf self-help was to beffective, they believed,

Americans needed information about nuclear weapons. For example, officials agreed that
in order to prepare for an attack, civilians needed to know how a nuclear weapon
destroys: blast, fire, and radiation. But did the public nedchow how many operable
nuclear weapons the Soviet Union held? Should urban dwellers know the likelihood of
attack on their home city? The answers to these questions demonstrated the thin line
between government transparency and strategic vulnerability.

Officials worried that keeping an unnecessary degree of information from the
public was akin to censorship, a hallmark of totalitarian governance. McMahon balked at
the idea of encouraging Americans to have blind faith in their leadership, sa@hg,

God, that is the very psychology, the very business we are opposing, fiGhtiey. he

put it another way, using somewhat contradictory langu@ygou canOt regiment a

>1 Gordon Dean, Commissioner, Atomic Energy Commission, speaking for the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, Ibid., 21.

®2 Shields Warren, Division of Biology and Medicine, Atomic Energy Commission,
speaking for thdoint Committee on Atomic Energy, lbid., 54.

®3 Senator John W. Bricker of Ohio, speaking for the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
Ibid., 58.
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democracy unless you tell them some of the reasons why you are doingXhifiys.

public tension between censorship and transparency ran high in Washington at that
moment: just weeks earlier, Senator Joseph McCarthy had claimed that he had uncovered
widespread Communist infiltration in State Department.

In the diplomatic context of thate 1940s and very early 1950s, it is no surprise
that officials turned such an attentive eye toward public information. The Soviet nuclear
program advanced faster than American intelligence had previously estimated, some
suspected thanks to espionagkikewise, Congressmen brought up Soviet spy Klaus
FuchsO trial in multiple meetings throughout 1950. Federal leaders at this moment were
acutely aware of the consequences of mishandled information. And, although nuclear
weapons presented the biggest @rae and garnered most attention, officials tried to
include chemical and biological warfare, industrial sabotage, and political subterfuge as
considerations for civil defense as well. Especially in these secondary civil defense
concerns, policymakers waed about how fifthcolumn subversives might use publicly
available information against the goals of the state.

Beyond establishing consensus about the need for a careful public information

campaign, Congressional debates made little headway in defihiaigtie public could

>4 Senator McMahon, speaking for the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Executive
SessionCivil Defense Unpubli®iedHearing, 81st Cong., 2d sess., March 1,
1950, 61; 28, ProQuest (HR®50AEJ0030).

> For a detailed narrative of official projections for the Soviet nuclear program, see
Richard Hewlett and Oscar E. Anderson, Atgmic Shield, 1947/195Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press, 1990).
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and needed to knowW.Consequently, that authority was vested first in the NSRB by way
of executive mandate, and later by legislative power in the Federal Civil Defense
Administration. One lasting effect of Congressional discussiongt giodlic
communication, however, was an increased focus on interagency cooperation and
oversight, especially between the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy
Commission, and civil defense agencies.

Overall, officials failed to find a solution thatlbaced state and public
information needs, in large part because their understanding of the psyche of the
American people was ambiguous and malleable. While officials thought that divulging
more information to the public could cause hysteria and paniceldiesely calm public
reaction to news of the Soviet atomic explosion in 1949 concerned and confused some
policymakersOrhere is also the danger of underestima@dcMahon said to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energyd think the reactions to the Siet bomb were very bad in
this country. | think it was underplayed. | think we kicked it under th&Xligerhaps,
some officials thought, the public needed tarimeconcerned about nuclear issues. In
any case, public reaction seemed unpredictable.

The arly Congressional debates about civil defense reveal how important
psychological considerations had become in some policymaking circles. Indeed, these
discussions in Washington parallel a larger social shift toward using psychology,

sociology, and otheiofms of social science expertise as a framework for understanding

*%|n fact, throughout 1950, the NSRB had been publishing and distributing informational
pamphlets (both classified and public).

>" Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Executive Sessiivil Defense February 23,
1950, 24.
10:&



the world.”® Officials struggled to implement psychology in a legible way, using words
such as “frenzy,” “hysteria,” and “panic” as blanket terms to define the American
public’s anticipated response to nuclear realities.”

But the Congressional discussions also resulted in lasting assumptions that the
American public was indeed capable of acting in rational and orderly ways, if only it had
access to carefully-procured information. Policymakers believed that if citizens knew
more about the situation at hand, they would worry less about the threat of an nuclear
attack. As McMahon put it, “a fear that produces action, that is the act of a rational and

60 1 the federal civil defense program issued comprehensive instruction

intelligent being.
and training on how to act, policymakers reasoned, Americans could survive a nuclear
actual attack without suffering unnecessary social or psychological distress.

Controlled transparency of government thus became the way the state chose to
interact with its population under the requirements of the Atomic Age. The state expected
citizens to be receptive to state information and to respond in a rational, responsible way.

Accountability and knowledge became bound to democratic practice and participation in

new ways and thus became critical elements of citizenship in the Atomic Age.

*% Ellen Herman, The Romance of American Psychology: Political Culture in the Age of
Experts(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1995); Sarah Igo, The
Averaged American: Surveys, Citizens and the Making of a Mass Public
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007); Alan C. Petigny, The
Permissive Society: America, 194965(New York, NY: Cambridge University
Press, 2009); and James Hudnut-Beumler, Looking for God in the Suburbs: The
Religion of the American Dream aitd Critics, 19451965(New Brunswick, NJ:
Rutgers University Press, 1994), 9-15.

*? See, specifically, throughout: Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Executive Session,
Civil DefenseFebruary 23, 1950.

% 1bid., 42.
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The Path to Legislation

By March of 1949, when President Truman transferred civil defense
responsibility to the NSRB, the United Staltesl been airlifting food and supplies to
Berlin for months, the Communist Revolution in China was nearing its conclusion, and
the United States was approaching an agreement with other European nations to form
what would become the North Atlantic Treatyg@nization (NATO). TrumanOs move to
place civil defense under the capacities of the NSRB mirrors the logic behind the
National Security Act of 1947 Bringing civil defense under the formal jurisdiction of
the Executive Branch would, in theory, facilitateeamlined communications with other
mobilization efforts and expedite the chain of communication with the President.

However, President Truman was leery of granting operational authority to a new
organization under the Executive Branch. The Executinégdpretation of the National
Security Act held that the NSRB was strictly an advisory organiz&iut its first
Chairman, Arthur M. Hill, struggled with his BoardOs limited mandate. In a series of
letters to Truman, Hill argued that the changing course of world events made it necessary

for the Board to take active leadership in managing resourcesiaspmanpower

®1The NSRB was created as part of Neional Security Act of 1947 to streamline
wartime economic mobilization. Its charter included the responsibility for
Oindustrial and civilian mobilization,® but made no specific mention of civil
defense beyond such verbiage. $be National Security Acif 1947 Public Law
253,U.S. Statutes at Larg#3 (1947) = 103. The civilian Chairman of the NSRB
reported directly to the President, and was a member of the National Security
Council. The War Department had been considering the transfer of civil eefens
activities to a centralized organization such as the NSRB since at least late 1946.
War Department Civil Defense Boar Study of Civil Defense.

%2 |nterestingly, the formal recognition of the NSRBOs role as a Presidential advisory
organization did at come until the summer of 1949 with the Reorganization Plan
Number 4 of 1949.
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mobilization. Hill argued that some operational authority was necessary for the NSRB to
carry out its function of accelerating mobilization in the event of war. HillOs views met
unwavering resistance from Truman until the Korean crisisime of 1950, at which

point Truman conceded limited, specific operational authority to the N$RB.

Thus, when Truman transferred civil defense planning to the NSRB, it was in an
advisory capacity only. The NSRBOs Office of Civilian Mobilization (OCM) ootéd
the same jurisdictional disputes as the Board at large. The OCM was able to stretch its
narrow definition to include organizing moeltack planning exercises and training
courses, printing informational pamphlets, and making formal agreements with
organizations such as the Red Cross. Yet the OCM could not employ more than a
skeleton staff, nor operate without approval from the President. The advisory nature of
the OCM established a precedent for future national civil defense organizations.

From Marchof 1949 until September of 1950, the OCM developed an extensive
national civil defense plan. Over the same period, Congressional committees debated
federal civil defense and many states crafted legislation based kojtey Reporf*
However, by the endf 1949, at least twelve state legislatures had passed or were
debating civil defense laws. Many more states had established advisory committees
within the governorsO offices. Staeel legislation typically allowed for emergency
powers in the case ofrauclear strike, created a legal mandate for appointed civil defense

committees, and defined the relationship between the state government and its

®3 A Case Study in Peacetime Mobilization Planning: The National Security Resources
Board, 19471953(Washington, DC: GPO, 1953), 3.

%4 TheHopley Reporincluded a Model State Civil Defense Act, upon which states could
base their legislation. OCDRjvil Defense for National Securit80-5.
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municipalities and counties.

Throughout 1949 and 1950, it appeared to civilians and local leaders as tloough n
agency or official led civil defense planning. Planning was hampered by the fact that
TrumanOs mandate to the NSRBOs OCM required a great deal of interagency planning,
consultation, and cooperation. TW&ashington Poseported that, by June, many federa
offices were contributing to the OCM plan, including the Federal Works Agency, the
Federal Security Agency, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Departments of
Defense, Agriculture, Commerce, Treasury, and JuStigéll, President Truman and the
NSRBcame under heavy criticism for the lack of progress and slow central pl&fning.

Despite concerns that federal agencies had neglected to take an organizational
lead in civil defense, the OCM continued to develop its national plan. Congress began
holding private and public hearings in preparation for eventual civil defense legislation.
Civic groups, the press, and civilians continued to push for & pMeanwhile,
Congressmen and civil defense officials assured the public that the OCM was making

progress$?

% OIndustrial War Mobilization, Civil Defense Demilitarize@&/@shington Postlune 26,
1949, M2.

% See for exampleLincoln Gould, ORep. Kennedy OShocked® by Civil Defense Setup,0
Daily Boston GlobgOctober 10, 1949, 2; OOnly 12 Men Plan U.S. Civil
Defense,®lew York Timectober 2, 1949, 32; OBaruch Lashes Lack of Action
in Civil Defense,@hicago Daily TribungOctober 31, 1949; and ONeglected
Civil Defense,@Vashington PosDecember 1, 1949, 12.

®7See, for example, QLegion Asks Drill for Civil Defendée@ York TimesMarch 21,
1950, 12; and OBIg City Officials Ask Civil Defense on National ScBiai|®
Bosta Globe April 4, 1950, 19.

%8 Millard Tydings, Democratic Senator from Maryland and Chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, accused Senator Joseph McCarthy of delaying civil
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On September 8, 1950, the OCM submitted their completed répoted States
Civil Defenseto President Trumaft.Officials referred to the report as tBeie Bookfor
the color of its cover. Just ten days later, Truman serltleeBooko Congress,
requesting the creation of a Federal Civil Defense Administration.

TheBlue Bookplan resembled that of thopley Reporin many ways,
emphasizing selfielp and the autonomy of states and municipalities. But it gave a more
detailed organizational plan and&e specifications for a funding structure. As Colonel
Barnett W. Beers, the Civil Affairs Liaison Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, assured
the skeptical Armed Services subcommittee in a meeting to consider the civil defense
bill, Qhe bill is basedn all of the previous studies and is a progress rather than a new
approach®

President Truman sent tBéue Booko Congress shortly before legislators
recessed at the end of September. Congress reconvened forguldasession at the
end of Novemberamid an intensifying situation in Korea and diplomatic instability in
Yugoslavia. Truman issued Executive Order 10186 on December 1, 1950, creating a

Federal Civil Defense Administration within the Executive Office to facilitate a smoother

defense legislation by pursuing an inquiry into Communism in the State
Department. See OTydings Asks Civil Defense for Atom Vilas@ngeles
Times February 19, 1950, 30.

%9 National Security Resources Boatthited States Civil Defeng@/ashington, DC:
GPO, 1950). The report was also known as NSRB Document 128 andBhgethe
Book

O Colonel Barnet W. Beers, speaking before House Committee on Armed Services,
Subcommittee on Civilian Defensg&ubcommittee Hearings on H.R. 9798, To
Authorize a Federal Civil Defense Progra@ist Cong., 2d sess., December 5,
1950, ProQuegHRG-1950ASH-0083).

10¢€



transfer of civil defense responsibilities from the NSRB.”' Congress held hearings at the
beginning of December on H.R. 9798 and passed the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950
by the time Congress recessed again on January 2, 1951. Truman signed the Act into law
on January 12, 1951, finally creating the Federal Civil Defense Administration.””

The Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 created a statutory FCDA and reassigned
Truman’s Executive FCDA into the new office. Importantly, the Federal Civil Defense
Act was the first civil defense agency established by law and not exclusively by
Executive or Military Order. In the brief month that the FCDA existed prior to
Congressional mandate, it had struggled to find authority and funding to facilitate
organizational action without enabling legislation.”® Recycling portions of the Blue Book
the new law included explicit funding restrictions, qualifications on the Administration’s
powers in peace- and wartime, and additional approval requirements from Congress and
the President. None of these additions fundamentally altered the intent of H.R. 9798.
Congress enumerated federal powers only when the states and localities could not
organize or pay for such programs themselves. In this sense, Congress codified a diffuse
federal civil defense system.

Given the slow pace of civil defense planning over the prior four years, what

" Executive Order 10,186, Establishing the Federal Civil Defense Administration in the
Office for Emergency Management of the Executive Office of the President
December 1, 1950.

2 On December 16, 1950, President Truman issued Executive Order 10,193, establishing
the Office of Defense Mobilization (ODM) under the jurisdiction of the Executive
Branch. Until the NSRB was formally disbanded on June 12, 1953, the ODM
gradually took up its responsibilities. Executive Order 10,193, Providingfor the
Conduct of the Mobilization Effort of the Governmé&ricember 16, 1950.

7 Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Executive Session, Plans for Civilian Defense
December 4, 1950, 9.
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accounts for the comparatively quick progress of the civil defense bill in 1950 and 1951?
The answer lies in both external and internal factors. The changing geopolitical
environment created new international concerns for American diplomatic strategy that
increased the presumed need for a civil defense plan. Internally, state and local
governments and a host of civic organizations began agitating for federal action, and
actingon their own, as discussed in Chapter 1. Federal policymakers felt the need to
establish a national program to coordinate local plans and minimize organizational
redundancy and inefficiency.

Perhaps most importantly, the Soviet Union detonated its fostiatdevice on
August 29, 1949. President Truman announced the news in a short press conference on
September 23. Saying th@he eventual development of this new force by other nations
was to be expectegd]ruman reemphasized the need for internationadrobof nuclear
technology’” Yet the Soviet nuclear program advanced faster than many experts had
assumed and the public responses to the Soviet bomb were varied, as discussed above.
The loss of a monopoly on nuclear weapons changed the American diplpogition.
The possibility of a foreign attack was no longer an assumed future problem, but a

present reality?

" President Harry S. Truman, OStatement by the President on Anmpilneckirst
Atomic Explosion in the U.S.S.R.,0 September 23, 1949, in Gerhard Peters and
John T. Woolley, edsThe American Presidency Project
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=138A2cessed February7, 2017).

> The diplomatic historiography is somewhat divided on the significance of the Soviet
atomic explosion in 1949. Some argue that the Soviet thermonuclear explosion in
1953 was a more critical moment in Cold War strategy. f6eexample, Melvin
Leffler, A Preponderance of Power: National Security, the Truman
Administration, and the Cold WgBtanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
1993). However, President Truman and his advisors downplayed the news in
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Then, on June 25, 1950, the crisis in Korea began. Two days later, President
Truman, with the support of NATO and the UN, sent troops to thegea to intervene.
While some doubt remained about the viability of the Soviet nuclear program, the Korean
conflict had critical nuclear safety implicatioffsShould the Soviet Union be provoked,
there existed a possibility of nuclear retaliation.

As the firsthotOwar since the conclusion of World War 11, Korea had symbolic
importance on the home front. In 1950, World War Il was a very recent memory for
Americans. The public assumed the next war would be fought with nuclear weapons and
the lack of a iable civil defense program left many Americans wondering what the
federal state was doing to protect them under new wartime conditions. As an editorial in
theNew York Timeslaimed in July, the Korean Wekrystallize[d] some rather vague
notions on intenal protections probler@and contributed to renewed speed in planning
efforts/” As public concern for civil defense accelerated after the Korean crisis began, it

was a happy coincidence that President Truman had commissiaited States Civil

1949 in order to condt the press reaction. While the magnitude of destruction
caused by thermonuclear devices greatly obscures that of atomic weapons, 1949 is
not to be overlooked. For the public 1949 changed assumptions about safety,
peace, and aggression as much, if notenitran the 1953 revelation. For a

detailed account of the weeks surrounding the explosion, see Hewlett and
AndersonAtomic Shield.

® Senator Connally said OisnOt it true that a lot of our people, even some in Washington,
donOt realize the announcenwdrihe bomb in its full significance? A lot of them
say they have a bomb, but it isnOt as good as our bomb.O Senator Tom Connally of
Texas, speaking before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Executive
SessionCivil Defense UnpublishedHearing, 81st Gag., 2d sess., March 1,
1950, 44, ProQuest (HR®50AEJ0030).

"Paul P. Kennedy, OHow Much Civil Defense? Most of it is on Papew ork Times
July 16, 1950, E7. Also see OCivil Defense Not Yet Ready faéilwar,O
Daily Boston GlobgJuly 23, 180, C25.
111



Defenseover a year earliéf When theBlue Bookwas completed in September, the
timing was right for an expedited legislative path.
Conclusion

The Federal Civil Defense Act was the culmination of years of federal dialogue
regarding the purpose, limits, and mewanof civil defense. As policymakers worked
through each of these issues, their decisions worked to redefine how the nuclear state
interacted with its citizens by reinforcing democratic ideology through public
communication and state protection servicemsmbcratic ideals aided in the construction
of civil defense policy. Civil defense policy, in turn, reinforced and upheld those
democratic values as the Cold War continued.

By early 1951, civil defense had uncovered important ways that nuclear weapons
weretransforming the relationship between the state and its citizens. First, civil defense
policy reflected a move to separate the military from civilian government, even as the
National Security State grew. In part, the push toward increased civilian gosernan
reflected a society returning to a postwar environment. It also demonstrated how
policymakers and the public conceptualized American national identity in opposition to
wartime and Cold War enemies. By embracing federal civilian leadership, Americans
differentiated themselves from subjects of totalitarianism and military dictatorship.

In a second and related way, civil defense policy reflected domestic concerns

"8 Throughout most of 1949, the NSRB leadership and President Truman struggled to
agree on NSRB objectives and the degree to which programs could be staffed and
implemented in peacetime. Prior to U.S. engagement in Korea, Truman had
insisted thathe NSRB be minimalhstaffed, and primarily focused on lotgrm
planning. When the Korean crisis broke out, the mission of the NSRB changed
considerably to an emphasis on shrarige initiatives. See Executive Office of
the President)\ Case Study in Peattme Mobilization Planning: The National
Security Resources Board, 1924953(Washington, DC: GPO, 1953),34..
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about local autonomy in the face of federal power. As with overt military power, many
politicians saw the centralization of federal authority as a political liability in postwar
society. Moreover, ideas about statesO rights and smaller government found traction
among the postwar conservative coalition that had emerged in response to New Deal state
growth. Thus civil defense policy and nuclear citizenship were limited by and reflective

of domestic political ideology.

Finally, civil defense brought issues of government accountability, transparency,
and responsibility to a head. Debates about civilrgefeeveal that policymakers worried
about the consequences of secretive government. Civil defense policy did not resolve
questions about what the public could and should know about nuclear matters. However,
civil defense discussions demonstrated thagthernment should be as accountable to
its public as was possible while preserving state security. The nuclear threat established
federal transparency as an integral part of the relationship between the state and citizens.

Each aspect of nuclear citizenshinat emerged out of policy discussions of the
late 19408 civilian control, local power, and the availability of informatineflected
changing domestic and international politics. However, the unique requirements of the
nuclear threat created a settiiog policymakers and the public to articulate how the role
of the state was changing. Perhaps more than any other domestic issue in the early Cold
War, civil defense forced Americans to reconsider the practical and tangible role of the

state in individualives.
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CHAPTER 4
THE MAN IN THE WHITE LAB COAT:

SCIENTISTS AND SCIENTIFIC AUTHORITY

On December 8, 1953, President Dwight D. Eisenhower made a surprising speech
aboutQhe awful arithmeti®of nuclear weapons before the United Nations General
Assembly. Calling for openness among nations with regards to nuclear science,
Eisenhower arguedthe weapon] must be put into the hands of those who will know
how to strip its military casing and adaipio the arts of pead8.The proposal
represented a shift in foreign policy that backed away from aggressive proliferation and
international secrecy. Th@\toms for Pead@speech mirrored a message that had
underlined civil defense messages for sewsrals: that the future of the world depends
on the responsible use of nuclear science for the bettdinmendestructioN of
mankind. If the message had come as a surprise to policymakers and foreign leaders, it

would have been a familiar one to many Amanicitizens:

! Dwight D. Eisenhower, OAtoms for Peace,O Address to the United Nations General
Assembly, New York City, December 8, 1953; transcript fourttie
International Atomic Energy Agenciittps://www.iaea.org/about/history/atoms
for-peacespeechaccessed February 16, 201H)r extensive background about
EisenhowerOs speech, Bebert R. Bowie and Richard H. Immermaiaging
Peace: How Eisenhower Shaped an Enduring Cold War Stréitesyy York,
NY: Oxford University Press, 1998), chapter 14.

2 EisenhowerOs speech is onthefmostreferenced versions of the Cold War trope of
atoms for good versus atoms for evil. This dichotomy appeared frequently
throughout the early Atomic Age in entertainment media, policy discussions, and
scientific debate. However, it also illustrathe tifficulty in separating the terms
nuclear sciencenuclear weaponsandnuclear energyFor the purposes of this
chapter, | will usewuclear sciencas a catctall term for information related to
both the destructive potentdihuclear weaporis and the knevolent
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Eisenhower delivered higA\toms for Pead®speech during a critical period of
changing ideas about scientific authority in American society. Eisenhower believed that
the peaceful uses of nuclear science could provide a solution to the monumental dangers
of the Cold War. Moreover, he linked the peful atom to a key tenet of the scientific
community: the sharing of information. The peace program tied together these two
idealdN that of a peaceful future and scientific cooperation and prdgtesgther under
the rubric of transparency in a functioni@mocracyOAtoms for Pead®represented a
new facet to the relationship between the state and the citizen in the Atomic Age: the
responsibility of the state to provide informatioim this case, about nuclear scieNde
its citizens, as a means for inclndgithem in domestic and international politics.

The most successful way the Cold War state delivered nuclear information to its
citizens, however, was not through addresses to the United Nations but through the civil
defense media campaign. From 1949 onlyaivil defense agencies produced hundreds
of educational pamphlets, fliers, posters, bulletins, and filstany of these publications
were produced in partnership with organizations, advertisers, and businesses in order to
share the production costs.degal civil defense agencies distributed this media widely to
individual families, community groups, industry and private companies, as well as to

states, counties, and cities.

applications, includinguuclear energynd other positive advancements. | also use
nuclear sciencas a general subheading for a variety of fields related to the study
of particle physics, including, but not limited to, theoretical and pragifogics,
medicine, chemistry, and biology. When clarity demands, | will use more specific
disciplinary distinctions.

3 Civil defense responsibility moved from the National Security Resources Board
(NSRB) (19491951), the Federal Civil Defense AdministoatiFCDA) (1951
1958), the Office of Civil Defense Mobilization (OCDM) (19%861), and the
Office of Civil Defense (OCD) (1961964).
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The information presented in civil defense media remained consistent throughout
the postwar period. The message was clear: civilians could survive a nuclear attack if
they arm themselves with the proper information, training, and preparation. Even in the
earliest civil defense literature, officials stressed survivability. If a nuste&e could
not be prevented, survival was the next best thing. But survival meant more than personal
safety. Civil defense literature told Americans that at stake was the survival of the
American way of life and victory in the global battle againstwamism. This idea is
evident throughout civil defense material, and whether emphasizing continuity of
government, the economy, or culture, civil defense literature directly linked the
individual American citizen to the nation as a whole. In the Atomic Agenecessity of
survival became a way to national community.

Still, the civic rhetoric of survival needed to be grounded in practical, applicable
information, especially when the general public had little comprehension of nuclear
warfare. More importangl perhaps, the public needed to believe that civil defense would
work. Civil defense policymakers, in response, leaned heavily on scientific explanations
to legitimize civil defense directions. In general, officials framed this information as a
corrective nuclear science may seem frightening on the surface, but through
understanding and education, the threat would seem less overwhelming and survival
more plausible. Ironically, the science that created nuclear weapons was framed as the
solution to defendig against them.

The contest over scientific authority played out the realm of civil defense policy
and among American culture more broadly. Policymakers used scientific expertise to

establish their authority as civil defenders, advocates for Americamalkgio, and as
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rational, trustworthy, and +nontrol leaders. The federal civil defense bureaucracy
demonstrated its command over nuclear knowledge in two ways. First, civil defense
offices relied on specialists from a broad range of disciplinary backgsdorhelp craft
policy. When these agencies commissioned expert studies, they often released the
completed research to the public and the press. They also used the findings in civil
defense instructions, emphasizing that the recommendations had beepe@viested,
and vetted by the most qualified scientific consultants. Civil defense agencies thus
emphasized the role of scientific research in their recommendations and proposals to
portray themselves as both the producers and the keepers of knowlddid. report,
Project East Riverprovides a case study for examining how civil defense policymakers
marshaled such scientific authority. Secondly, civil defense administrators positioned
themselves as scientific educatdrhe disseminators of knowledgddieving that the
public needed to become familiar with basic nuclear physics. In order to make such
materials approachable, and thereby more credible, civil defense materials called upon a
range of established cultural motifs and tropes about scientéth@mvork they did.
Scientific authority in civil defense, however, existed against a backdrop of
changing cultural ideas about the roles of the scientist and science in democratic culture
at large. Several events in the eadgd mid1950s made America question their
nationOs faith in science and technological progress. First, the development of the
hydrogen bomb stirred public controversy and made Americans begin to doubt the
wisdom of developing such awesomely powerful weapons. Moreover, for some
Americans, the position of nuclear physicists in important policy advisor positions made

weapons advancement all the more dangerous. Second, sevetaidiiighloyalty
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scandals involving nuclear physicists made headlines. While Manhattan Project scientists
had emerged as public intellectuals and celebrities in the postwar era, their position as
trusted experts during McCarthyism was fragile, contingent, and potentially dangerous.

Both veins of public conversatibinthe questioning of the science and the
quesioning of the scienti$t complicated the paternaliskpert image promoted by civil
defense media. Despite civil defense officialsO efforts to streamline and simplify popular
notions of nuclear science, the changing public opinion about nuclear scietkeg wor
against the goals of civil defenders. To skeptics and critics, the scientist could be viewed
as a liability in democratic life, and science itself took a more sinister visage. By the mid
1950s, Americans began to vocally criticize how the state wag asience.

Nuclear science was a flexible, and potent, force in postwar culture. Many actors
worked to control its meaning: using it variously as a means to promote survival, pursue
political goals, question public complacency, and entertain the massesnAnt such as
EisenhowerOs campaign @toms for Peaddcan thus be seen as an attempt to manage
popular opinion as much as an honest effort to turn nuclear research toward peaceful
purposes. As the 1950s went on, private businesses, industry, gamgzations, and
local governments began using nuclear information for their own purposes, gradually
weakening the federal governmentOs authority over civil defense media and the messages
used therein. And, by the late 1950s, nuclear information was peifrigward ends that
actively worked against the goals of the state. The nuclear dissent movement used nuclear
science to bolster its cause and claims, a topic that will be explored in further depth in
Chapter 4. Indeed, it seems as though the more pepgérstood nuclear science, the

more it became a problem. Perhaps then the goals of the early 1950s informational
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campaigns succeeded in educating the public, but instead of promoting the goals of the
state, it undermined them.
The FCDA and Scientific Expese

Over the course of the 1950s, the FCDA (and its subsequent agencies) looked to
specialists from a wide range of fields to assist in crafting civil defense policy. Chapter 2
explained the federal governmentOs several inquiries into civil defensehrés¢ae late
1940s, including the Hopley and Bull groups, which outlined early organizational
recommendations for a national civil defense plan. Yet even after the establishment of the
Federal Civil Defense Administration in the winter of 128 orgaizational and policy
questions lingered. So in June 1951 the FCDA, the NSRB, and the Department of
Defense commissioned Project East River (PER), a study of civil defense needs and
methods to reduce the publicOs vulnerability to nuclear Attackattackwith modern
weaponthe director of the project warne@yould be much more damaging to our
population, our property, our way of life, and to our democratic institutions generally
than is realized by the public or even by many responsible governmieigleff The

report would eventually be made available to the public at large.

* For more on Project East River, seedrew D. Grossmarieither Dead nor Red: Civil
Defense and American Political Déepment During the Early Cold W#New
York, NY: Routlege, 2001), 582; Laura McEnaneyCivil Defense Begins at
Home: Militarization Meets Everyday Life in the Fifti@inceton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2000), 34, Guy OakesThe Imaginary WarCivil Defense and
American Cold War CulturéNew York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1994),-47
69; Dee GarrisonBracing for Armageddon: Why Civil Defense Never Worked
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2006),-88.

> Inc. Associated Universitie§eneral Report: Part |, Report of the Project East River
(New York, NY: Associated Universities, Inc., 195R),
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Project East River was conducted by Associated Universities, Incorporated (AUI),
a research collaboration of nine universifide project employed over one hundred
specialiss from the sciences and social sciences, as well as military, business, and policy
experts. The completed PER report was avtdame, 1,006page tome that advocated
for three major goals: the reduction of urban vulnerability through decentralization and
new construction policies; the improvement of continental air defense and warning
systems; and the establishment of a permanent chidoivil defense bureaucracy that,
whenever possible, used existing civic structures. The report also includedreeer th
hundred additional recommendations while outlining extensive descriptions of current
problems facing civil defense.

The scale and scope of Project East River were staggering. Yet, as a historian of
the Federal Emergency Management Agency would pecadkes later, for several
reasons(it didnOt make the impact expedtE#irst, some of its conclusions were moot
almost immediately after its release in October 1952. The next month, the Atomic Energy

Commission (AEC) successfully detonated its firstrbgen explosive device,

® AUI institutions were all located in the northeast, many of them Ivy League: Columbia
University, Cornell University, Harvard University, tdehns Hopkins
University, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, University of Pennsylvania,
Princeton University, University of Rochester, and Yale University. For more on
Lloyd V. Berkner, AUIOs president, $dan Needell Science, Cold War and the
Anerican State: Lloyd V. Berkner and the Balance of Professional I{feais
York, NY: Routledge, 2000).

"Harry B. Yoshpe, QOur Missing Shield: The U.S. Civil Defense Program in Historical
Perspective,O (Washington, DC: Federal Emergency Management A8ty
191.
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demonstrating that new weapons would eclipse the size of earlier expfbsions.
Unfortunately, many of PEROs specific recommendations were based upon atomic blast
assumptions, not newer hydrogen blasts. However, the advent of hydregeons did
not obviate the need for civil defense research, and PEROs broader conclusions would still
inform civil defense policy in the following yeats.

A second reason why PER failed to make a revolutionary impact on policy was
that many of its generpolicy recommendations were not new: in many ways, PER
echoed the civil defense recommendations from the late 1940s. By 1952, however, the
recommendations could find an institutional home in the FCDA, whereas the major
recommendation of earlier studiagch as the Bull and Hopley Reports was the very
creation of such an agency. In addition, the degree of detail presented in PER far
exceeded these earlier reports, a product of its multidisciplinary approach. What was new
in the lineage of civil defense sties, however, was PEROs consideration of civil defense

in the context of psychology, human behavior, and emotional manag€tSeveral

8 This lag seemed to trouble the FCDA for some time after the hydrogen bomb tests. See,
for example, a letter from Washington StateOs civil defense director to the
Director of the FCDA in April 1955, bemoaning that the available blast
information was outdated.etter from D. E. Barbey to Val Peterson, Director of
the FCDA. April 9 1955; Box 1; Correspondence of Administrator Val Peterson,
195357 (Entry #1009); Records of the Office of Emergency Preparedness;

Record Group 396; National Archisat College Park, College Park, MD.

°Yoshpe, OOur Missing Shield,© 191.

19pERDs sections on emotion have been isolated in recent scholarship and framed as
evidence of the coercive nature of Cold War civil defense. Indeed, these sections
are sometimes shockingly callous in their treatment of panic, disaster, and death.
In my realing, however, | see the psychological sections as more a product of
early-1950s expert culture than a nefarious example of social coBmamdsman,
Neither Dead nor Re®862.; McEnaneyCivil Defense Begins at Hong3.
Oakes,The Imaginary Ward7-62. Garrison Bracing for Armageddgmi8-50.
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substantial sections of PER were concerned with emergency issues such as panic, shock,
leadership breakdown, as well@g-attack considerations such@saking inroads into

the hard kernel and lack of support of the civil defense pro@ematingCn enduring

position of prestige and authoritativeness for the civil defense organigatran,

maintaining public moraleral participation!

Project East RiverOs Panel on Public Information and Training was responsible for
much of the ProjectOs overall consideration of human behavior. In its report summary, the
Panel stresses:

Eour various recommendations have a single unifying keynotej&§t

as civil defense has been conceived as the primary responsibility of the

people, so, nothing less than a public wekcticed and fully informed

can carry out civil defense if any eneshould strike?

Using the logic of selhelp civil defense, the Panel gestures toward the stateOs reciprocal
responsibility for making citizens capable of helping themselves. Given that PEROs initial
audience was federal agencies, tik@ynot@might have been directed toward officials
who believed that selielp largely absolved federal responsibility. The Panel goes on:

We have faced and rejected in our thought whatever, except from direct

necessity, would obstruct the essential flow of fazigeople under stress.

We are cognizant of the attractions of strict censorship, but we are greatly

concerned to make sure that in time of crisis, neither enemy agents nor

hysterical citizens should usurp the sources of information.

In making a directonnection between state responsibility and transparency, public

information, seklhelp, and rational response, the Panel recommends a nuanced

nc. Associated Universitiefformation and Training for Civil Defense: Part IX of
the Report of Project East RivéMew York, New York: Associated Universities,
Inc., 1952)ji, i. See alsabid., AppendixIXB, OPanic Prevention and Control.O

121bid., v (emphasis original)

13 bid., vi.
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conception of civil defense, one that not only considers practices, but also considers
psychology. For them, the only way to motivate Americans to participate in civil
defense is to appeal to both logic and emotion.

Project East River can be seen as an example of a broadening of research
expertise in psychology and the social sciences in the postwar period."* PER’s emotion-
focused sections reflect an expansion of such expertise during World War II. Indeed,
federal interest in psychological research resulted in the 1949 establishment of the
federally-funded National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH). PER is also further
evidence of what one historian calls “the tight correspondence between psychology and
national security during the 1950s and 1960s.”"> And, although behavioral sciences were
cast under suspicion during the McCarthy years, psychology in civil defense seemed too
large an issue to ignore: if official policy emphasized self-help, policy must address the
self. Historians have also noted that “the most virulent critics and the most enthusiastic
proponents of military psychological expertise all based their arguments on the rhetoric

of national security, a fixture of the era.”'® The logic applies outside the immediate

' See broadly, Ellen Herman, The Romance of American Psychology: Political Culture
in the Age of Experts (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1995),
chapters 2 and 3; David C. Engerman, “Social Science in the Cold War,” Isis 101,
no. 2 (June 2010); Christopher P. Loss, Between Citizens and the State: The
Politics of American Higher Education in the 20th Century (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2012), chapter 4; Brian Balogh, Chain Reaction:
Expert Debate and Public Participation in American Commercial Nuclear Power,
1945-1975 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991); Sarah Igo, The
Averaged American: Surveys, Citizens and the Making of a Mass Public
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007).

'S Herman, The Romance of American Psychology, 13.

16 Ibid., 133.
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military arena: considering human behavior in in the civil defense context became a way
to promote national survival and security.

More broadly, theange of expertise employed in Project East River can be seen
as a littleexplored aspect of Cold Wabig sciencé&dMuch has been written about the
relationship between university institutions, scientific research, and federal funding in the
pursuit of weaons development and other Cold War efdss a project run by AUI,

Project East River falls into this category. Many of AUIOs board members were

prominent leaders in their scientific fields and some served as close advisors to the

federal government. In amy ways, AUIOs oversight of PER makes sense, as nuclear
physics formed the foundation of civil defense research. AUI also had close connections

to similar Cold War governmemésearch organizations such as RAND, and even

operated an AEC nuclear facilitgrookhaven National Laboratory. In other ways,

however, PER is an anomaly, as the breadth of expertise necessary to approach a problem
with the complexity of civil defense extended well beyond the skill set of many of AUIOs
scientists.

One of Project EafiverOs largest struggles was defining the needs of civil
defense by breaking it down into manageable parts. This compartmentalization spoke to
the enormity of the problem; dividing it into focused parts was the only way to avoid

(neing overwhelmed by trgheer magnitude of a problem so large, so complex, and so

" Most recently, seevlark Solovey Shaky Foundations: The Politi€satronageSocial
Science Nexus in Cold War Amer{ddew Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University
Press, 2013Andrew JewettScience, Democracy, and the American University:
From the Civil War to the Cold WdNew York, NY: Oxford University Press,
2012).Also sedloss,Between Citizens and the StaaadBalogh, Chain
Reaction
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seemingly impossible of adequate and practical sol@REROs approach to
understanding the problem is echoed in civil defense media produced for civilian
consumption, too. Civil defense matesialften simplified a problem by dividing it into
basic components, a strategy employed to teach civilians about nuclear explosions, and
their personal responsibilities before, during, and after a strike.

Compartmentalization also lent an organization#tiepa to how the FCDA
gathered scientific information to inform its programs and policies. In the first years of
the agencyOs history, it primarily used scientific data provided by the Atomic Energy
Commission. Much of this information was classified beeatidescribed target
vulnerability and weapons information. As the 1950s went on, however, the AEC began
tests with an eye toward defensive research, as in several of the tests in 19530s Operation
UpshotKnothole and 19550s Operation Teapot that tesligigsiinfrastructure, mock
suburban houses, and consumer products, as will be discussed later in the chapter. Such
information was valuable to the FCDA because it could lead to policy and instruction that
civilians craved in the late 1940s and earlyd€/8 The administration also used footage
from these structural tests to illustrate content in civil defense #list, as projects
like East River demonstrated, civil defense required research that extended well beyond

the expertise of nuclear weapoegestists.

18 Associated Universitiesjeneral Report: Part 1, Report of the Project East River, 2.

19See, for example, U.S. Air Force Special Weapons Pradjedical Aspects of Nuclear
Radiation, 20 minutes, 14 seconds (Cascade Pictures, 1650),

20 See, for example: U.S. Federal Civil Defense Administratipryation Cue, 14
minutes, 36 seconds (U.S. Federal Civil Defense Administration, 1955)atfilin
National Paint, Varnish and Lacquer Association; National CleanR#int Up-
Fix Up Bureau; and the Federal Civil Defense Administratia,House in the
Middle, 12 minutes, (Robert J. Enders, Inc., 1954), film.
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The FCDA commissioned many other smaller-scale studies and educational
material from research groups, other government entities, and professional organizations.
Sometimes, these reports were printed for in-house information purposes. Other times,
the FCDA tapped the expertise of other agencies to develop informational material
suitable for public use. In 1954, the FCDA asked the American Psychiatric Association
(APA) to publish a pamphlet titled, Psychological First Aid in Community Disasters,
intended for use by civil defense workers.?' Here, the APA presents specialized
knowledge to the lay reader, in order for civil defense workers “to be of maximum
service to an emotionally disturbed person.””” In instances such as this, the FCDA was
able to cull the expertise of other organizations, while minimizing its own costs by
outsourcing the research and often sharing or delegating printing and distribution
responsibilities to other agencies. Indeed, the FCDA was practicing what it preached:
budget-minded civil defense that utilized an existing bureaucratic structure to accomplish
its goals. One suspects, however, that this practice was more necessity than ideology; the
FCDA scraped by with a mere fraction of its annual budget requests throughout the
1950s.

Thus by the mid-1950s, civil defense research extended beyond the bounds and
purview of the AEC, FCDA, and Department of Defense. Because civil defense research

involved so many fields and had broad relevance in its application, civil defense issues

I Committee on Civil Defense American Psychiatric Association, “Psychological First
Aid in Community Disasters,” 1954, Folder 4, Box 19, Subseries H: Civil
Defense Publications By Various Organizations and Associations, 1951-1958,
Series I: The Federal Civil Defense Administration, 1951-1958, Virgil L. Couch
Papers, Dwight D. Eisenhower Presidential Library (hereafter referred to as H-I-
VLC-DDE).

22 1bid., 9.
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landed on the agenda of non-defense related agencies across the nation. For example, in
1955, the National Academy of Sciences delivered a report on wartime vulnerability of
the American food industry to the Food and Drug Administration.”> A copy of this report
ended up in the personal papers of a civil defense administrator in the late 1950s, and
existed there alongside hundreds of other reports, pamphlets, and other civil defense
material produced by agencies without the direct cooperation of the FCDA.**

Much had changed from the earliest days of federal civil defense, when
policymakers wanted so badly to control the dissemination of civil defense knowledge.
By the mid-1950s, private businesses, industry, civic organizations, and local
governments were using the general body of civil defense knowledge to create their own
policies, plans, and educational media. As civil defense information migrated from the
secretive realm of the AEC to federal civil defense offices and into the public sphere,
more and more Americans had access to civil defense expertise, and could use it to
inform how they chose to prepare for nuclear war.

This is not to say that scientific research for civil defense was completely
transparent and available to the public. The AEC and Department of Defense continued
to control nuclear information, and the FCDA was careful to align itself with established
narratives. For example, despite the dramatic increase in the size and scope of weapons

destruction over the course of the 1950s, the FCDA was slow to acknowledge the

%3 Division of Biology and Agriculture Civil Defense Foods Advisory Committee,
National Academy of Sciences-National Research Council, “The Vulnerability of
the Food Industries to Chemical, Biological, and Radiological Warfare Agents,”
(November 1955), Box 15, E-I-VLC-DDE.

** These file were correspondence files, with nearly every pamphlet dated with a
“received” stamp. The information was likely sent to Virgil Couch’s office as a
courtesy, rather than a requirement. See Subseries F, G, H, I, J, in [-VLC-DDE.
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changes. Likewise, although the FCDA would have had some access to the details of
what a new, larger attack might look like, it did not substantially change its
recommendations for evacuation or shelter construction until the 1960s.” Facing
problems of prestige and authority, the FCDA could not afford to run counter-message to
the AEC and make an enemy of an agency with which it worked so closely.

Despite these institutional tensions, the FCDA positioned itself as the keeper of
scientific information throughout the early Cold War. As a self-defined advisory agency,
claiming scientific authority was safe ground, especially given that the administration’s
inception was marked by fears of military authority and centralization. Through civil
defense media, administrators framed civil defense as a concrete, scientific project,
backed by a group of scientific experts. By pairing messages of scientific authority with
the moral responsibility of self-help, civil defense administrators also implicitly aligned
Cold War ideals of civic duty and scientific knowledge with survival.

Civil Defense as Science Education

Civil defense agencies applied their expertise to create educational campaigns rich
with scientific information. Nearly all civil defense material explained the science behind
nuclear weapons. This information was not always very detailed, but the decisions
policymakers made to provide some basic understanding of nuclear science indicates that
they believed it could help sell civil defense. Civil defense media often featured a

scientist character—a scientist in a white lab coat—as a symbol of the scientific authority

2> Arnold Ringstadt, however, argues that their were important changes in tone, delivery,
and style between early civil defense films (early 1950s) and later (early 1960s).
See Arnold Ringstad, “The Evolution of American Civil Defense Film Rhetoric,”
Journal of Cold War Studies 14 (Fall 2012).
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of civil defense agencies. Scientists in civil defense films and publications were a vehicle
for giving human, relatable form to scientific expertise.

Why did early civil defense publications invest so much energy and ink
explaining nuclear phgics to the public? Civil defense agencies needed to convince the
public that the nuclear threat was understandable, manageable, and thus survivable. Civil
defense authorities assumed that their audience knew little about the effects of nuclear
weapons. Inthat context, nearly all civil defense educational information taught
Americans to expect three types of destructiveness from a nuclear weapon: fire, blast, and
radiation?® The bombOs effects, the information claimed, were what was new and
different abounuclear weapons. But each effect could be protected against in the same
way that one prepares for more familiar threats, such as natural disasters. And while an
explosionOs radiation was usually acknowledged, it was almost always downplayed.
Neverthelesdyreaking down a bombOs effect into discrete parts made the nuclear threat
seem like something that could be easily managed by civil defense practices.

Perhaps more interestingly, civil defense authorities believed that civilians needed
to understand notndy the effects of nuclear weapons, but also the science behind them.
Civil defense media often took time to explain the structure of atoms, the process of
nuclear fission or fusion, or how a nuclear reactor worked. For example, the creators of
Atomic Attek: A Manual for Survivain 1950 divided the instructional booklet into two
sections, the latter being a primer for nuclear science. While the authors adiitted,

[section] will tell you nothing of what you can do about the Babiiey spent the next

5 A good early example of this is 195I@sget USAdistributed by the American Red
Cross.American Red Cros§,arget USA20 minutes, produced by Milton J.
Salzburg, directed by Herman Boxer (Cornell Films, Co., 1951), film.
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ten pages explaining the science of nuclear explosions in some’tefiitg familiar
and homey metaphd¥sa supercritical bomb core as a volatile pile of oily rags in the
homeN the authors imply that the average citizen can understand nuclear science. And
this understanding is both necessary and sufficient for survival.

By the early 1950s, nuclear information media could be seen as educatidnal
lucrative. In 1953, General Electric (GE) produceis for Atom a part of GEOs
Excursions in Sciendém series?® The 15minute film guides viewers through a primer
on particle physics and its usefulness for war and peace applications, a future industry of
which GE hoped to be part. It also challenges viewers to ponder the future consequences
of the nuclear ag Although the film was animated and at times humorous, GE targeted
general adult audiences, and even won several film afa#dspart of the media
announcements about the filmOs release, GE was sure to mention th@gvisasd
and endorsed by thetémic Energy Commissio@gstablishing its credibility as an
official source of informatiori’

Civil defense educational materials also often included an explanation of the

technological paraphernalia associated with nuclear scié@=iger counters, for

27 John L. Balderston, Jr. and Gordon W. Hewlgsmic Attack: A Manual for Survival
(Culver City, CA: Murray & Gee, Inc1950), 43.

%8 General Electric CoA Is for Atom 15 minutes, directed by Carl Urbano (John
Sutherland Productions, 1953), film.

*9Rick PrelingerThe Field Guide to Sponsored Filif&an Francisco, CA: National
Film Preservation Foundation, 2006), 1.

30 OAtom Educational Film Made Available by GB/@shington Posiugust 9, 1953.
31195104 Voice Shall Be Heardponsored by the Electronics Division of General

Electric, promoted twavay radio equipment as essential technology for survival
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example, appeared frequently in civil defense instructional booklets. Even if most
Americans never operated a Geiger counter, civil defense materials claimed,
understanding how one worked was essential for understanding the science of a nuclear
explosion®? Geiger counters performed several functions in civil defense narratives.

First, filmmakers and writers often used the machine as a practical segue into an
explanation of particle or energyave physics: a Geiger counter clicks audibly with a
frequency reled to the number of radioactive waves it encouritdviore implicitly,

Geiger counters served as a narrative device to counter the audienceOs assumptions about
the inaccessibility of nuclear science. In other words, the device, once explained by a
narratve authority, appeared to be simple and easy to operate by anyone. The 1950
manualAtomic Attackgives readers a corrective: although such a d&vemmesents a

mystery to the layman, who will think it expensive or not obtain@iileyas, in fact,

quitethe opposité* 1951Oa8tomic Alertshows viewers that even young people are

capable of operating, understanding, and mastering a Geiger cSunter.

in an atomiattack scenario. Sdglectronics Div., General Electric C#\,Voice
Shall Be Heard20 minutes, (March of Time, 1951), film.

%2 The Geiger counter is the most visible of a wide inventory of nucidated devices
found in civil defense films. Others inle dosimeters, radar, radio, and other
notification and communication devices. For another example of how Geiger
counters became normalized in American cultureMiebael A. Amundson,
OUranium on the Cranium: Uranium Mining and Popular Culture,O inGScot
Zeman and Michael A. Amundson, edstomic Culture: How We Learned to
Stop Worrying and Love the BorSbott C. Zeman and Michael A. Amundson
(Boulder, CO: University of Colorado Press, 2004).

%4 Balderston, Jr. and Hewestomic Attack 15.
% Encyclopedia Britannica Filmgétomic Alert (Elementary Versigr}O minutes, 13

seconds, (Encyclopedia Britannica, 1951), film.
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Perhaps more importantly, Geiger counters uncovered the presence of a
mysterious and invisible scientific fo#, giving radioactivity an audible and visible
meaning’® Civil defense media also used Geiger counters to try to convince Americans
that radioactivity was not dangerous, demonstrating that even in the absence of a nuclear
explosion, radiation was a paftdaaily life. Background radiation, or the constant{ow
level exposure from cosmic radiation and naturaltgurring earthbound materials, made
the Geiger counter click. Even some manmade everyday objects emitted measurable
radiation. Luminescent watch fe& a consumer object familiar to many Americans, gave
off increased levels of radioactivity.

Civil defense producers capitalized on transforming high science into the
everyday. Take the 1950 filivou Can Beat the-Bomh for example. After a friendly
janitor happens upon a whiteated scientist in his lab and sets off a ticking Geiger
counter, the janitor is curiou§Bay, what is that clicking?he asks. The janitor is startled
when the scientist initially joke§you must be radioactiv®The tension is resolved
quickly as the scientist explains that the janitorOs watch face is responsible for the

clicking. Relieved, the janitor respond@Vell, what do you know about that? IOve been

% Lapp says OradioactivityE cannot be felt and possesses all the terror of the unknown. It
is something which evokes revulsiand helplessnesdike a bubonic plague.O
SeeRalph E. Lapp, OCivil Defense Faces New Pailj@tin of Atomic
ScientistslO (November 1954), 350.

37 Luminous watch faces appear frequently in civil defense materials. For an example of
the hazards of daation in the workplace in relationship to luminescent watches,
seeClaudia ClarkRadium Girls: Women and Industrial Health Reform, 2910
1935(Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1997).
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carrying radioactivity around with me and didnOt evenvkiti 3® In another framework,
the revelation might have terrified the janitor, a stanfbr the lay public. Indeed, the
janitorOs first impulse was to riiinstead, by underscoring that most radiation was
normal and theoretically harmless, civil defemsaterials sought to empower and placate
civilians*°

Many civil defense films use footage from actual nuclear tests to illustrate their
messages and to establish scientific authority. 1984€House in the Midd|dor
example, shows film clips of tegterformed on mock structures at the Nevada Test Site.
The narrative is explicitly scientific, showing audiences the results of controlled
experiments on familiar environments. Several of the tests shovwsiside
comparisons of how structures outfittedh different variables could weather a nuclear
blastOs heat wave. The variables, however, are quotidian, not scientific. The tests compare
fences with decayed wood surrounded by debris to frgsdihyted fences in clean yards.

A home withQall the earmaks of untidy housekeepifignites in the blast, while the

% You Can Beat the Atomic Bonttirected by Walte€olmes, written by Louis Allen
(Emerson Film Corporation and Crystal Productions Inc., 1950), 1:08.

% bid., 0:59.

“°The science of nuclear fallout and health was in its infancy in 1950. Thus historians
should take great care to avoid accusing eB®i0s policymakers of deliberately
obscuring the dangerous aspects of fallout from public view. It was not until the
advent of thermonuclear weapons, which increased the range and intensity of
nuclear fallout significantly, that the Atomic Energy Commissiegdn a more
systematic campaign to downplay or deny the effects of nuclear fallout. For
further explanation of fallout secrecy and public health Hsmeard Ball,Justice
Downwind: AmericaOs Atomic Testing Program in the 10808 York, NY:
Oxford Universty Press, 1986)Richard L. Miller,Under the Cloud: The
Decades of Nuclear Testirijew York, NY: Free Press, 198&ndA.

Costandina TitusBombs in the Backyard: Atomic Testing and American Politics
(Reno, NV: University of Nevada Press, 1986).
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interior of an identica¥pic and spabhome survives largely unscath&dhe lessons of

The House in the Middieonvey assumptions about class, going so far as to identify
urbanGlum area®as farticularly vulnerable in the Atomic Age. And, while the film

does not offer the audience specifics of the experiments, it uses scientific evidence to sell
the idea tha@ house that is neglected is a house that may be doomed in the Atomic
Age!d?

Official nuclear test documentaries can also be seen as part of the civil defense
educational canon, even though they would have been seen by fewer Americans. In 1947,
the United States Air Force established a dedicated film studio to process film
documentation ofiuclear tests. Lookout Mountain Air Force Station operated in secret
for over two decades, producing more than 6,500 government films, all while hidden in
plain sight in the Hollywood Hills of Californi& The films were created for restricted
audiences@nilitary personnel, politicians, and selected journalists and educ3tors.
Nevertheless, many of LookoutOs documentaries also illustrate an impulse to make
nuclear science accessible and approachable. In a literary scholarOs analysis of LookoutOs
film legacy, he remark€dhe most striking rhetorical feature of the vemeer in these

films is a relentlessly cheery use of similes and metaphors to naturalize the

1 TheHouse in the Middle3:45, 4:01.
421bid., 1:20.

*3Nevada Field Office National Nuclear Security Administration, OSecret Film Studio:
Lookout Mountain, Factsheet #1142 (U.S. Department of Energy: August 2013).

“4Bob Mielke, ORhetoric and Ideology in thieclear Test Documentaryfdm
Quarterly58 (Spring 2005), 34.
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uncanninessE again and again, the exotic is put into downright folksy corixts.
Presumably, thse viewers given clearance to see the films had some basic knowledge of
nuclear weapons. Still, the Air Force documentarians felt the need to make information
about the science more pedestrian, a tactic also used in civil defense films made for
public corsumption.

Early 1950s educational films also portrayed the future peacetime possibilities of
nuclear technology. Promising heady visions of nefrdg electricity, medical miracles,
countless industrial and agricultural applications, and personal conuesjeéhese
materials did not seek to train Americans in civil defense procéfilmstead, they
attempt to correct nuclear scienceOs association with violence and destrQbigon
shadow of the atom bor@li by offering an alternative, optimistic vision diet future®’

Later in the decade, such technoutopia boosterism became even more pronounced. 19570s
The Atom Comes to Towproduced by the Chamber of Commerce of the United States,
spends thirty minutes describing the wide range of industrial, commeradamedical

uses of nuclear physié&This film, like others, also reminds viewers that new nuclear

3 |bid., 31.In 1948, Stephen White, science reporter forNbes York Herald Tribune
wrote about the demands of scientific journalism for public consumption: OThe
terminology of the laymarsian absence of terminology; the precision of the
layman is an accuracy of impression rather than an accuracy of specific fact.O
Stephen White, OA Newsman Looks at PhysiciBisySics Today (May 1948),

33.

¢ See:Medical Aspects of Nuclear Radiatiohis for Atom andWalt DisneyOs
Disneyland OOur Friend the Atom,O season 3, episode 14, directed by Hamilton
Luske, ABC, January 23, 1957, broadcast.

47 Ais for Atom:37.
48 Chamber of Commerce of the United Stafdse Atom Comes to Topw29 minutes

(Muller, Jordan & Herrick, 1957), film.
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industrial sites could provide wealth and employment to depressed"&#sassual, the
dialogue takes care to mention the importand@he peaceful ator@By focusing on the
positive potential of nuclear science, the film attempts to reconstruct the public image of
nuclear science into something that could benefit society in the long run. Here, too,
producers used scientific authority as a corrective.

Finaly, teaching nuclear physics to laypeople removed some of the prestige,
secrecy, and elitism that had come to be associated with nuclear science. In outlining the
challenges of presenting science in popular journalism, Stephen White, science reporter
for theNew York Herald Tribunenrote that physicistSspeak a strange language of their
ownQand for a journalist to ug@ technical wordEhidesthe meaning for most
readers3° Even if the theories explained in civil defense were introductory, they served
to include more Americans in the knowledge of a technology that had come to define so
many parts of postwar American life. Civil defense mediaOs inclusionary, democratized
information resulted in more Americans taking part in debates over nuclear citizenship.

If civil defense was, as policymakers repeatedly insisted, first and foremost about
survival, why did civil defense media go beyond a description of the bombOs effects once
detonated? A4 is for Atomargued in 1953@visdom demandsE that we take the time
to understand this for@@* Obviously, civil defense policymakers believed that scientific

lessons could correct public misinformation. But more importantly, they thduaght t

9 Also seeThe Christophersitomic Energy as a Force for Gogl7 minutes, directed
by Robert Stevenson (Jack Denove, 1955), film.

0 White, OA Newsman Looks at Physicists,0 16; OAs Members of a Spenie¥ @k
Times July 11, 1955, 22.

51 A is for Atom 0:55.
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teaching or reinforcing nuclear knowledge in civil defense education empowered
civilians. By including nuclear science primers, a field that was until recently shrouded in
secrecy, officials created the impression of open channels of communicati@ebebhe
state and its citizens, even if that communication was tightly regulated and only partially
transparent. These materials attempted to democratize nuclear science, and educate the
general public so that it could make free and informed decision$ tiearuown safety
and survival. When placed in the context of overarching civil defense rhetoric that
conflates individual survival with national survival, scientific understanding becomes an
integral aspect of civic inclusion and democratic participatidhe nuclear age.
Policymakers told Americans that science could help them be better citizens.
Civil Defense and the PublicOs Scientist

If civil defense writers constructed an intentional image of nuclear science, they
also created a careful image oiestists. The scientists featured in civil defense were
standins for the experts in the Federal Civil Defense Administration: they educated the
public and prescribed civil defense activities. The FCDA used the image of a scientist to
bolster the credibily of its information and programs. However, as will be discussed
later in the chapter, scientists held an ambiguous position in American public life. Thus
the FCDA was careful to feature scientists in civil defense media as relatable and
benevolent, witmo hint of elitism or questioned trustworthiness. These images appear
again and again in official civil defense publications and films throughout the 1950s, but
their ideas were solidified in the earliest civil defense media, especially film.

The 1950YouCan Beat the A Bomtrovides a clear early example of expert

authority being used to make civil defense credible. The film begins with a nuclear
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science primer, after which it focuses on civil defense procedtives Can Beat the A
Bombintroduces viewerto a group of scientists that fall into categories familiar from
civil defense media. First, the physicist (interacting with the janitor), running tests next to
a Geiger counter, explains the theory of background radiation. This character signifies a
prectical scientist: he wears a white lab coat and spectacles, and records data in a
notebook. The scene takes place in a laboratory, complete with a periodic table on the
wall and an array of bottles, gadgets, and supplies at the lab bench. Next, a physicist
explains how radiation might be used to improve industrial production. This time, the
scientist is in business attire, flanked by the ubiquitous backdrop of theoretical physicists,
a chalkboard. The film then introduces teeter marQwhose monitors theadiation.
He uses an aerial map and a pointer to teach a room full of men who are presumably civil
defense volunteers.

You Can Beat the A Bombinforces the expertise of specialists while positioning
them as helpful instructors. During the narratacgmver, the film shows stock footage
of specialists of many fields using nuclear science in their workplaces. But those
characters who speak deliver miniature lectures about various aspects of nuclear weapons
science and civil defense preparation. Tepeeches further emphasize the educational
purpose of the film, while giving a physical form to the omniscient, invisible narrator.
Surrounding these men are visual clues to their authority: tools of the trade,-official
looking offices and desks, and visa&ds. Their dress connotes their authority in other

ways: a lab coat for the laboratory, a tie and shi@¢ves for the classroom, and fatigues

2you Can Beat the A Bomb

3 bid.
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for field work. The men also speak with authority, educating sitastbr the general

public: a janitor, a bsinessman, and volunteers. Their words are simple and frank, even
when explaining complex concepts. The audience understands that these men are
knowledgeable and in charge.

The second part of the film chronicles a staged nuclear attack. The plot follows
several families as they prepare for, survive, and recover. For the remainder of the film,
specialists are less central to the narrative. However, in each plot line, a father figure
assumes the authority of those experts who appeared earlier in the fissuble
instructions to his family paired with technical explanations. While camped out in the
basement awaiting news of the attack, one father assures his wife and child@simtieat
radiation travels in straight lines, 10d say the way |Ove fixedseimbnt gives us plenty
of wall and earth and material between us and the possible military obj&¢tineghe
end, every family emerges unscathed.

The transition from an expert scientist to an expert father illustrates what civil
defense policymakers egpted from every citizen: a layperson that took it upon himself
to learn about nuclear physics, prepare for an attack, and lead himself and his family to
survival. For civil defense officials, the image of a good nuclear citizen blended ideals of
family, nation, and science, and assured survival for all. Although the film was designed
to be instructional, and therefore sometimes over explicative, it reveals that as early as

1950, civil defense adopted a powerful message of scientific rationalism andutixic d

4 bid., 6:44.



Other civil defense films utilized an omniscient male narrator in lieu of a visible
scientist. 1955@peration Cueprovides a good example of this techniqu@peration
Cueis a short documentary film based on the AECOs Operation Teapot exercises,
mentioned above. The color film takes viewers to the Nevada Test Site to diéserve
program to test the effects of an atomic blast upon the things we use in our everyday
lives 3® Jaan Collin, a female reporter, is the viewerOs guide. She tours the AECOs setup
for the test, including several model homes outfitted with appliances, furnishings, and
perhaps most grimly, mannequi$o represent Mr. and Mrs. America.

CollinOs selproclaimed identityCas a mother and a housewife notable’’
Although she is dressed in slalkappropriate attire for a military test in the deSeshe
is the only woman at the site. As she interacts with the narrator, she expresses specific
interest in the effcts of an explosion on textiles, foodstuffs, and other domestic items in
the home. As she and the male narrator explain the setup to test telephone poles,
electrical towers, and gas tanks, CollinOs character makes intentional connections to
everyday lifeabove the testOs relevance to industrial applications. Meanwhile, her male

counterpart wades into technical jarg@hhinking about news during an atomic attack, |

> Operation Cue.
*®bid., 2:37.

>"Indeed, virtually all civil defense media presented the dominant cultural prescription of
the roles of men and women in the 1950s. See, bra&adh., Cuordileone,
Manhood and American Political Culture in the Cold Widew York, NY:
Routledge, 2005).izabeth CohernA ConsumerOs Republic: The Politics of Mass
Consumption in Postwar Ameri¢ilew York, NY: Vitage Books, 2004Joanne
J. MeyerowitzNot June Cleaver: Women and Gender in Postwar America,-1945
1960(Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Pres894) Elaine Tyler May,
Homeward Bound: American Families in the Cold War @&taw York, NY:
Basic Books, 1988).
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asked about radio towe@she says, after the male narrator discusses transformer
substations and before he moves along to petroleum delivery plafforms.

Operation Cu®s gender dynamics are representative of many civil defense guides
and films, but this film also carefully constts an image of scientific authority. The
omniscient, invisible male narrator is the expert, his authority established by the two
minute mathematical explanation of the differences between akilotgn atomic bomb
and a twentymegaton hydrogen bomBThe narrator is assertive, but friendly;
informative, but approachable. CollinOs journalist character interacts silently with a
variety of workers on screen, but the narrator is her primary costar. Despite his lack of
visual cues, the narrator presentsghme attributes as civil defense filmsO visible
scientists: intelligent, wholesome, and relatable. And, as in the FCDAOs presentation of
nuclear science itself, the administrationOs fictional scientific characters are close to
home.

The Super and ScientfiProgress

Several incidents over the course of the 1950s, however, suggested that living
with nuclear science in the Atomic Age was not as simple as civil defense media
suggested. Americans increasingly questioned the role of the seaghisor in
demaratic culture, and in modern American society in general.digfile episodes of
suspected nuclear espionage, coupled with major developments in nuclear weapons

capability, began to cast a dubious shadow over scientific expertise.

°8 Operation Cug 5:18.

*9 The voice used during the primer is different from the voice used during the
documentary. However, they are simiggnough that the switch would likely
escape firstime viewers.
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Shortly after the Unéd States announced the discovery of a Soviet atomic test in
September 1949, policymakers and scientists began to discuss whether or not the United
States should pursue research in fudlased nuclear weapons. Prior to this time, nuclear
physicists postaited that fusion weapons were possible in theory, but the federally
sponsored research agenda did not directly support their development. Scientists assumed
that fusion weapons, also known as hydrogen bomitmribs, super bombs, or
thermonuclear weaponspuld be many times more powerful than the atomic bombs
used to end World War Il. The potential scale difference from earlier atomic devices gave
fusion weapons another moniker: the Super.

In the autumn and winter of 1949, a small group of scientific advind
policymakers met in secret to explore the feasibility, wisdom, and morality of developing
the Supef® The Atomic Energy CommissionOs General Advisory Committee (GAC),
headed by J. Robert Oppenheimer, ultimately cautioned against the projechgavori
policies that would continue development of fesstroversial atomic weapons.
Nevertheless, Truman elected to begin a crash program to develop the Super. In his first
official public statement on the decision on January 31, 1950, Truman called theprog

necessary in carrying o(ithe overall objectives of our program for peace and sedifity.

® For additional scholarship on the Super controversytseeert F. YorkThe
Advisors: Oppenheimer, Teller, and the Superb@tanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 1989); Barton J. Bernstein, OCrossing the Rubicon: A Missed
Opportunity to Stop the #Bomb?,dnternational Security4 (Autumn 1989);
Silvan S. Schwebeh the Shadow of the Bomb: Oppenheimer, Bethe, and the
Moral Responsibility of the Scient{®rinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
2007);Kai Bird and Martin J. SherwirAmerican Prometheus: The Triumph and
Tragedy of J. Robert Oppenheingblew York, NY: Alfred A. Knopf, 2005).

®1 OStatement by the Presitlen the Hydrogen Bomb, January 31, 1950 Buislic
Papers of the Presidents of the United States, Harry S. Truman: 1950, Containing
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Truman downplayed the exceptional nature of the Super in his statement, referring to it as
the continuation of existing atomic reseafth.

TrumanOs emphasis @mntinuity in early 1950 could speak to a controversy
behind closed doors: one of the reasons experts used to argue against the Super was the
immorality of such a large weapon, seeing it as a rddiaat to some, unnecessiry
departure from earlier bomB3And, as historian and scientist Herbert York points out,
although the first media reports about the Super began in November 1949, they came too
late for genuine public debate to influence higvel policy®*

As news of the SuperOs development went pdbtierican civilians began to
articulate a concern that nuclear weapbasd the secretive science they necessitated
posed a threat to American democracy and the practices of citizenship. As briefly
mentioned above, beginning with the Manhattan Project, Aimr@muclear science was
compartmentalized to prevent any individual from knowing too much about nuclear
weapong® This trend continued into the postwar period, bolstered by legislation that
tightly controlled the knowledge of nuclear science. By the d@&H0s, some nuclear
experts had become important policy advisors, spurring criticisms of scientific elitism

and oligarchy. As knowledge of the hydrogen bomb program became public, concerned

the Public Messages, Speeches, and Statements of the President, January 1 to
December 31, 195MWashington, DC: GPO, 1965)

®21n the 129word statement, Truman uses Opontinue() three times, along with
Oconsistent,O and Ocarried forward.O

®3 SeeYork, The Advisorsch. 4.
*Ibid., 423.
%5 Sean L. Malloy, OOA Very Pleasant Way to Die®: Radiation Effects and the Decision to

Use the Atomic Bomb against Japabj@lomatic History36 (June 2012).
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citizens flooded the White House with correspondence. Many & thessages
demanded democratic decisioraking, arguing tha®o one man or small group of men
have the moral right to make this decision for American cititdhSome suggested a
national referendum on the issue, thereby necessitating a greater atyadélbpiliblic
information about the scientific and moral implications of thBdinb®’ An editorial in
the Detroit Newsargued tha@he very ambiguity of the secrecy which continues to hang
like a shroud over matters of atomic energy and the directios efriployment is
something to dismay all reflective citize®.A number of prominent scientists
expressedsimilar concern about the dangers of making such decisions by a limited
group of men under such secretive conditi@fisiowever, because TrumanOs
administration made the decision to move forward with the Super without public
oversight, the act continued to be a source of tension between the federal state and its
citizens.

Moreover, a climate of domestic insecurity was mounting: the White House press

corps continued to barrage Truman with questions about the recent Alger Hiss

% Marguerite Ologhlin Crowe, telegraph to President Harry S. Truman, January 31, 1950;
FolderOMiscellaneousO; Box 1693; White House Central File: Official Fild;692
Truman Papers, Truman Library.

%7 See, for examplé?almer Smith, Jr. to Charles Ross, Presidential Press Secretary,
January 18, 1950; Folder OMiscellaneousO; Box 1693; White Henisel Eile:
Official File 692J; Truman Papers, Truman Library.

% OIt Does Not Shock Us as It Shoulth® Detroit NewsJanuary 23, 1950.

%9 York, The Advisors73; Jessica Wang, OScientists and the Problem of the Public in
Cold War America,@siris 17 (2002), 3427. One of TellerOs megtioted
statements in his testimony against Oppenheimer is Ol would feel personally more
secure if public matters would rest in other hands.O See more bR=idbyh,
Chain Reaction
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conviction, and Klaus FuchsO confession to atomic espionage came just days before
TrumanOs announcement. In response to the Fuchs episode, scientific advisors sent an
evaluation othe security breach to the National Security Council, which met just before
TrumanOs press meeting on Januaf;‘? 31.

Given the context of these events and other escalating Cold War crises, TrumanOs
announcement seems notably calm and vag@dknost a montHater, on February 24,
1950,Qvhatever ambiguity may have been contained in TrumanOs January 31 decision
was removed)as Truman approved the SuperOs accelerated development gfdgram.
general, the response from the press and Congress were psitive.

Because news of the Super project came so closely on the tails of the Soviet test
announcement, the popular reaction to the possibility of hydrogen bombs is difficult to

pinpoint’* Moreover, public debate regarding nuclear weapons in late 1950 and 1951

0 Although the Fuchs matter was nddaessed directly at the NSC meeting or in
TrumanOs announcement, the matter did not go unnoticed by those involved. See
York, The Advisors68-69; McGeorge Bundy, OThe Missed Chance to Stop the
H-Bomb,Orhe New York Review of Bopkay 13, 1982Paul BoyerBy the
BombOs Early Light: American Thought and Culture at the Dawn of the Atomic
Age(New York, NY: Pantheon, 1985), 33B; Bernstein, OCrossing the
Rubicon.O

" Tracy C. DavisStages of Emergency: Cold War Nuclear Civil Defdfsgham, NC:
Duke University Press, 2007).

"2The same announcement launched the study that would becoméaS6me of the
press coverage and Congressional reaction was in response to the NSC document
as a study of rearmament.

2York, The Advisors70-1.

" Indeed,York argues that, aside from discussions inBhbetin of the Atomic
Scientistspublic conversations remained focused on the Soviet atomic test and a
renewed emphasis on international regulation at the expense of debate about the
hydrogen bomblbid., 43.
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turned to the possibility of using atomic weapons in the Korean conflict. Thus, at the start
of the 1950s, nuclear weapons progress had become intimately linked with changing
Cold War geopolitics. Indeed, many scholars have since suggested that the decisio
pursue the Super was inevitable given the political environment at the turn of the
decad€? Unquestionably, the Super decision had an enormous impact on diplomacy and
policy of the 1950s. But as much as it is useful to see the decision as a tuining po
should also be considered as another step in continuity with Cold War rearmament.

The United States tested its first purely thermonuclear device at the Enewetak
Atoll in the Marshall Islands on November 1, 198The secalledMike-shoOwas not
an operable weapon, but it proved conclusively that large fusion reactions were feasible.
In fact, the size of the Mike explosion, approximately 1,000 times as large as the
Hiroshima explosion, closely met scientistsO predictiivieOs explosion was larg
enough to decimate its test site, Elugelab, turning the area from an island to an

underwater crate®

" Bernstein, OCrossing the RubicoBtndy, OThe Missed Chanc80yer,By the
BombOs Early LighH337-40.

® Technically speaking, the first thermonuclear reaction occurred earlier in the year. On
May 8, 1951, the George shot used a large fission/atomic explosion to ignite
thermonuclear fuel. It demonstrated that a thermonuclear reaction could take
place. Thisést is an important development in the timeline of the Super, which
until George, was still only a theoretical possibility. Seek, The Advisors77.

"bid., 82.

8 Later in November, a very large atomic device was also tested at Enewetak. Although
this test, King, probably measured only about 5% of MikeOs size, its success
suggested to some that further Super development was unnecessary; atomic
bombs were alreadyrge enough. Sebid., 835.

14€



Building upon MikeOs success, the AEC moved on to test fusion in operable
weapons applications. In the spring of 1954, the AEC ran a series of teltaamed
Operation Castle, at Bikini Atoll. The first of these tests, Bravo, confirmed that hydrogen
explosions could be harnessed for military operations. On February 28, Bravo detonated
with a force of approximately 15 megatons (equivalent to 15 miiioa of TNT), more
than twice its predicted siZélt was the largest weapon ever tested by the United States
prior and since. For many members of the AEC, Bravo was the triumphant culmination of
years of frenzied research and development. The Bravinésstyver, had unforeseen
consequences. Not only did the test prove larger than anticipated, but weather conditions
also foiled fallout predictions, spreading radioactive debris over approximately seven
thousand square miles of the surrounding area. Tweight American servicemen and
approximately two hundred fifty local residents had to be evacuated to safety elsewhere
in the Marshall Island¥

Later in the month, it became apparent that the fallout contamination had
extended beyond the local residentse Tapanese tuna trawkarkuryu MaruN or Lucky
DragoriN had witnessed Bravo from a distance between eighty and one hundred miles,
and was showered later in the day with radioactive ash. By the time the ship returned to
Japan a few weeks later, the crew wWiasrnough to be hospitalized, exhibiting signs of

radiation poisoning. Although approximately 1,000 pounds of the shipOs contaminated

9 Stephen Salaff, OThe Lucky DragoBifletin of Atomic Scientis®4 (May 1978), 21
in response to the miscalculation, Britaifi®s Observeposited,Odo the
scientists in fact really know what they are doing?0 Perhaps $latant
accusation was not possible in the American pdesm Davy, OExperiments with
the HBomb,Orhe ObserverMarch 28, 1954,

8 Titus, Bombs in the Backyard7,n64.
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tuna was confiscated and buried, some had already been sold, setting off a contamination
panic in Japaf*

Throughout MarchAEC leaders consistently downplayed the effects of BravoOs
fallout on local residents, American servicemen, and the crew of the Lucky Dfe@pn.
the end of March, however, national newspapers reported that the AEC had increased the
danger zone radius layfactor of three for future te€téThe AEC had learned from
Bravo, even if the increased caution was only in an effort to curb future public relations
problems.

The Lucky Dragon incident incited an unexpected press reaction. Throughout
March, the Japarse government pressured the United States to admit that the Japanese
fishermen were not at fault for navigating into restricted waters, and to provide
remuneration for the countryOs depressed fishing economy and medical treatment for the
boatOs crew membeMore than the health of the crew, however, American newspapers

focused on the health dangers of the boatOs contaminated tuna. The Lucky Dragon came

81 Lindesay Parrott, OJapan Buries Fish Exposed to Atom: Sampan Showered \&th Ash
from Explosion Provides Anthmerican Issue,New York TimesMarch 18,
1954; OJapanese Bid U.S. Curb Atom TeblsyDYork TimesApril 1, 1954.
Also see Roger Dingman, OAlliance in Crisis: The Lucky Dragon Incident and
Japanesémerican Relations,O the Great Powers in East Asia, 19536Q ed.
Warren |. Cohen and Akira Iriye (New York, NY: Columbia University Press,
1990).Martha SmitaNorris, OOnly as Dust in the Face of the Wind: An Analysis
of the Bravo Nuclear Incident in the Pacific, 1953g@nal of AmericarEast
Asian Relation$ (Spring 1997).

82 For anoverview of how the AEC handled early press, Eiégs, Bombs in the
Backyard 46-54. In the Atomic Energy CommissionOs Sixteenth Semiannual
Report, they continued to downplay falloutOs hazard€DBadiation Exposures
in Recent Weapons Tests (Condensed fronAi@ 16th Semiannual Repp@®
Bulletin of Atomic Scientistsd (November 1 14).

8 See, for exampl®U.S. Widens #8omb Test Safety Zone: Enormous Power Surprised
Experts at Pacific Blastoaily Boston GlobeMarch 21, 1954.
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to be associated with a new increased concern for the lingering consequences of
radioactive fallout.

Thereaction to Bravo and the Lucky Dragon incident touched a nerve in the
public debate about nuclear weapons. Until Bravo, the tests conducted in the Pacific
seemed isolated from human society; the vast ocean offering a geographical buffer
between the tesend mankind. The Pacific test sites seemed to be controlled laboratories
many thousands of miles away. Bravo, however, demonstrated the opposite. The global
reaction to the possible effects on the food supply illustrate a critical moment in changing
public opinion of nuclear policy. As will be discussed in the next chapter, geographic and
environmental vulnerability encouraged the growth of the nuclear dissent movement in
the late 1950s.

More importantly, Bravo demonstrated the destructive power of nevodgar
weapons, and the inadequacy of civil defense practices based on earlier atomic
weapong? The scale of Fhombs weakened the scientific foundation for civil defense
practices. In the thermonuclear age, evacuation from a cityOs center now demanded a
muchgreater radius of area to be evacuated, larger safe zones away from the presumed
epicenter, and lengthier travel to reach safety. The feasibility of evacuation practices had
long been questioned, but the hydrogen bomb tests signaled that shelterieg in pla
placed too mangAmericans in the sittingluck categoryd° Moreover, observers citing

the unpredictable radius of radiation danger in the event of a thermonuclear attack

8 Some civil defense messages, however, considered-Bunit to be simply a larger
A-Bomb, and argued & earlier civil defense measures were still applicable to
larger explosions. See, for exampleu Can Beat the Atomic Bonily:32.

8 Lapp, OCivil Defense Faces New Peril,O 349.
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suggested tha@he mass removal of metropolitan populations to the suburbs or open
country may be like jumping from the frying pan into the €&As Ralph Lapp put it in
theBulletin of Atomic Scientista November 1954, civil defense progress limped
forward, Qlespite the vertiginous, almost exponential, rise in the hazards@ced.

The threat of a hydrogen bomb attack undermined completed civil defense
projects, as well. When the White House bomb shelter renovation, commissioned in 1949
by President Truman, was completed in the spring of 1953, it had already become
obsolete. As Davitrugler shows in his study of civil defense in Washington, DC,
millions of dollars went into a space that viysimly expose®to the power of hydrogen
bombs®® New York CityOs carefullyonsidered 1950 civil defense plan to build above
ground parking shadrs and use subway infrastructure was severely outdated by®1953.
Some even questioned the usefulness of conducting defense research at all. As novelist
Ray Bradbury wrote tbife after reading a photessay about nuclear testing in Nevada,
GhouldnOt lie underlined again and again that if a hydrogen bomb had been used there

would have been no buildings, concrete or otherwise, left and certaibifer@ameras to

8 bid., 351.Lapp here is illustrating an opposing viewpoint and beligvas®distance
is still the best defense against the bomb.O

8 1bid.

8 David F. Krugler;This Is Only a Test: How Washington, D.C. Prepared for Nuclear
War (New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), 75.

89 Joseph T. Sharkey, Acting President, OResolutiauésting Action by the
Government of the United States and Alternatively by the Government of the City
of New York on the City Planning Commission Report to the Mayor, Entitled OAn
Immediate Program for Atomic Bomb Protection,0O August 15, 1950, Reel
MN54003, Folder 227, Box 7, Records of the Council of the City of New York,
Municipal Archives.
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record it®3° The new scale of #ombs collapsed the geographic delineation between
safety ad danger, survival and death.

The memory of Bravo and the Lucky Dragon incident resounded throughout the
remainder of the decade. In the weeks leading up to the 1956 presidential election
between President Eisenhower and Democratic candidate Adlai Sieybgdrogen
bomb testing once again came to the forefront of public debate. In a natietaliged
campaign speech on October 16, Stevenson declared that, if elected, he would make a
ban on Hbomb testing a political priority. The campaign spot ramgésrihan any of
StevensonOs other ads, emphasizing the issueOs importance to his campaign, especially in
the last crucial weeks. Later in the week, e York Timereported that the platform
(had emerged as one of the sharpest issues of the cariffaign.

TheTimesarticle framed the campaign testing issue as a direct consequence of
the Bravo test in early 1954. Arguing ti@tie issue was first dramatically posed [to the
general publigddwith reports about the Lucky Dragon incident, the article went on to cite
the dangers of specific radioisotopes, the possibility of genetic mutation, and the split
opinion of such fears within the scientific commurityn focusing specifically on the
hazards of strontiur®0, a radioactive isotope product of fission reaction that targets bone
structure in living organisms, the article foreshadowed a major health concern that would

come to the front of the antinuclear movement later in the decade.

%0 Ray Bradbury, OLetter to the Editdjf@, June 20, 1955.
%1016 Days to GoMew York Timectober 21, 1956.

2 bid.
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In the eml, the Bravo test had severe consequences for public debates about
nuclear science in American life. Bravo, the Super, and Lucky Dragon all became
buzzwords in a growing discomfort with nuclear weapons development and policy, and
nuclear science in generalits rise to the surface of the 1956 presidential campaign
indicates, if nothing else, that scientific authority and nuclear policy remained a hot
button issue in federal politics. However, by the 1850s, the public conversation took
a different toneThe possibility of international control of nuclear weapons became less
of a focus, although the possibility of cooperating with the Soviet Union on a test
moratorium remained. More importantly, the public conversations about nuclear science
began to hava sharper focus on the dangers of fallout. Unlike earlier nuclear fears,
which centered mainly on the possibility of global annihilation through war, fallout was
also a consequence of weapons research. Nuclear testing posed a threat to human life that
did not require war to be destructive. Fallout could be, instead, the dangerous
consequence of the actions of oneOs own state during peacetime. Fears about war did not
abate, but fallout fears compounded them to create a new era in nuclear anxiety.

By the mid1950s, public awareness of the dangers-tibkhb began to
contribute to a period that historian Paul Boyer has characteriZeh asterval of
diminished cultural attention and uneasy acquiescence in the goal of maintaining atomic
superiority over the Rasiang3* Of course, for some civilians, scientists, and

policymakers, weapons advancement remained the key to national security and a robust

%31n 1958, Ralph Lapp published a 2p8ge exposZ titlethe Voyage of the Lucky
Dragon Ralph E. LappThe Voyage of the Lucky Drag@ew York City:
Harper and Brothers, 1958)he BASreflected on the incident again in 1978:
Salaff, OThe Lucky Dragon.O

% Boyer, By the BombOs Early LigB62.
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scientific research community. But increasingly as the decade wore on, scientific experts
and public intellectualerarned of the dangers posed by the present course of testing and
development. As the dangers of fallout became a larger part of public discussion,
civilians themselves began to use their understanding of nuclear science to push back
against the actions dlfie state.
The Problem of the Scientist

As scientists and experts became a more visible part of publcdifd policy
circledN in the years after World War I, their image in society escaped a stable
categorization. They were at once considered egghgewisises, dupes, Renaissance
men, security risks, bureaucrats, highbrow, lowbrow, and, very occasionally, fuman.
Scientists, especially theoretical physicists, embodied cultural polar opposites: they were
dangerous and helpful; independent and tied tstidte; nationalist and dangerously
internationalist. And because they were leaders in their fields, their accomplishments

were both lionized and vilifiedf

% See, for examplaVhite, OA Newsman Looks at Physicists,Hifiorians of science
and technology have documented these cultural forces at work in some detail. For
imaginings of nuclear physicists, seavid K. Hecht, OThe Atomic Hero: Robert
Oppenheimer and the Making of Scientific Icons in the Early Cold War,0
Technology and Cultur49, no. 4 (October 2008): 958ndDavid Kaiser, OThe
Atomic Secret in Red Hands? American Suspicions of Theoretical Physicists
During the Early Cold War,Representation80, no. 1 (Spring 2005): 42. For
images of the scientisixpert more broadly, séavid K. Hecht, OConstructing a
Scientist: Expert Authority and Public Images of Rachel CarddisiOrical
Studies in the Natur&@cienced1 (Summer 2011)Charles Thorpe, ODisciplining
Experts: Scientific Authority and Liberal Democracy in the Oppenheimer Case,O
Social Studies of Scien8@, no. 4 (August 2002).

% Hecht, OThe Atomic HeroDavid Kaiser also argues that there \wimificant
slippage in the public image of specific scientific fields. Ultimately, he argues,
theoretical physicists became the Oformulaic depictionO of scientists in the early
Cold War.Kaiser, OThe Atomic Secret in Red Hands?0 28.
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As the American public watched the hydrogen bomb project progress from
TrumanOs announcement ® dlweinspiring photographs taken at Enetale, another
drama was unfolding regarding the role of nuclear science in American democracy.
Anticommunist watchdogs warned the American public that nuclear scientists themselves
could have questionable loyaltyttee nation, internationalist sympathies, and were
vulnerabilities in the national security apparatiSince World War Il, several former
members of the Manhattan Projects had gone on to becomeahnigjhg executive
branch advisors, and their public \agity made them easy targets of suspicion. In the
early 1950s, the currents of scientific authority shifted within American society and
politics at large. Nuclear science stood at the intersection of domestic and international
policy, and overlapped in omplex ways with anticommunism, espionage, and loyalty

concerns?

" patrick David Slaney, OEugene Rabinowitchpihiéetin of Atomic Scientistand the
Nature of Scientific Internationalism in the Early Cold Wéii€orical Studies in
the Natural Science$2, no. 2 (April 2012)Jessica Wang, OPhysics, Emotion,
and theScientific Self: Merle TuveOs Cold WaiStorical Studies in the Natural
Sciencesno. 5 (November 2012yWang,OScientists and the Problem of the
Public in Cold War AmericaO; and Balo@thain Reaction.

% For more on the extent to which secrets wesseshacross the Iron Curtain, see
Michael S. Goodman, OThe Grandfather of the Hydrogen Bomb?:-Anglo
American Intelligence and Klaus FuchbiiStorical Studies in the Physical and
Biological Science84 (2003).These cases had a private, staiented funtion,
but they also played out as public controversies. As people who were essential to
the goals of the Cold War state and walbwn to civilians as public intellectuals,
nuclear physicists seemed accountable to both groups. The secrets they purported
to know played out in classified hearings, but their loyalty was put on stage in
public. As Ellen Schrecker and others have noted, the guilt or innocence of those
subjected to public security questioning was not important. Instead, the spectacles
themselvegast generalized suspicion on large swaths of American citizens. See
Ellen Schreckenlany Are the Crimes: McCarthyism in Ameri{ginceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1998)dStephen HilgartneScience on Stage:
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Prior to the start of World War Il, the theoretical physics community was
internationalist in characté? The outbreak of the war, however, reorganized these
experts along national lines, esally as it became clear that theoretical physics could
have military uses. Yet the American nuclear development program retained an
international makeup, as many prominent theorists were European ZmigrZs. The
American nuclear program demanded loyalgnirits scientists, whatever their home
nationality, but intelligence officials remained suspicious of foreigners.

In the immediate postwar period, some Manhattan Project scientists became
outspoken political figures, expanding the boundaries of theirgabthority in matters
of nuclear science, politics, morality, and governdfiBut as the Cold War intensified,
the flexibility of domestic politics that facilitated such dialogue disappeared. By the late
1940s, it became clear that nuclear research wemritinue even in peacetime, in order
to meet the new diplomatic needs of the Cold War. As one historian of science has

argued, the postwar alliance between science and the state was cQenaitaling] the

Expert Advice as Public Dran{&tanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2000).
For the performative aspects of Atomic Age, Bewis, Stages of Emergency.

% patrick David Slaney argues that Eugene Rabinowitch hoped to recreate this scientific
internationalism through publishing tBailletin of the Atomic Scientistisut had
very limited successSlaney, OEugene RabinowitchlEOr perspectives on pre
war internationalist science in the Soviet Union, Né®lai KrementsovStalinist
SciencdPrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Pres897) and during and after
the war, se&than PollockStalin and the Soviet Science Wgrsinceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2006).

1% For an excellent exploration of the role of scientists in American public life after
World War Il, seaNVang, OSentists and the Problem of the PubliEdD a
detailed examination of the role of scientists in policymakingBséegh,Chain
Reaction
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political functions of the public as a socigiace for discussion and deb&#.Combined
with the necessary secrecy of nuclear research, the public outspokenness of state
employed scientists became severely limited by the end of the 1840s.

In the Cold War state, nuclear research became intertwiitledhe fight against
global and domestic communism. Some of the earliest cases in the unfolding McCarthyist
drama involved Manhattan Project scientt8fsAs one historian argue€cientists were
particularly vulnerableE HUACOs higprofile search for@mic spies within the
Manhattan Project damaged the credibility of the scientific community by portraying it as
potentially subversive. Loyaltgecurity programs sent similar sign&?’ Likewise,
foreign scientists were easy targets in anticommunist @ess&éoth because of their
personal history and because they held high security clear@néessother scholars have
noted, the media spectacles of the loyalty trials only further cemented the link between

subversive politics and nuclear secrets in theipilagination®

191\wang, OScientists and the Problem of the Public, \&88) also rightly points out
that state surveillance playad important role in coercing scientists.

1925ean Malloy argues that some of the elements of the compartmentalized secrecy that
defined the Manhattan Project carried over into postwar research agendas,
illustrating another layer of secrecy and mistrustveen the state and its
scientists. SeMalloy, ORadiation Effects,O 583

193 Here | subscribe to Ellen SchreckerOs periodization of McCarthyism as roughly from
1946 to 1956, encompassing, but not limited to, the episodes in which Senator
Joseph McCarthwas immediately involved. Sédlen Schreckenviany Are the
Crimes ix-xviii.

104 1bid., 378.

1% Kaiser illustrates the cultural ‘connection made by many critics: Otheori;ts were Jews;
Jews were Communists@iser, OThe Atomic Secret in Red Hands,O 46.

198 SchreckerMany are the Crimed69.
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Moreover, the public held cultural assumptions about scientific theorists as having
personality traits that made the@especially susceptible to Communist influe@¥.In
the late 1940s, under pressure from HUAC, the AEC began to make a categorical
distinction in how they classified disloyalty among its employees: disloyal acts and
disloyal thoughts$% Theoretical physicists were, by definition, thinkers. As
anticommuniscrusades began to criminalize thought, they ushered in an era where
thinkers could very easily be criminalized. Seen as a broader indicator of the changing
nature of American anticommunism, nuclear scientists stood at the forefront of the
movementOs asititellectual impulse.

Nuclear espionage, and fears thereof, had existed since the Manhattan Project. Yet
the confluence of domestic politics and the rise of nuclear concerns in American life
created an atmosphere where a new and complex image of thesscmund be
constructed. Even before the Cold War arms race swung into full gear in the early 1950s,
American intelligence agencies tgerhaps unintentionally constructed a strong
association between nuclear science and the communist threat.

During theMcCarthy era, two higiprofile nuclear scientist loyalty cases are
worth examining in more detail: those of Klaus Fuchs and J. Robert Oppenf&itner.

may seem easy to flatten both episodes into the generic McCarthy narrative of the

197 Kaiser, OThe Atomic Secret in Red Hands,®diger also argues that ethnicity,
religious background, personality, and physiognomy aligned to create a scientific
Otype.(bid., 468.

198 hid., 43.also se&Vang,OScientists and the Problem of the Public,0 334.

199 Jessica Wang notes that one could examine the curtailment of scientists® activities by
examining the state surveillance of scientific organizations, as well as loyalty
hearings. She later calls this O$worfins of repression.O See WaD&cientists and
the Problem of the Public,0 341.
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anticommunist witch hunHowever, they serve very different functions when examining
their impact on public notions of scientific expertise.

Klaus Fuchs was a German physicist working with the British contingent of
scientists at Los Alamos during World War 1. After the warrdtarned to Great Britain
to continue working with their nuclear program until he was convicted in early 1950 of
delivering nuclear secrets to the Soviet Union.

The Fuchs scandal erupted at a pivotal moment in early Cold War policy
developments. The Soviruclear test in 1949 incite@h massive spy hudin an effort to
discover why American intelligence estimates had failed to predict the progress of the
Soviet UnionOs nuclear progréihEuchs, one historian argues, was the eff@téin
trophy3** Indeed as others have written, the news of Fuchs® espionage was a
convenience(ffering a simple explanation for the relative speed by which the Soviet
Union had managed to break the American atomic mondptiy.et Fuchs®
contemporaries debated the consequentdis espionage at the time, and scholars today
continue to argue about the degree to which FuchsO information helped or hindered the
Soviet nuclear progrant?

In the context of hardened tensions between the United States and the Soviet
Union, the Fuchsase served to bolster several related symbolic functions of 1950s

nuclear science. First, the Fuchs case reinforced the secretive nature of nuclear science:

1105chreckerMany are the Crimed77.
1 pid.
12 Goodman, Goodman, OThe Grandfather of the Hydrogen Bomb?0, 2.

113 1bid.
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even if a scientist was not a spy, he Haitbmic secretSor thot formula®that could be
damagng to the United Statéd? Secondly, Fuchs served as concrete evidence to many
that nuclear scientists could not be trusted to remain loyal to the United States. Later that
year, the Greenglass and Rosenberg espionage scandals erupted, confirming that the
Fuchs incident was not an isolated case. Finally, the Fuchs controversy lent additional
justification to the accelerating nuclear arms race. FuchsO conviction came just days
before President Truman announced the accelerated Super program, and while little
evidence exists that the related National Security CouncilOs hydrogen bomb discussions
considered FuchsO actions, his association with the success of the Soviet nuclear program
suggested to many that the Soviets would not have trouble developing a hydrogen
weapons either. Indeed, according to Herbert York, many of the Advisory CommitteeOs
conclusions about the development of the Super rested on strategic assumptions that the
Soviet Union might develop a Super even if the United States did>#air the pulit

not privy to such conversations, the close timing of the Soviet test, FuchsO conviction,
and the Super announcement could not have gone unnoticed. The Soviet explosion and
the Fuchs confession demonstrated to the public that there was secret infotronation

know, people who could and might spread it, and an imposing enemy who would put it to

usel®

14 Kaiser, OThe Atomic Secret in Red Hands-®138
15vork, The Advisors51-3.

18 For an investigation into the differences between representations of tacit knowledge,
industrial knowhow, and theoretical secrets, $@aser, OThe Atomic Secret in
Red Hands.O
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As the 1950s progressed, theoretical physicists continued to face anticommunist
scrutiny and were what one historian of science iils most consistently naed
whippingboys of McCarthyisn@'’ Even the highestanked scientific advisors could not
escape suspicion: in December of 1953, the Atomic Energy Commission accused Robert
Oppenheimer, renowned nuclear physicist, public intellectual, and top advisemgfab
security risk.

During World War Il, Oppenheimer had directed the Los Alamos research
facility, eventually earning him the titl&@he father of the atomic bontAfter the war,
Oppenheimer remained closely involved in nuclear policy matters, alpacihis role
as chairman of the AECOs General Advisory Committee, where he served until 1952.
OppenheimerOs public spotlight increased dramatically after the war, establishing what
some have identified & cult of personalityd'® Regarded as a brillia scientist, wise
advisor, and of amiable character, Oppenheimer achieved a cultural status that stood apart
from the bumbling, inept genius that dominated the postwar image of theoretical
physicists. Oppenheimer@®nscientific attribute®N he was very ersonabll
contributed most to his popularity’ Despite having testified before HUAC in 1949

acknowledging his prevar association with members of the Communist Party,

117 1bid., 28.David Hecht has a more nuanced view: Othe newfound importance of
science and the complex interaction between the competing professional cultures
of science, military, and governmenil€cht, OThe Atomic Hero,O 955.

118 Hecht,OThe Atorpic Hero,O 95so seeBird and SherwinAmerican Prometheus
and Thorpe, ODisciplining Experts.O

119 Hecht, OThe Atomic Hero,O 985; and Schwebe the Shadow of the Bomb
Charles Thorpe, however, argues that OppenheimerOs very power and popularity
threatened the angilitist Odepersonalizing impulses of American liberal
democratic political culture.O SEeorpe, ODisciplining Experts,O 550.
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OppenheimerOs celebrity and important advising position in the Truman administration
shetered him for a time from FBI scrutirfy®

Still, given the increasingly fraught environment of domestic security and nuclear
science in the early 1950s, Oppenheim@@msbination of expertise with broad cultural
and moral authoricould not persist* In late December 1953, the AEC sent a list of
grievances to Oppenheimer, along with notice of the temporary suspension of his security
clearance. Oppenheimer denied the charges, addressing them systematically in a response
to the AEC. Both letters were puditied in full in theNew York Timewhen the story
became public the following Aprif? Shortly thereafter, Oppenheimer appeared in a
hearing before the AECOs Personnel Security Board, during which he was questioned
about his past associations with membéthe Communist Party and potential spies, as
well as his earlier recommendation as part of the GAC against pursuing the development
of the hydrogen bomb. In May, the Board determined that Oppenheimer posed a genuine
security threat, and in June, the AEWaked his clearance.

While the Oppenheimer hearings were not open to the public, much of it played
out on the public stage. OppenheimerOs celebrity, as well as the fame of those who

testified against him and on his behalf, made the saga between Apjumadch fodder

120 seeSchreckerMany are the Crime£92-3; Gregg HerkenBrotherhood of the Bomb:
The Tangled Lives and Loyalties of Robert Oppéenkr, Ernest Lawrence, and
Edward TelleNew York, NY: Henry Holt & Co., 2002); and Bird and Sherwin,
American Prometheus

21 Thorpe, ODisciplining Experts,O 531.
122 OTexts of Letter from A.E.C. General Manager to Dr. Oppenheimer and ScientistOs

Reply, New York TimesApril 13, 1954.
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for news medid® But public opinion about communist allegations was slowly shifting.

It should not be overlooked that the ArivicCarthy hearings, widely regarded as
McCarthyOs political downfall, played out on national television ovesathe months

(April to June 1954) as the Oppenheimer hearing unfolded. If figures like Oppenheimer
and organizations like the United States Army could be brought down by weak evidence,
where was the limit? The public likely saw the two episodes as codrtead@e another.
Although it was impossible in the summer of 1954 to know that McCarthy would soon be
censured by Congress for his investigatory tactics, or that despite popular support,
Oppenheimer would withdraw from public life, a new political clima#es emerging.

The reaction to the AECOs final verdict was mixed. As Spencer Weart, a nuclear
historian, arguehe decision only meant that the physicist was expelled from the
sanctum of military secrets, but the impact on public opinion was as githtdsad
been condemned for treasOi? In the aftermath of the scandal, members of the public,
fellow scientists, intellectuals, and the media often framed Oppenheimer as an innocent
victim of security excess; his accusers as unjust attackers with upséesmor
motives?®> That a figure so well known for his wisdom could fall sodiar a policy

dissent and a lapse in judgment over ten years lesargrised and outraged mal?y.

123 For an excellent reading of the Oppenheimer hearing as a public ritual of democratic
statehood, see Thorpe, ODisciplining Exper&334. From April to June 1954,
Oppenheimer was mentioned in 323 articles inNtber YorkTimesalone.

1245pencer R. WearNuclear Fear: A History of Imagd€ambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1988), 180.

125 SeeSchreckerMany are the Crimg92-3.; Weart,Nuclear Fear 180-1,; Hecht,
OThe Atomic Hero.O

126 5chreckerMany are theCrimes 293.
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On the other hand, some scholars characterize the popular reactiomtlyffetaiming
that the hearing transcripts put Oppenheimer in a negative light to the public, stripping
him of his public authority, and thereby, his populatity.

From the end of World War 1l until the mitB50s, the public face of nuclear
scientists undsvent a remarkable transition. While those scientists who were involved in
the Manhattan Project during World War 1l were largely sheltered from public view until
after the war, their role as government advisors and researchers was much more apparent
by the 1950s, even if their work remained classified. By then, even their loyalty trials
became highhpublicized events. This relatively quick transition suddenly placed nuclear
scientists at the center of many public deb&&Eo some, nuclear scientists apped to
have unprecedented influence and access to secret information. Indeed, in many cases
they were the very creators of this information. In the context of domestic
anticommunism, which targeted people who posed an ostensible threat to American
democray, nuclear scientists were easy targets (whether they were spies @t not).

Yet anticommunist politics is not the only framework with which to explore the
changing public authority of nuclear scientists. One must not neglect how these
individuals were inthately tied to nuclear proliferation and the advancement of weapons.

The Fuchs case, at the very start of the 1950s, coincided with an integral moment in

12" Thorpe, ODisciplining Experts,O 550

128 For an interesting theoretical analysis of how expert and scientific advice constitutes a
form of public drama, sddilgartner,Science on Stage

129\ithin the scientific community, anticommunism and the Cold War state raised
intense debates about the scientific self, academic and scientific freedom, and the
ethics of scientific research. S&éang, OScientists and the Problem of the
PublicOWang,OPJsics, Emotion, and the Scientific SelfO; Patrick David Slaney,
OEugene RabinowitchEQ; and Thorpe, ODisciplining Experts.O
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nuclear proliferation: the American loss of its nuclear monopoly and the subsequent
decision to devejpthe hydrogen bomb. FuchsO confession became a cautionary tale
about the dangers of scientsgiies in high places, and lent concrete proof of the link
between nuclear science, espionage, and Cold War competition.

Unlike the secretive wartime developmehttomic bombs, hydrogen bombs
emerged on a more public stage. It was a technology that, from the very start, carried
scientificandethical problems. By the time of OppenheimerOs hearing in 1954, hydrogen
bombs had been built and tested, even amid dewvaxes of controversy. The
ambiguous reaction to OppenheimerOs clearance revocation hints at a larger problem
surrounding nuclear science: even a trusted public intellectual could not escape the
damaging uneasiness associated with nuclear science incaméfe. As one historian
shows in his analysis of letters sent to Oppenheimer during and after the scandal, citizens
(mapped their] own concerns and anxieties onto OppenheimerO3fiadis
phenomenon can be seen more broadly, as Americans also nilagipéears onto all
matters involving nuclear science.

The Oppenheimer episode tarnished the prestige allotted to nuclear scientists who
remained part of the scientiatlvisor circle. Edward Teller, known @be father of the
hydrogen bomi©)emerged fro the scandal seeming to some as a villain who muscled
political influence over scientific wisdohi* That Teller was a scientist of the state

further damaged the federal governmentOs authority over nuclear science, as well. If

130 Hecht, OThe Atomic Hero,O 965.

131 seeWeart,Nuclear Fear 180-1.
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government scientists couldtrize trustell either due to questionable loyalty or
moralityN could they possibly have the best interests of the state and its people in mind?

Nuclear science was caught between competing needs: those of the state and those
of civilians. By the 1950s, policgakers needed nuclear science to support Cold War
strategic aims. Yet domestic politics made nuclear science a potential liability. Civilians,
too, looked to nuclear science with uneasiness. Conditioned by domestic anticommunism
and a growing concern witroliferation, civilians increasingly had difficulty looking to
scientists as unquestioned experts. This tension over scientific authority and moral
responsibility would come to define the debate over nuclearization for the remainder of
the early Cold War.

Conclusion

The history behind EisenhowerOs 195®ms for Pead®@campaign was an
ongoing negotiation over the role of nuclear science in American public life. Earlier that
year, Eisenhower received a National Security Council report on disarmamerdgatodu
by a panel including Robert Oppenheiidehis was before his security hearfg
Vannevar Bush, and Allen Dulles. The report made wéigying recommendations about
curbing the frightening trends of proliferation and weapons advancement, anchored by a
belief that the first necessary change was to open the channels of communication with the
American people about ti@@neaning of the arms ra€&** The report concluded théin

a democracy an informed public is the best safeguard against extreme public

132 panel of Consultants on Disarmament, OReport by the Paneisfl@ats of the
Department of State to the Secretary of State: Armaments and American Policy,O
(January 1953), iroreign Relations of the United Stat@9521954, Volume II,

Part 2, National Security Affairs, eds. Lisle A. Rose and Neal H. Petersen
(Washington: GPO: 1984), Document 27.
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reactionsJ** The proposal became known as Operation Candor, and it became a long
term goal for Eisenhower.

Increased government transparency was not a new idea in the public sphere or in
policy circles. Indeed, transparency had been a focal point fecidetistsO movement in
the mid1940s and a concern for policymakers as they developed civil defense#ans.
it was not until 1953, bolstered by the new specter of thermonuclear war, that a program
for public candor found wider traction in WashingfdhEisenhower continued to work
with advisors and speechwriters throughout the remainder of the year on a policy
statement, despite the announcemewdpef4 the Soviet UnionOs first thermonuclear test,
and escalating controversy within the administratiooua OppenheimerOs loyalty. The
United NationOs General Assembly meeting in New York City in December gave
Eisenhower an opportunity to air his proposal on a world stage. Along with public
candor, Eisenhower suggested that a renewed focus on peacefal saace could
prevent a global catastrophe.

At the same time, opposing forces worked to complicate the simple relationship

Eisenhower outlined for future peace and nuclear research. By tHEOB0S, the stateOs

133 National Security Council Planning Board on Armaments and American Policy,
Olnterim Report by the Ad Hoc Committee of the NSC Planning Board on
Armaments and American Policy/NSC 151,0 (May 8 1958)iieign Relations
of the United Stated9521954, Volume Il, Part 2, National Security Affairs, eds.
Lisle A. Rose and Neal H. Petersen (Washington: GPO: 1984), Document 88.

134 For more information about the Oppenheimer Report, Operation Candor, and Atoms
for Peace speecheelmmerman and Bowid)Vaging Peace2227. As Richard
Hewlett has illustrated in great detail, OppenheimerOs involvement in the Candor
Proposdl and EisenhowerOs subsequent enthusiasnfooiitributed to
mounting aggression from OppenheimerOs polijmabnents, ultimately leading
to his security hearing. S&chard G. Hewlett and Jack M. Holfoms for
Peace and War, 195B961: Eisenhower and the Atomic Energy Commission
(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1989);53H.
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authority over nuclear matters was weakening due to rising concerns about nuclear
weapons testing and the trustworthiness of those scientists employed by the state.
Moreover, the federal civil defense program was consistently underfunded, making the
protection of American civilians look like mere lip service. “Atoms for Peace” can be
seen as an early attempt to control the public conversation about nuclear science, and to
maintain the state’s scientific ownership of nuclear information. Even though the
program led to broad changes in the international exchange of nuclear science, its candor
platform was vague and difficult to implement on the domestic stage. As the 1950s
progressed, Americans began to turn away from the federal government as a scientific
authority.

As scientific expertise weakened in the face of the various challenges of the 1950s
Cold War landscape, Americans began to look to alternative sources of authority to
understand nuclear science and their hopes for survival. Despite efforts such as
Eisenhower’s “Atoms for Peace” campaign, a seed of doubt—or perhaps many seeds—
had been planted in American public discussion. As we shall see in the following chapter,
public and unofficial scientific knowledge worked to erode the authority of the state as
the best provider of scientific expertise. By the late 1950s, a new wave of scientific actors
took the stage, promoting nuclear dissent, disarmament demands, and disillusionment

with Cold War policy in general.
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CHAPTER 5

THE FALLOUT FROM FALLOUT: THE PEACETIME THREAT

As the 1950s wore on, an increasing understanding of the harmful effects of
nuclear fallout transformed ambivalence about science in American life into fear and
outrage. Fallout was a force that moved invisibly, harmed indisaialin and knew no
national borders. Perhaps most frightening of all, fallout was a product of the peacetime
Cold War state, not the result of an enemyOs act of war. By the end of the 1950s, concern
about fallout had galvanized a vocal contingent of Anagscowvho argued that nuclear
policy placed the human community in mortal danger. As a reader of the Salt Lake City
Deseret Newput it in 1957 Qhe nationOs constant worry seems to be the threat of a
possible war and the possibility of the terrible effeftdhat war. It seems to me that we
have all the conditions of that fearful war, with none of the calises.

Indeed, some of the earliest grassroots dissent against nuclear testing emerged
from Salt Lake City and the areas of the United States most tetinscquainted with
the @onditions of wad the Mountain West. Living in the shadow of the Nevada Test
Site, residents of Nevada, Utah, Colorado, Idaho, and Wyoming had long been at the
center of the unfolding debate about the implications of fallout. In the early 1950s,
residents in the AmericaWest filed lawsuits against the federal government, protest

organizations picketed nuclear facilities, and the Atomic Energy Commission waged its

! Luana Buhler, OWer Doubts We Are Expendablé etter to the Editor,0he Deseret
News July 3, 1957.
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fiercest public relations battles in respof8y. the late 1950s, fueled by national
controversy, the languagf dissent that characterized the western publicOs protest
spread to the United States as a whole.

The rapid emergence of fallout concerns in the late 1950s can be seen as the
result of a widespread push to render the invisible visible. Radioactivetfaits a
danger that presented a conceptual dilemma of scale. It was seemingly ubiquitous
enough to cross borders and hemispheres. Yet it was small enough to imperceptibly
permeate bodies and disrupt genetic code, the very smallest building blocks of human
life. A nuclear explosion was massive, a tangible indicator of danger, and yet
microscopic fallout could linger unseen for decades to come. Moreover, the nature of
fallout obscured oneOs ability to identify perpetrators and victims. As awareness and its
resultant fear spread, the public began to demand that the unknown become known.

During this era, several prominent public figures emeXgaad reemergéd as
crusaders against the nuclear threat. Activist scientists, many of whom had been silenced
in the McQarthyist years of the early 1950s, once again became vocal opponents of
proliferation. ScientistsO cautionary messages inspired citizens outside of scientific
circles to form national committees and organize protests. Some groups, especially the
Committeefor a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE) and several pacifist organizations, had
succeeded in gaining public support and media visibility.

The personalized nature of the danger of fallout made nuclear policy unpalatable

to Americans at the grassroots level. Maitizens saw their personal health and safety,

2 SeeHoward Ball,Justice Downwind: AmericaOs Atomic Testing Program in the 1950s
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1988). Costandina TitusBombs in
the Backwrd: Atomic Testing and American Politj@&nd ed. (Reno, NV:
University of Nevada Press, 2001).
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and that of their children and of future generations, jeopardized by the militarized
politics of the Cold War and the actions of the state. Here was a threat that even civil
defense could not mitigate. More thany other aspect of the Cold War, the threat of
fallout hit home hard. Galvanized by interest in their own safety, a new set of Americans
entered the public debate about nuclear policy. They appealed to federal leaders and
agencies and articulated theoncerns as those of engaged citizens. The public

pushback against fallout must thus be considered in terms of the political relationship
between individual citizens and their state.

The awareness that nuclear testing endangered all people gave Amexicssns ¢
to think critically about individual and collective rights. Cast in the language of human
rights, fallout entered familiar debates about democratic practice and consumer and
environmental protections. But it also created new debates about statelzaid gl
sovereignty. Increasingly, antinuclear advocates pressed for a new understanding of
sovereignty that held nations accountable for global h&adthrather, held nations
accountable to do no harm beyond their borders. The discovery of fallout®segicha
provoked renewed debate over the wisdom of nuclear policy, and forced Americans to
reconsider their position as citizens of the American staties human citizens of the
planet.

Fallout gave nuclear citizenship a fearful urgency unlike that wthigthreat of
nuclear war had created earlier in the decade. Rather than imagining nuclear dangers as a
part of a wasstricken future, Americans increasingly recognized a changed reality: the
danger is here and now. This time, however, the warning wassoed by the state.

Instead, new actors emerged as authorities and sources of trustworthy information: non
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government research groups, social critics, humanitarians, and civic leaders. In
particular, geneticist$ specialists in a new and growing fildisel their expertise to

reveal why fallout was more dangerous than once believed. With access to new warnings
about public health, civilians recognized that American democratic practice was
jeopardized by nuclear policymaking and its lack of transparency.

Antinuclear rhetoric in the late 1950s was remarkably flexible and could be used
to diverse ends. In the midst of a polarized Cold War, the threat of fallout gave some
Americans reason to abandbor at least questidhtheir rigid ideas of national
autonomy. Tlhse Americans rekindled calls for disarmament and international
regulation. Others, however, protested within the framework of Cold War nationalism,
seeing antinuclearism as an opportunity for the United States to assume moral leadership
on the internatioal stage.

Nonetheless, amid a cacophony of proposed solutions to nuclear problems,
concerned Americans deemed one most urgent: a nuclear test ban. Although such a ban
could not prevent a nuclear war in the future, it would curb the immediate problem of
atmospheric fallout. The proposed test ban proved to have the most diplomatic traction,
too. In 1958, the United States, Soviet Union, and Great Britain began a voluntary
temporary test moratorium while entering into negotiations in Geneva to come to a
permanent agreement. The talks were lengthy and tense, and exacerbated by
international crises of the early 1960s, including th2 plane controversy and
deteriorating diplomatic relationships pertaining to Berlin. Testing resumed in 1961. By
then, however, #idea of a test ban had gained currency among civilians and leaders

alike. And the Cuban Missile Crisis in October 1962 reaffirmed the extreme danger of
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nuclearization. In part a byproduct of this conflict in Cuba, in 1963 the United States,
Soviet Unionand Great Britain reached an agreement to ban all tests conducted above
ground, underwater, and in space. This Limited Test Ban Treaty did not halt weapons
development, as it still permitted underground testing. However, it significantly reduced
the dangeof atmospheric fallout to global human populations.

The publicOs desire to know the unknowable led it to rally behind demands for a
nuclear test ban in the midnd late1950s in several ways. The landscape of accessible
information about fallout changesignificantly over the course of the decade. Several
high-profile scientific studies proved that fallout presented a personal, individualized
threat. However, falloutOs dangers were difficult to articulate, measure, and predict, and
scientists, policymaks, and the media disagreed about how studies should be
interpreted. The only thing clear was that fallout from nuclear explosions presented a
threat, albeit an Htefined one. Soon, the public came to understand the effect of nuclear
fallout in their indvidual lives. Suspicious of the politicization of the scientific
conversation surrounding the fallout controversy, concerned Americans turned away
from a purely technical way of thinking about fallout. Instead, many civilians began to
understand falloutsaa troubling moral issue that carried dire consequences for the
American family and home. In addition, the threat to individual human life catalyzed
antinuclear activism across a wide spectrum, from the lowest grassroots to powerful
national organizationd he broaebased response to the threat of nuclear fallout
revealed, more acutely than ever, that nuclearization demanded a reorientation of the
relationship between individual citizens and their state. By the end of the decade, the

public response to nlear fallout raised important political questions of scale: the
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relationship between individual humans and the local, national, and global communities
within which they lived.
Public Knowledge

Public awareness of the dangers of radioactive fallout evolved quickly over the
course of the 1950s, beginning with a series of specific events and broadening to a wider
public debate. The 1954 Castle Bravo test in particular catalyzed important changes in
the public economy of information about fallout. It changed how scientists studied
fallout, how scientific authority functioned in public debate, and how Americans learned
to recognize nuclear dangers in everyday life. The heightened public attention cast
toward radioactive debris when Japanese fishermen on the Lucky Dragon fell ill with
radiation sickness created both a demand for information and a critique of the
information that was available. The Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), operating
within the bounds of its Congressional mandate, had typically kept fallout data hidden
from wide public consumption. As scientists, pacifists, and other social critics gained
traction in demanding federal transparency, they placed themselves in opposition to the
AEC. Fallout statistics and information quickly became freighted with political meaning.

The information that was available to the public in the immediate aftermath of
Castle Bravo was primarily limited to official AEC press statements that consistently

downplayed the deleterious effects of fallout.” Meanwhile, American newspapers

3 See, for example, “A.E.C. Manual Cited,” New York Times, March 26, 1954; “U.S.
Widens H-Bomb Test Safety Zone: Enormous Power Surprised Experts at
Pacific Blast,” Daily Boston Globe, March 21, 1954; also see the AEC’s 13th
Semiannual Report, as covered in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists: Anthony
Turkevich, “Assuring Public Safety in Continental Weapons Tests,” Bulletin of
the Atomic Scientists 9, no. 3 (April 1953); “Fortuitous Fallout,” Time, July 8,
1957.
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reported on the ongoing outcry from Japanese officials over the health of the Lucky
Dragoncrew and a seafood industry severely depressed by public panic over
contaminated ocean fish. As a growing number of critics questioned the official AEC
line, they called for independent studies that could present information without political
bias, bureaucratic partisanship, or classification restricfitmlovember 1954, in their
recurringMatter of FadDcolumn in theWashington Post and Times Heraldseph

and Steward Alsop suggested that the lack of reliable information about fallout stood in
the way of functional democracy, stating that even the Soviets had better access to
scientific information about fallottThe Postcontinued its push the nexiomih,

claiming: Qhere is no danger so fearful as one on which there are no har@facts.

1954 and 1955, the debate about the future of nuclear testing had already become deeply
polarized, with both proand antitesting advocates calling upon the sdiméed

scientific data to bolster their case. In April 195Blew York Timesditorial chastised

both groups@n the whole, there has been a tendency on the part of those who would

forbid further tests of atomic bombs to overstate their case and parthaf the Atomic

“In 1955, journalist David Lawrence suggested that the reason why the public knew so
little about fallout science, but much about the AEC controversy was Obecause a
scientific lingo doesnOt make news andE because a denunciation of the Atomic
Energy Commigen, charging it with giving out supposedly misleading
information, does make new$@vid Lawrence, O8omb Fallout Not
Harmful,CSarasota HeraleTribung June 15, 1955.

> Joseph Alsop and Stewart Alsop, OMatter of Fact... The Radiological HazaFtell,O
Washington Post and Times Heralbvember 24, 195460me complained that
Othere is no area of public policy in which so little firm information is available.O
SeeOHow Bad Is RadiationT@e Washington Post and Times Heragril 12,
1955.

® Editorid, OFacts on the Fallut, ONashington Post and Times Heraldecember 16,
1954.
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Energy Commission a tendency to interpret atomic explosions statistically to show that
the world has nothing to fear from such t&8tSeeing officials and commentators
competing for authority based on limited data, the overwhelmirtghsemt in national
newspapers was frustration over whom to trust.

The early media clamor for trustworthy information about fallout loosely
coincided with the telyear anniversaries of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. While the
coverage of the anniversaries variedane and opinion, many of the features relied
heavily on visual artifacts of the war. For example,Nlee York Timegan a several
page article about HiroshimaOs physical recovery from the ravages of the bdmbings.
Early nuclear dissent activists, hoveeyused the anniversaries as an opportunity to
renew and revive the traumatic memory of the bombidgeshima Diary, a firsthand
account by an injured Japanese physician in the months following the bombing, was
released in English for the first time 1955 and reviews appeared in major outlets
across the natioh.

Even more visibly, in May 1955, twenfiwve young female victims of the first
atomic bombing were brought to the United States to receive cosmetic and
reconstructive surgery. The-salled Hroshima Maidens and their advocate, Kiyoshi

Tanimotd\ who had figured prominently in John Herseb{dsshimal received a great

" OThe Academy and the Bomhl€@v York TimesApril 9, 1955.Also seeE. J. Story A.
H. Rosenfeld, and S. D. Warshaw, GRalt: Some Measurements and Damage
Estimates,Bulletin of the Atomic Scientisfisl, no. 6 (June 1955).

®Harry S. Truman, OThe Truman Memoirs: Part V, OGreatest Thing in HidtiseyO,0
October 24, 195Robert Trumbull, OHiroshimal'en Years After,®ew York
Times July 31, 1955.

° Robert W. Miller, OHistorical Vignette: Hiroshima, 1958#&8iation Research55, no.
2 (February 2001).
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deal of press coverage, thanks in large part to the interest of Norman Cousins, the editor
of the Saturday Review. While some observers noted that “working together in medicine
[helped] to heal the animosity from a war that had ended 10 years earlier,” these press
events also served to remind the public of the horrors of nuclear war.'” The peace
advocacy of the program’s organizers suggested that the mission was not simply a feel-
good publicity stunt but an emotional appeal against nuclearization.""

In their appearances on television, press events, and in print media from 1955 to
1956, the Hiroshima Maidens served as visible reminders of the atrocities of modern
war. Although the women’s physical disfigurement was caused by thermal burning and
other blast injuries—not by fallout per se—they gave Americans a way to imagine the
individualized, human ways that bodies suffered in the aftermath of a nuclear attack. It is
important also to consider that the victims were not those from Tokyo or other areas
destroyed by conventional bombing. The Hiroshima Maidens were victims of nuclear
war, occupying a site of especially painful public memory and bearing a warning for the
future. Their stay in the United States coincided with renewed conversation about the
ethical and medical consequences of nuclear war, a topic from which the Hiroshima
Maidens could not be easily separated.

Also in May 1955, the Federation of American Scientists called for a
comprehensive international inquiry into the effects of fallout that could overcome
politicization and policy interests. Others agreed: “if it is not feasible to have a

moratorium on the tests themselves, an international evaluation of data about fall-out by

10 1bid.

' Also see Margot A. Henriksen, Dr. Strangelove’s America: Society and Culture in the
Atomic Age (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1997), 45-6.
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competent scientists in the next best tHi#fRy early 1956, the National Academy of
Sciences (NAS) answered the call with its stu@jological Effects of Atomic

Radiation3® The press and the public, both hungry for definitive information, eagerly
awaited scientifically unbiased opinion. However, the results of the NAS study gave the
public few concrete facts. Instead, the report pointed to a variety of avenues for future
research, repeating the refrai@yV]e do not know enougl*

There was, however, one area in which the NAS researchers were sure of their
conclusions: fallout was genetically dangerous. As the NAS stated in its public release,
Qhe inheritance mechanism [géioesystem] is by far the most sensitive to radiation of
all biological system&}® The report went on to explain th@here is complete
agreement among geneticistsE [that] any radiation dose, however small, can induce
some mutationé}® In this sense, arxposed person did not have to have long or heavy
exposure to suffer consequences. He or she may not fall ill to radiation diseases, but a

parent could pass on negative effects to their future children and all subsequent

12 OEvaluating FalDut,OThe Washington Post and Times Heraldne 24, 1955.

13 Both the report in full and a digest appeare®irext of Genetics Committee Report
Concerning Effects of Radioactivity on Hereditiév York Timeslune 13,
1956 almost simultaneously, the British Medical Research Council released a
report with similar findings. Se#ohn Hillaby, OBritish Unit Sees Falit
Threat,New York TimesJune 13, 1956.

4 For exampleNational Academy of Sciences, OThe Biologic&&$§ of Atomic
Radiation: A Report to the Public,O (Washington, DC: National Academy of
Sciences National Research Council, 1956), 22.

5bid., 14.

18 |pid., 167.



generations’ The press seized updiis information, largely sidstepping the reportOs
other conclusions about atmospheric, oceanographic, and environmental effects.

The NAS studies, and those that followed it, added nuance and complexity to the
public understanding of fallodf.For the fist time, fallout was widely discussed as
something that had shednd longterm dangers to humans. By making distinctions
between radiation sickness (heavy exposure, guidet, high mortality), pathological
effects (less exposure, increased lifetimecea risk), and genetic mutations (small or
large dose, consequences for future generations and offspring of those exposed), the
scientists involved hoped to keep the effects of fallout from being discussed as a
monolithic entity. For a public that had prarily been exposed to warnings about
radiation as a peril in the seconds, minutes, and hours after an explosion, the genetic and
long-term pathological warnings were néWrhese dangers were also what made the
continuance of nuclear testing so potentialhyjister: the consequences of these

explosions would be felt for decadieand perhaps centuriggo come. Ultimately, the

17 Some suggested that radiaticaused mutations might be beneficial, producing
Opeople with an 1Q of about 500 who could live indefinitely. GES€eKrauss,
OAtoms and Evolution/Qs Angeles Times, May 23, 1955.

18 The 1956 NAS study was followed by seal other investigations, notably those of
the Academy of the American Physical Society and a ramticipated
Congressional hearing in early 19%én months after the NAS published its
initial study on the effects of fallout, the Academy and the AraarRhysical
Society met in Washington, DC to discuss further research in the field. The
follow-up studies gave further specificity to the measurement of atmospheric
fallout, and softened the severity of the NASOs original claims. Willard Libby,
member oflhe AEC, used the new consensus as a means for disputing the claims
of activists who had been convinced and galvanized by the original studies. See
William L. Laurence, OScience in Review: Schweitzer Versus Atomic
Authorities on the Dangers of Weapons TregstVew York Times, April 28,
1957.

19See, for examplelohn Hersey, OHiroshimak2 New Yorker, August 31, 1946.
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genetic consequences of fallout transformed the argument for a test ban from a
prerequisite to world peace into a prerequisite for the survival of the human race.

Yet the first studies about fallout and human health often raised more questions
than they answered. For one thing, most investigations, independent and AEC alike,
used data based on the continuance of testing “at the present rate.”*’ In 1952, Great
Britain joined the “nuclear club,” and it was only a matter of time before other nations
did as well: France would begin testing in 1960 and China in 1964. Even if the United
States continued to test its own weapons at mid-1950s levels (which some doubted could
ever remain the case), other nuclear players would unquestionably increase the rate of
global testing.’

Predictably, new information about fallout quickly became politicized. When
Adlai Stevenson called for a cessation of hydrogen weapons tests during the 1956
presidential campaign, his claims about fallout risks galvanized a heated response from
the Atomic Energy Commission, several leading physicists and biologists, and
anonymous editorial authors.”> While many of these critics objected to the general
premise that fallout constituted a major threat to human health, others responded directly

to Stevenson’s claims about contaminated milk, and the Eisenhower administration’s

20 See Laurence, “Science in Review.”

21 See, for example: “Is Fallout Good?,” The Washington Post and Times Herald, April
27, 1957. Subcommittee on Foreign Relations, “Hearings on Control and
Reduction of Armaments,” ed. United States Senate (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, January 1957), 1149.

22 Editorial, “Mr. Stevenson and the Bomb,” New York Times, October 17, 1956; <12
Scientists Ask Bomb Tests Go On,” New York Times, October 21, 1956.
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willingness to conceal the fact from the puBfit.ewis Srauss, then chairman of the
AEC, noted that Stevenson distorted the available data and argu@ilith&tevensonOs
continuous efforts to frighten the public on the eve of election are not adnifable.
Throughout the campaign, Stevenson had claimedriimtking the test ban a
campaign issue Heéhad no political motives in mindE it was and is too serious for
that(° Instead, he brought the issue to the national political &#&han it became
evident that public interest in thelbdmb question was substah.G°® But when
Stevenson used his presidential bid as a platform for discussing hydrogen bombs,
nuclear tests, and fallout, the issue became unavoidably tied to partisan folitics.
As the fallout issue became bound to politics and moregogrrnment eperts
staked a claim in the debate, scientists once again encountered the contingent position of
science in Cold War American public life. For example, when Dr. Warren Weaver,
chairman of the NAS Committee on Genetic Effects of Atomic Radiation, testified

before Congress in early 1957, he repeatedly emphasized that unbiased scientists were

23 OStrauss Denies Charge on Milkg York TimesNovember 4, 1956.

24 bid.

5 Adlai E. Stevensoruclear Test Bar25 minutes, filmAdlai E. Stevenson Papers,
Box 350, Folder 12; Ralic Policy Papers, Department of Rare Books and
Special Collections, Princeton University Library.

26 Harrison E. Salisbury, OStevenson Calls for World Pact to Gétnib, ONew York
Times October 16, 1956.

2"William Cuyler Sullivan, Jr., in his work on the Greater St. Louis Citizens® Committee
for Nuclear Information, argues that StevensonOs test ban bid created public
interest. | argue it was one of many public evehtsWilliam Cuyler Sullivan,
Nuclear Denocracy: A History of the Greater St. Louis CitizensO Committee for
Nuclear Information, 1951967 University College Occasional Papers, no. 1
(St. Louis, MO: Washington University, 1982), 1.
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Cpatriotic3® Warren wanted to assure his audience that scientific integrity was not at
odds with the state. However, in using such language, Warren placed reseathers an
their findings in the framework of early Cold War domestic politics. The study of
fallout, like previous nuclear matters, had deep political ramifications.

Moreover, the availability of new, seemingly unfiltered, information on fallout
put the AEC intaconflict with independent scientists. Even when both sides were in
agreement over the interpretation of data, the press framed tigowemment studies
as an antidote to untrustworthy AEC information. The public understood the controversy
as insider andutsider experts jockeying for authority. But here, too, an outsider position
left experts vulnerable to accusations of disloyalty. As one reader of several New York
newspapers pointed out, the political views of the experts involved were on constant
trial. She regretted that, even in the mainstream p@esgpne who opposes the tests is
either a fool or a Communi€t’

Perhaps most visibly, the insideutsider drama played out in a 1957 argument
between Nobel Peace Prize winner Albert Schweitzer andhactmemissioner of the
AEC, Willard Libby. In April of that year, Schweitzer, a theologian, physician, and

missionary, issue@\ Declaration of Consciend®a speech condemning nuclear testing.

8U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Foreign Relatifasyings on Control and Reduction
of Armaments, (Washington, DC: GPO, January 1957), 1143; 1151.

29 Eleanor, Clymer to the Editor of tiSesurday Review, June, 1957; Folder OCO; Box 1;
Subseries BL; Series BSANE, Inc. Records (DG 058), Swarthmore College
Peace Collawn (hereafter referred to as SANEPC).Cousins responded to
such claims in a letter to Phillip Hildreth, a reader from Tucson: Olncreasingly,
we can expect that all those who are concerned with the question of fallout will
be accused of being dupes loé tCommunist party. But this should not deter us.O
Norman Cousins to Phillip Hildreth, June 21, 1957; Folder OCorrespondence of
Norman Cousins AKO; Box 2; SubseriesB Series BSANE-SPC.
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In light of new scientific evidence and repeated warnings, Schweitzer lamented that the
situation had not “influenced public opinion to the extent that one might have expected.”
Blaming a lack of public understanding, Schweitzer outlined the science of radiation and
fallout, citing easy-to-understand statistics and using common language. Yet his
argument carried heavy moral implications, calling nuclear testing the “folly for which
humanity would have to pay a terrible price.””” Although Schweitzer’s appeal was
broadcasted in approximately fifty countries, it did not air in the United States. The New
York Time&coverage of the event ran aside a short blurb reporting on Secretary of State
Allen Dulles’ announcement that the United States would continue its testing program
until scientific information could conclude “such tests were perilous to world health.”’
Still, Cousins’ Saturday Reviewublished the full transcript of the Schweitzer’s
broadcast several weeks later and it gained mention elsewhere in the weeks and months
that followed.

Some Americans met Schweitzer’s statement with resounding approval. As
Elmer A. Hilker wrote, Schweitzer’s statement was “one of the most signal contributions
that has been made by any publication that has come to my knowledge. The even,

unexaggerated tone of the article, its lack of hysteria, its freedom from condemnation

3% Schweitzer’s lecture was originally broadcast on April 24, 1957. For transcript, see
Albert Schweitzer, “A Declaration of Conscience,” Saturday RevieyMay 18,
1957.

31 «Schweitzer Urges World Opinion to Demand End of Nuclear Tests,” New York
Times April 24, 1957; “Dulles Gives U.S. Policy,” New York TimesApril 24,
1957.
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make it a masterpiece for molding public sentim@hAnother reader of th8aturday
Reviewcalled the articl€analogous to the literary masterpieG®inmon Sen}evritten
by Thomas Paine in January 1778.

In responséo the Schweitzer appealOs publicity in the United States, the AEC
felt pressured to respond. In a public letter Libby chastised Schweitzer for exaggerating
the threat and unnecessarily arousing public p&ritbby cited more recent followp
studies thagave more concrete numbers to the NASOs original conclusions. These
studies demonstrated that the measurable radioactive exposure caused by testing at the
present rate constituted a lesser degree of risk than that presently created by cosmic
background rdiation, and much less of a risk than the radiation the average American
received from medical Xays>® The genetic threat caused by weapons testing, Libby

claimed,(heed cause no alafand constituted no hazard to human he&lbespite the

32 Elmer A. Hilker to J. R. Cominsky, Publisher of tBaturday ReviewMay 15, 1957;
Folder OHO; Box 1; Subserieg;BSeries B; SANESPC.

%3 Nelson R Haas to Norman Cousins, June 10, 1957; Folder OCorrespondence of
Norman Cousins AO; Box 2; SubseriesB Series BSANE-SPC.

34 Laurence, OScience in Review.O

% As proponents of continued nuclear testing were digkd corredt to point out, the
American public received more radiation from routine medicehys and
naturally-occurring cosmic background radiation. This aspect of the fallout
controversy also led t@a critical reappraisal of Xay procedure in the medical
professions. This point of contention, however, would remain an inescapable part
of the public and political debate about whether a test ban would significantly
improve human safetomparisons stace throughout the remainder of the
1950s. Among many others, s&ay Weinstein, OLetter to the Editor: It May Be
Poison, But...@aily Boston GlobgMarch 31, 1955Hillaby, OBritish Unit Sees
Fall-out Threat012 Scientists Ask Bomb Tests Go OnO; John W. Finney,
OStudy Minimizes Falut Danger,®ew York TimesMay 8, 1959.

36 | aurence, OScience in Review.O
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qualificationof falloutOs threat by Libby and other test supporters, advocates for a test
ban insisted thatny threat was too much of a risk. In a letter responding to SchweitzerOs
appeal, a reader of tiSeturday Review reiteratedQenetic, or not, the hazard there.
And itOs the most weasling kind of gobbledegook to implyE that there is little or no
hazard involvedd’

Others remained skeptical of the vigweld by Schweitzer and many
scientist§l that mutations caused by radiation were unconditionally negativetySho
after Castle Bravo gained media attention, an editorial ran ibothéngeles Times
declaring tha@dhe other side of the picture may have been neglectedE It is at least
conceivable that radioactivity might produce a race that would enjoy good deaitf
a life of 150 years; or a race with superintelligence, or one that would be larger, or
stronger, or handsomer than any that exists t@ifsgroponents of this view cited the
background and cosmic radiation that had been part of human evolutierthsnc
inception of the species. Yet geneticists, from the NAS and elsewhere, insisted
Gnutations almost invariably harm the organism in which they ddciNevertheless,
even after the NAS report was made public, the significance of mutations remained open
for interpretation. As Marion Hart of New York City put it in a letter to Shewday

Evening Post, Qhree eyes seem to me to present a distinct advantage over two, and that

37 Atlantis Hallam to EditorSaturday Review, May 31, 1957; Folder OCorrespondence
of Norman Cousins &K O; Box 2; Subseries B Series BSANE-SPC
(emphasis original). For additional responses and controversial reactions to
Schweitzer, seRobert A. Divine Blowing on the Wind: The Nuclear Test Ban
Debate, 1954-1960 (New York, NY: Oxford University Press978), 1223.

%8 Krauss, OAtoms and Evolution.O

%9 National Academy of Sciences, OThe Biological Effects of Atomic Radiation,O 15.
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two heads are better than one is a proverbial piece of wigtfoRithough satir¢al,
HartOs quip reveals an undertone of unease with theghysinifestations of mutation.

The Schweitzer controversy remained in the news cycle throughout the summer
of 1957, thanks to a new series of AEC nuclear tests conducted at the NevagigeTest
Operation Plumbbob, in which 29 tests were conducted between May and October, was
a controversial reminder of the federal governmentOs interpretation of fallout analyses
and its decision to continue with testing until more conclusive evidence apfeare
Libby, echoing others who pushed for a continuation of tests, claimed that testing was
o vital to assuring the survival of the free w@dahd argued that postponing,
canceling, or banning nuclear tests would appear as a sign of weakness on the
international stagé?

At the same time as Plumbbob, the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy held a
second round of Congressional hearings with hopes to resolve the controversy over the
dangers of radioactive fallout. The Congressional investigationOs cautib@amaio
interest in the subject stood in stark opposition to the Eisenhower administrationOs
unwavering decision to move ahead with testing. Lorraine Klatzkin of Trenton, New
Jersey was disappointed by the political process, stating\stserather distress upon
reading todayOs newspaper to find that the President (even though the Congressional

hearings are not over yet) has already made up our minds for us about continuing the

0 Marion R. Hart to Norman Cousins, June 19, 1957; Folder OCorrespondence of
Norman Cousins AO; Box 2; SubseriesB Series BSANE-SPC.

*' Nevada Operations Office United States Department of Energy, OUnited States
Nuclear Tests, July 1945 through Sepbtem1992,0 (Las Vegas, NV: December
2000).

“2 John W. Finney, OLibby Gives Case for Bomb TebteyDYork Timeslune 8, 1957.
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tests.”* In addition, by 1957 several members of Congress had come out in support of
limiting the AEC’s autonomy, which they linked to harsh critiques of the agency’s lack
of oversight. At the international level, Plumbbob provoked continued protests from
non-nuclearized nations, protests that had to be managed through American diplomacy.**
Thus even at the highest echelons of government, the pressures of fallout were creating
fractures and tension.

During Plumbbob, Linus Pauling, also a Nobel Prize winner in biochemistry,
joined the growing ranks of test ban advocates. In June 1957, Pauling publicized a
petition with the signatures of 2,000 scientists in support of an immediate ban on nuclear
testing.* A month earlier, he had made controversial claims that 10,000 people had
already died from or were ill with leukemia due to already-executed nuclear tests. He
raised the issue “for both political and humanitarian reason,” arguing that the effect of
fallout is “large enough [that] anyone interested in human suffering to be concerned

about it.”*® By January 1958, Pauling had collected over 9,000 signatures from scientists

® Lorraine Klatzkin to Senator H. Alexander Smith, June 6, 1957; Nuclear Tests; 1957;
H. Alexander Smith Papers, Box 422, Folder 14; Public Policy Papers,
Department of Rare Books and Special Collections, Princeton University Library
(hereafter referred to as HAS-PUL).

#1957 marked Japan’s “second formal request for the suspension of current nuclear
tests in Nevada. “Japanese Students Protest Atom Tests,” New York Times, May
30, 1957. In 1956, Indian officials led a UN petition for a test ban, which was
promptly rejected by the nuclearized states.

* Gladwin Hill, “2,000 Join Pauling in Bomb Test Plea,” New York Times, June 4, 1957.

¢ «pauling Lists 10,000 as Fall-out Victims,” New York Times, May 1, 1957.
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around the world’!

Like SchweitzerOs earlier appeal, PaulingOs petition campaign shows the power of
marshaling scientific authority to create a popular appeal in this era. Pauling targeted
scientists to support his protest, explain@uat scientists have a moral duty teeytheir
fellow citizens the benefit of their special understandfgrther, Pauling invoke@
deep concern for the welfare of all human bebtggustify his messag® Activists like
Pauling and Schweitzer infused their appeals with the argumesctaatél and
scientistdl were bestquipped to manage a scientific controversy and educate the
public. In the same way that weapons development had given nuclear scientists an entry
into policy matters, the fallout debate enabled some to become ethical &ipert
dialogue about fallout revealed the shifting terrain of public authority and thus blurred
the boundary between science, ethics, politics, and cifture.

Taken as a whole, the 1957 debate over fallout demonstrates the erosion of
governmenemployel scientistsO authority in matters of nuclear safety. The NAS studies
and those that followed offered new information, seemingly outside the watchful eye of
the government. And, in fact, policymakers sometimes criticized the NAS study for

utilizing some AEC data as a means to undermine the AcademyOs authority as an

4" Thomas J. Hamilton, 09,000 Scientists of 43 Lands Ask Nuclear Bomb Test Be
Stopped,®lew York Timeslanuary 14, 1958.

“8 OPauling to Press Atom Ban Abroadg York Timeslune 12, 1957.

9 For an interesting parallel in the uses of scientific authority in public protest against
nuclear energy production, sBdaan Balogh,Chain Reaction: Expert Debate
and Public Participation in American Commercial Nuclear Power, 1994%5
(New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 1991).
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independent source.’® For the remainder of the 1950s, the AEC and its critics engaged in
a heated back-and-forth regarding the danger of fallout. Each new study or finding
revived old responses from AEC officials, namely that weapons fallout was minimally
harmful, found only in minuscule amounts, and did not constitute a legitimate threat to
public health.

Despite the ongoing discussion among experts and policymakers, the growing
awareness of fallout galvanized general public engagement in nuclear science. For the
first time, the public had access to fallout data in clear layman’s terms. And it was not
long before individual Americans began imagining themselves as players in a global
scientific experiment. Schweitzer and Pauling found allies among some members of the
public who were outraged by what they saw as the government’s willful misreading of
scientific fact.’' Even as Congress convened to try to resolve conflicting opinions about
fallout dangers, constituents worried that “if the information disclosed by the
investigation is disturbing, the Committee may be inclined to withhold that information
from the public.”** Although some Americans distrusted the credibility of scientists and
policymakers, the emergence of fallout as a field of scientific debate cemented the idea

among the public that fallout was something to be concerned about.

>0 U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Foreign Relations, Hearings on Control and Reduction
of ArmamentgWashington, DC: GPO, January 1957), 1151-4.

*! Members of the University of Washington in St. Louis CNI felt this way. Sullivan,
Nuclear Democracyy7.

32 Ruth L. Morison to Senator H. Alexander Smith, June 20, 1957; Nuclear Tests; 1957;
Box 422, Folder 14; HAS-PUL.
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The Personal Threat

As information about the dangers\b&nd controversy ov8Ffallout became
more widely knowrto the American public, many citizens interpreted it as an individual
and personal threat. Fallout, they learned, was something that had a rreeeifang
effect than matters of scientific experimentation and research. Instead, Americans came
to understad fallout as a problem with grave consequences for individual health.
Moreover, Americans saw fallout as something that could contaminate the home and
threaten families. Framed as a threat to the American family, fallout took on moral
meaning. The publidebate over fallout proved to be a powerful force in raising public
consciousness and concern for the politics of nuclear wedpons.

By the mid1950s, genetics, like nuclear physics before it, gave civilians a means
to understand and express their persteais. In the early 1950s, genetic science made
several important advancements, including the 1953 discovery of DNAOs-lelible
structure. DNA helped geneticists understand biological inheritance, but it was still a
developing field. And it was a sulsfethat had important ramifications for the study of
nuclear fallout. Civil defense materials of the early 1950s sometimes had addressed the

reproductive dangers of radiation, but almost exclusively by assuring civilians that

*3 An interesting parallel case involving scientific expertise, politics, public health, and
popular scientific understanding is the controversy over fluoridated water in the
United States in the postwar period. S#istopher Sellers, OThe Artificial
Nature of Fluoridated Water: Between Nations, Knowledge, and Material
Flows,Dsiris 19 (2004) Historians have yet to analyze the intersections
between fluoride and fallout as causes of similar patterns of learning, reaction,
and activism.
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fallout in small doses wouldon cause male sterility.By mid-decade, geneticists
argued that any bit of radiation could cause genetic mutation in germ cells, the vessels
for transmitting genes to offspring. The parent exposed to fallout would never know
whether or not a genetic chanbad occurred, and if it had, whether it would be passed
on to a child, would cause discernible problems for that child, or would be carried on
and appear several generations in the future.

As experts and the news media reported on the studies, thejedagoroblem
of scientific fact and interpretation in the realm of public debate. As one of the more
unbiased letters to tidew York Timeexplained in June 1957, both the supporters and
detractors of continued nuclear testing used the same datateopteted it in different
ways>° Indeed, the concurrent Congressional hear@®gsved to bring out distinctions
that must be made between fact and value judgment, and served to emphasize how
difficult it is to give precise scientific definition to such rds as Oclean,0 Osafe,0 and
Ohazardou§¥i®But with the potential stakes of fallout so high for humanity, it was
virtually impossible to avoid value, morality, and emotion.

Despite the difficulties in applying valdaden terms to scientific data, agaima
again opponents on either side of the test ban debate returned to interpreting fallout data

on the global human scale. Those who saw testing as a geopolitical necessity described

>*You Can Beat thAtomic Bombdirected by Walter Colmes, written by Louis Allen
(Emerson Film Corporation and Crystal Productions Inc., 1950), film.

> Louis S. Osborne, OLetter to the Editor: EstimatingdtalHazard,®lew York Times
June 30, 1957.

* United States Congress Joint Committee on Atomic En&gyymaryAnalysis of
Hearings May 2729, and June-3, 1957 on the Nature of Radioactive Fallout
and Its Effect on Man(Washington, DC: GPO, August 1957).
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fallout data in terms of percentages, while those who advocated for &mtestng
decried the loss in terms of whole numbers. In other words, if testing was presumed to
cause a 0.2% increase in birth defects, the number seemed quite small. However, applied
to the world®s population, this might translate to 3,000 additiefeitive births By
using numbers, rather than percentages, test ban advocates grafted human faces to cold
statistics. Applied to a global population, even small percentages took human form in the
thousands and hundreds of thousands. The interpretivevirark of fallout data thus
carried heavy moral implications. For some, the rhetorical meaning was obvious: AEC
officials used the terrpopulationgdwhile their opponents used the wdistople®

For some Americans, however, the bleakness of the situatadeCany
discussion of how many are killed or injured, or how their number compares with the
number of victims of more familiar hazardsE completely irrelev@ite author,
William T. Evans of San Jose, California, continued in a letter to Presidsitawer:

The point is that the damage is done by our deliberate action. There is a

random selection of casualties and yet we would not think of holding a

lottery to select even one victim to expose to the testing of any other type

of new weapon, regardiesf the presumed importance of such testing.

We must have the moral maturity to see that it makes absolutely no

difference whether we can identify the victims of our present nuclear

tests, or whether they are alive now, or are yet to be born, genetically

defective, in the distant futuré.

Similarly, a group of concerned citizens wrote in several African American newspapers

>"The numbers here are taken fr@sborne, Cetter to the Editor: Estimating Fablut
Hazard,O where laeknowledges that they are only estimates.

*8|n his review ofThe Voyage of the Lucky Dragddene Marine credits this
observation to his wifedsene Marine, OWho Makes the DecisionB@j@tin d
the Atomic Scientists4 (June 1958).

*9William T. Evans to President Dwight D. Eisenhower, June 15, 1957. Folder OEO; Box
1; Subseries B; Series BSANE-SPC.
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to supporGscientists who say that the loss is too great and that all testing shou@stop.
Or, as Carl Johnson of Wisconsin wratd\iewsweek®nce upon a time, war affected
only those in the line of fire; now it reaches unto the third and fourth generéttons.

But the argument against fallout did not only focus on concern for future
generations. Antinuclear advocates argued ttlauteendangered the health of
Americans living at the time as well. The public used scientific information made
available to them by the fallout studies to focus on an evolving public health concern:
the contamination of American food products. More dpeadly, fallout anxiety found
expression in the controversy surrounding strortf@@mn commercial milk and wheat
supplies in the mid.950s. Strontiur®0, a radioactive byproduct of nuclear reactions,
became the poster child for the unseen and-teng mnsequences of atmospheric
fallout. Because of its long hdife of 28.8 years, strontium fallout stays in the
atmosphere, solids, and water longer than many other byproducts of nuclear explosions.
Debris from the Nevada Test Site containing stronrtf@@austed the American
heartland and was absorbed by crops and grazing animals. In particular, AmericaOs dairy
cows ingested contaminated grasses and passed on the radioactivity to commercial milk
products. The level of radioactivity was typically trace. HesvestrontiumOs affinity to
calcium meant that living things could easily process it as they process calcium. In
humans, strontium can be integrated into bone tissue, which is not easily regenerated or

replaced through normal bodily functions. Thus, andaones, it cannot be flushed out

%0 OLetter to the Editor: Stop-Bbmb Testing,@lainQeaIer August 23, 1957
Concerned Citizens, OThe People SpelkeC(Chicago DefendgAugust 17,
1957.

®1 Carl W. Johnson, OLetter to the Editdtg/sweekluly 1, 1957.
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easily by the liver or kidneys.®> Moreover, strontium-90 radiation was known to cause
leukemia and bone cancer.

The late-1950s fervor about strontium-90 was due to a number of factors.
Because it persisted in the human environment longer, it provided a concrete method of
quantifying the changes wrought by nuclear tests on human biology, even if the long-
term effect of fallout was not yet totally understood. The issue took on additional
urgency when, in early 1957, a Columbia University team published findings in Science
that the bodies of children with still-developing bones held much higher concentrations
of strontium than those of adults.®® Scientists reasoned that children, especially those
who had been born since the start of the Atomic Age, may be in unique danger. This
concern for children catalyzed a series of additional studies.

Most notably, the St. Louis Citizens’ Committee for Nuclear Information (CNI)
began collecting children’s deciduous teeth in 1958 in order to gauge how much

strontium was collecting in human bones.** The Baby Tooth Survey was a non-invasive

62 Despite an AEC press release that in 1954 claimed that “with very few exceptions...
most radiactive [sic] substances are readily eliminated by the liver.” See “A.E.C.
Manual Cited,” New York TimeMarch 26, 1954.

63 J. Laurence Kulp, Walter R. Eckelmann, and Arthur R. Schulert, “Strontium-90 in
Man,” Sciencel 25, no. 3241 (1957). Like many other early fallout studies, the
data was highly controversial. Ralph Lapp, for example, criticized the study for
omitting bones of very young children, born since the Bravo series in 1954. See
Divine, Blowing on the Windl 17-8.

64 Kelly Moore, Disrupting Science: Social Movements, American Scientists, and the
Politics of the Military, 19461975(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
2008), chapter 4; Rosalind Early, “How to Stop a Nuclear Bomb: The St. Louis
Baby Tooth Survey, 50 Years Later,” St. Louis September 20, 2013; Sullivan,
Nuclear DemocracyCaroline Jack and Stephanie Steinhardt, “Atomic Anxiety
and the Tooth Fairy: Citizen Science in the Midcentury Midwest,” The Appendix
2, no. 4 (October 2014).
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experiment on human biology and it gathered samples from AmeXcaaksiding

childrerN eager to participate in advancing scientific research. The materials used to
advertisedDperation TootBwere lighthearted and childriented, featuring laughing
cartoon children with missing front teeth. In exchange for their teeth, cnilidipants
were granted a club card and a button decladimgive my tooth to sciend@The

collection materials made little reference to fallout dangers, although, somewhat
incongruously, some featured a tooth fairy sprinkling magic dust made upinédtyl
atomic diagram& However, the scientific team conducting the survey had an
established history of fallout activism, and those involved had a vested grassroots
interest in a nuclear test ban and disarmament. As Dr. Eric Reiss would put it several
yeass into the experimenGa community can by its own efforts and resources learn how
much [s]trontium 90 is in the bones of its kids. You donOt have to wait for Washington
or anyone else to point the w&f.William Cuyler Sullivan, Jr., historian of the CNI,

has called thi€huclear democracg’

Yet strontium90 in milk aroused concern from the general public for other
reasons as well. StrontiumOs presence irNnailfoodstuff assumed to be wholesome,
healthful, and puifé seemed especially sinister. MilkOs ubiquity in American diets as a
staple farrly food raised an urgent alar@hrough foodDas environmental historian

Kendra SmiteHoward puts itQadioactive residues could penetrate what had become

% See the Rosenthal Collection, Washington University in St. Louis Archives.

® Bob Poos, OCollection of Baby Teeth Aids Strontium 90 StiRBading Eagle
February 4, 1962

%7 Sullivan,Nuclear Democracy2.
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the very symbol of the American way of life: the suburban hé¥héhen homogenized
with ideas of aburban family, milkOs cultural meaning became a sign of abundance and
progress. In the face of fallout, however, milk became a threat to the sanctity of the
American homé&® Thanks to the rise of industrialized agriculture and the national
distribution offood, fallout that contaminated food staples in the heartland could make it
to breakfast tables across the nation. FalloutOs distribution in foodstuffs was a reminder
of the ubiquity of atmospheric fallout; not even the suburbs could escape this postwar
threat.

But perhaps more importantly, fallout in food, especially strontium in milk,
threatened the health of AmericaOs chil@téumivertisers had long framed milk as a
critical component of a growing childOs diet, but the strontium controversy raises! doubt
about its safety. Scientisictivists emphasized that children would bear the heaviest
burden of nuclear test dangers because they had spent their entire lives in falloutOs
shadow, suggesting illness later in life and a shortened life expectancy,tioratidthe
possible effects on future generations.

For some American parents, this threat to their families was the most convincing

reason to halt testing. When asked about his involvement in antinuclear protest,

®8 Kendra SmithHoward,Pure and Modern Milk: An Environmental History since 1900
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2014), 130.

% Also seeElaine Tyler MayHomeward Bound: American Families in the Cold War
Era (New York, NY: Basic Books, 1988).

OSANEDs 1958 ad demands Owe must stop the contamination of the air, the milk
children drink, the food we eat,O suggesting a special connection between milk
and childhood healtiNational Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy,
OAdvertisement: Nuclear Bombs Can Destroy All Life in Wse® York Times
April 11, 1958.
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prominent pacifist Albert Bigelow notetiatQt is now the little children, and most of all

the as yet unborn who are the front line tro6s$n April 1958, Stephen Pfeiffer sent a
shapshot to his Senator. The backside of the photograph, which captures a smiling young
girl playing on a suburbasidewalk, carries only the captiodior the sake of my niece,
Jessica and the wdBs children stop bomb testing [€¥¢]Lois Grebbs of Sandy, Utah,

feared for her children@itle bodies, and the bodies and minds of all the little children

who have ken exposed to this terrible conditi@i Appearing alongside a letter to the

editor that blamed a rash of juvenile delinquency on working mothers, the positioning of
GrebbsO letter implicitly suggests that fallout was perceived as yet another condition of
modern life threatening the 1950s American family.

Concerned citizens interpreted fallout science in more emotional ways. Irene
Burke, a lettemriter to theLos Angeles Timesas outraged that her and her husbandOs
future &hildren might be monsters freaks3* Suddenly, the science fiction of
irradiated creatures applied to humans. Because these warnings centered around

children, they galvanized everyday Americans in a new way. Americans who responded

"I Mrs. Walter S. Davidson, OLetter to the Edit&aét Hampton StafFebruary 27,
1958.

2 Stephen D. Pfeiffer to Sator H. Alexander Smith, July 23, 1998uclear Tests;
1958; Box 468, Folder 18; HABUL.

3 Lois Grebbs, OAnother Plea to Halt Nuclear Bomb Festtter to the Editor,Dhe
Deseret NewsJuly 22, 1957.

" Irene Burke, OLetter to the Editor: OFallows Fkos Angeles Timeslay 28, 1955.
Others used language such as Omonstrosities and low grade moroBsu@tSee
Sprague, OWhy Pacific Tests Should Be Cancelai|{)Boston GlobgApril
11, 1958Helen Hosler of Green Valley, CA suggested that perhaps the Omutants
or monstersO be called OOLibbyansO or some such appellationO in order to bring
public scorn onto prtest policymaker such as Willard Libby. Sdelen Hosler,
OLetter to the Editor: Fadlut Fear,Qos Angeles Timedune 16, 1957.
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to the milk scare had a basic understanding ohéve and nuanced understanding of
fallout. They understood that its entry into their homes and the bodies of their children
posed an especially egregious threat. But as Associated Press science writer Alton
Blakeslee reported, parents often overreacteldestientific reports about fallout,
noting Qhe scientistOs phrase of Omight be hazardousO is sometimes taken to mean any
amount will be hazardouS?

Finally, the milk contamination controversy reinvigorated a {stajmding
dialogue about access to séded as a basic democratic right. Thus it constitutes an
important site of postwar political activisthSince the Progressive Era, food safety had
long been on the agenda of consumer rights organizations. Milk, in particular, had a long
history of engagingitizen consumers, especially women. In fact, several prominent
members of local consumer groups collaborated with scientists to form the St. Louis
Citizens® CommittéésStill, the fallout contamination in milk took on characteristics
unique to the Atomic Age. Unlike earlier fights over bacterial contamination and
antibiotic usage, fallout in milk was a consequence of-$gdtactions. For these fallout
activists, the ciprit was the state, not industry. Fallout as a food contaminant brought
consumers into direct conversation with federal policymakers over matters of rights and

responsibilities. Indeed, fearing consumer boycott, the dairy industry even led some of

> Alton Blakeslee, OParents Often Too Fearful About RadiationOs Dampers,O
Gadsden TimeAlabama), May 2, 1962.

" Historians such as Lizabeth Cohen have identified the Owidely accepted linkage of
consumpn and citizenship,O but have not examined how this relationship
evolved under the pressures of the Atomic Ageabeth CohenA ConsumerOs
Republic: The Politics of Mass Consumption in Postwar Amé¢Neav York,

NY: Vintage Books, 2004), 183.

" Smith-Howard,Pure and Modern Milk129.
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these charges against the AEC. Thus, the fallout controversy can be considered an
informative site at which—as historian Lizabeth Cohen has described—"political
practice and American values, attitudes, and behaviors tied to mass consumption became
intertwined.””® Milk, as a consumer good that could potentially imperil citizens, was a
powerful locus for political action.

Given the powerful misgivings about fallout, the American public must have
been heartened by the Eisenhower administration’s decision to agree to a temporary test
moratorium with the Soviet Union and Great Britain beginning on October 31, 1958.
The relief was short-lived. Because all three nations ramped up weapons testing in the
months leading to the moratorium, atmospheric fallout was at its highest level yet in the
year that followed. Indeed, the United States alone conducted 77 nuclear tests in first 10
months of 1958, slightly more than the previous four years combined.” So much for the
assumption that testing would continue at a stable rate. Historian Robert A. Divine notes
that “the American people, unprepared for this sudden rise in radiation levels, reacted
with an alarm that at times bordered on panic” as food contamination scares once again
made headlines and came under investigation in Congress.*® The delayed increase in
fallout levels again reminded the public that fallout was invisible and persistent and
would be a troubling presence for years to come, even if the moratorium was extended
indefinitely.

In the late 1950s, activists and everyday Americans alike latched onto a new and

8 Cohen, A ConsumerOs Republic
" Nevada Operations Office U.S. DOE, “United States Nuclear Tests,” Xi.

% Divine, Blowing on the Wind62.
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broadened understanding of fallout dangers and used it to make claims in the civic
sphere. The strontit®0 controversy could not have emerged without the newly
available and rapidhgvolving fallout research. Wi an eye toward consumer safety and
public health, activist research teams carved out new public authority to explain
scientific research on fallout. Their messages transformed the public perception of
fallout from a scientific technicality to a deeply misome threat to individual lives. Put
another way, the science that supported a test ban was a science that prioritized the
human over the nation. In questioning the stateOs use of fallout research, concerned
citizens articulated an unwillingness to sagphe stateOs broader nuclear policy agenda.

The new fearsome face of falldusomething that now lurked in every corner of
the earthl was becoming an unacceptable consequence of Cold War geopolitics.
Although scientists on both sides of the controvemsytinued to admit that there was
much science could not yet definitively explain about human health and fallout, falloutOs
ubiquity, perceived danger, and its effect on the general public caused more and more
Americans to adopt a Aisk attitude toward uclear testing. Even without knowing with
certainty how humans would suffer in the long run, a broad group of concerned
individuals coalesced around demands for a ban on nuclear testing. Perhaps the
unknown, in this case, was even more of a catalyst Heahard scientifi€dactO

Activism and Public Pushback

Personal concern about the dangers of fallout manifested a range of responses
and actions. Americans talked with their neighbors, boycotted certain consumer
products, sought out the newest scientiéisearch, wrote letters to elected officials and

editors of newspapers, formed awareness committees, and participated in nonviolent
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protest. Protest could be found from the most local grassroots level to that of national
civic organizations. Methods, desired outcomes, and constituency varied, but at the root
of all these responses was a discussion of democracy. Those involved in antinuclear
protest connected the problem of fallout to issues of representation, public access to
information, and governance, while embracing strategies of civic protest. The problem
of fallout gave Americans a new and urgent means for discussing how nuclear weapons
were transforming the relationship between citizens and their state.

When Albert Schweitzer had warned the public of “the greatest and most terrible
danger” in April 1957, he noted that “an opinion informed of the dangers involved...
stands in no need of plebiscites or of forming committees to express itself. It works
through just being there.”®' For Schweitzer, public opinion based on reason was enough
to sway policymakers to reach an agreement to halt testing. He believed in the power of
a government’s accountability to its citizens and saw public education and discussion as
part of that project.

Others likewise recognized that the very integrity of democratic practice was at
stake. During a televised debate between Linus Pauling and Edward Teller in 1958, the
moderator introduced the fallout matter as “an enormous burden” because “it is the very
essence of democracy that the people are sovereign in determining the policies to be
pursued with respect to their [weapons’] future use. It is apparent that we are appallingly
unprepared to make these decisions.”®* In his Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists review of

Ralph Lapp’s 1958 The Voyage of the Lucky Dragon, Gene Marine linked the fallout

81 Schweitzer, “A Declaration of Conscience.”

82 «Fallout and Disarmament: A Debate between Linus Pauling and Edward Teller,”
Daedalus 87, no. 2 (Spring 1958).
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controversy and American democracy more explicitly. Marine praises Lapp’s narrative
as presenting “the central question on whose answer may depend the survival of our
democracy.” Lapp’s story, he contended, uses a narrow group of actors to bring
attention to a problem that faces all Americans:

In a democracy, the decision-making process belongs to you and me. That

process... is directly dependent on the circulation of accurate

information... The important thing about the voyage of the Lucky

Dragon—aside from the effect on the particular human beings involved—

is that it forced, ultimately, information that was and is so vital to the

decision-making process.™*
For Marine, the guardians of that vital information were both obscured from public view
and guilty of obscuring information. Citing philosopher Charles Frankel, Marine says
that the Lucky Dragon incident demonstrated that “the overhanging problem... is the
drift of decision-making authority into key positions that are anonymous, the
development of an institutional structure that denies the individual genuine options, and
the increasing inadequacy of our inherited mechanisms of public discussion and consent
to control this situation.” The fallout controversy not only revealed a problematic
relationship between the public and the AEC, but also signaled a wider crisis in the state
of American democratic culture.

And yet, there existed a hunger for information and a group of concerned citizens

determined to act upon it. After Schweitzer’s appeal appeared in the Saturday Review,

Americans across the country wrote to the magazine requesting copies of the article and

8 Marine, Who Makes the Decisions?,” 236.
$ Ibid., 237.
% Ibid., quoted from Charles Frankel, The Case for Modern Man (New York, NY:

Harper and Brothers, 1956).
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the series of editorials that followed. Their requests ranged from small—a few copies to
be distributed to close friends and family—to larger and more organized. The
“Declaration” was reviewed from churches and synagogues to high school history
classes to bridge parties.*® Others saw it as an ideal document to send to their elected
officials, or as B. J. Arsnato of Akron, Ohio, put it, the statement “should be required
reading for all; not least for [AEC chairman] Admiral Strauss and the golfer with the
fatuous smile who unfortunately graces the White House.”®’

Many readers understood the importance of grassroots education and lamented
that Americans remained unaware of the dangers of testing. Some readers worried that
the Review’s readership was too narrow and suggested that Schweitzer’s statement be
republished in newspapers, Woman’s Day, or Reader’s Digest. As Beth Campbell of
Vernon Center, New York argued, “if the message is meant for us, seems to me it ought
to be in a publication read by more of us.”® Phillip Hildreth, a real estate agent in
Tucson, Arizona, addressed the issue by starting what he called “a sort of one man

crusade on a purely local level.”® Hildreth made what Cousins called an “excellent radio

statement” when interviewed by a local station. Hildreth planned to organize other

8 Lynn Hough Corson, “Caught in the Fallout,” The Bulletin of the Haddonfield
Methodist Church, May 26, 1957; Folder “C”; Box 1; Subseries B-1; Series B;
SANE-SPC; Meredith Bloss to the Saturday Review, June 9, 1957; Folder “B”;
Box 1; Subseries B-1; Series B; SANE-SPC; Vera D. Bruestle to Norman
Cousins, June, 1957; Folder “B”; Box 1; Subseries B-1; Series B; SANE-SPC.

87B. J. Arsnato to the Saturday Review, July 7, 1957; Folder “A”; Box 1; Subseries B-1;
Series B; SANE-SPC.

8 Beth Campbell to the Saturday Review, May 20, 1957; Folder “C”; Box 1; Subseries
B-1; Series B; SANE-SPC.

% Phillip Hildreth to Norman Cousins, May 4, 1957; Folder “Correspondence of
Norman Cousins A-K”’; Box 2; Subseries B-1; Series B; SANE-SPC.
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publicity on television, radio, and print in the Tucson area. “Perhaps,” he admitted, “it’s
silly...

With all the national publicity what can a little local bit hope to

accomplish? Perhaps nothing. However, the man you meet on the street

or talk to at the bank has greater reality than someone hundreds or

thousands of miles away. It is my hope that some of this (close-at-hand,

people talking to people) reality may rub off onto the subject [of

fallout].”

Americans identified a need to form committees and mobilize educational groups
in hundreds of letters sent to Cousins at the Saturday Review. In the summer of 1957,
Albert V. Baez, a physics professor at Stanford University, had attracted almost 300
citizens of Palo Alto to the first meeting of an ad hoc organization, the Peninsula
Committee for the Abolition of Nuclear Tests. Because Baez was Quaker and came from
a family of pacifists, he had resisted involvement in Cold War arms development in his
professional life. However, his research into X-rays made him well-connected in the San
Francisco Bay-area scientific community. The committee enlisted help from local
newspapers, peace groups, women’s organizations, and Baez’s scientific colleagues.
Leaders boasted that the committee’s first meeting was well-attended, despite being “on
a night when a local school issue of great importance was being discussed elsewhere.”"
The next year, Baez’s daughter, Joan, who would go on to become a prominent musician
activist in the 1960s, performed her first act of civil disobedience by refusing to

participate in her high school’s civil defense drill.”

% Ibid.

1 Albert V. Baez, “Acting on the Schweitzer Declaration of Conscience,” c. July 1957;
Folder “B”’; Box 1; Subseries B-1; Series B; SANE-SPC.

%2 «Joan Baez Appears at Stamford Palace,” The Hour, November 14, 1989.
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Fallout concerns gave women, even those bound by their roles as mothers and
housewives, cause to stake a claim in national policy throagismots organizing.In
a 1956 campaign film for Adlai Stevenson, Eleanor Roosevelt spoke @vatien,
who are the natural conservers of humanQiéed believed that womedwill realize
that [a test ban] is almost the most important thing to theepefathe world and the
existence of the human race in the fut@¥dn June 1957, Mrs. John W. May and Mrs.
Martin Davis,Qwo young Connecticut mothe@prmed the Connecticut Committee to
Halt Nuclear Testing and gathered approximately 2,000 petitjmatsires in just two
weeks?® May and Davis delivered the petition to the White House and walked the halls
of Congress to spread their message. On the north side of Chicago, nine women
organized special paretgacher association meetings to discuss fiflseffects on
children® Fallout thus became an arena within which women could claim political
authority.

Like BaezOs Peninsula Committee, larger national organizations tapped into
existing activist networks to act against nuclear testing. In the la@s 188tablished
interfaith and pacifist organizations took up the cause of a nuclear test ban.

Organizations such as the Fellowship of Reconciliation, the (Quaker) Friends Peace

% Mrs. Lee B. Lusted, OFearful Mothergi Washington Post and Times Herald, June
18, 1957Women also marshaled motherhood as authority for the other side of
the argument, too. S@obbie B. Coppage, ONecessary RigkdWashington
Post and Times Herald, May 14 1958who was afraid of fallout for her children
but more afraid of the fall of democracy.

% Nuclear Test Ban, 11:5%12:13.

% Reporter By Elsie Carper Staff, OHousewives Petition Ike to Halt Nuclear Testing,O
The Washington Post and Times Herald, June 26, 1957.

% O5 PTA Units to Hear of Atom Fallout®icago Daily Tribune, September 26, 1957.
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Committee, NorViolent Action Against Nuclear Weapons, the War Resisters lesagu

the Committee for Nonviolent Action, and the WomenOs International League for Peace
and Freedom collaborated to lead vigils, stage protest marches, and organize publicity
campaigns across the nation. Many of these organizations werestadllished befe

the advent of nuclear weapons but found common cause against war and the machinery
of the Cold War. Although supported by church congregations and subsidiary groups
throughout the country, the national leadership of these organizations was remarkably
insular. Prominent members in many groups includedkweilvn social activists,

including Lewis Mumford, A. J. Muste, Clarence Pickett, Norman Thomas, Dorothy

Day, and George Willoughby. The organizations overlapped and grew out of one
another, often withyecutive committees convening at the same building in Center City,
Philadelphid’

Until the fall of 1957, however, many of these national committees were located
on the fringes of the mounting public pushback against nuclear weapons. Thek weeks
long vigils at the Nevada Test Site and in Washington, DC, occasioralguvith local
law enforcement at protests, and a tendency to be framed as Soviet sympathizers made
them targets for public criticism. Conversely, local committees and individuals like
Phillip Hildreth, the lone crusader in Tucson, suffered from a lack of national visibility.

Then, in November 1957, the National Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy, what

72006 Walnut Street was also home to the Central Committee for Conscientious
Objectors, as well as other organizations that undoubtedly interacted with on
another. The CNVA, in particular, was acutely aware of its position among many
organizations and went out of its way to cooperate, but not ov€tapmittee
for Nonviolent Action, Meeting Notes, September 17, 1959; Folder OExecutive
Committee Minutes 137-19590; Box 1; Series |; Records of the Committee for
Nonviolent Action (DG 017), Swarthmore College Peace Collection (hereafter
referred to as CNVASPC).
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would become known as SANE, published a-pabe ad in th&lew York Times
declaringQwe are facing a danger unlike any danger that has ever exi§iedE
Simultaneously declaring its establishment as an organization and its Gedge

cause of peace with justice on eaDBANE attracted more attention than perhaps any
other campaign sincecBweitzerOs appeal. Indeed, SANE had the backing of those who
could assure its publicity: Norman Cousins was its leader. This first appeal carried with
it the signatures of a host of established figures, including Pickett, Thomas, and
Mumford, as well asrd@inuclear journalist John Hersey and Eleanor Roosevelt, by then
the chairwoman of the international Human Rights Commission.

Although not completely separate from the Friends and previous protest
organizations, SANE became more prominent than its prestase$n assuming the
leadership of fledgling group such as BaezOs Peninsula Committee, the Emergency Bay
Area Fallout Committee, the Connecticut Committee to Halt Nuclear Tests, the San
Diego Society to Abolish Nuclear Weapons, and others, SANE becanitng u
organization that could garner national mainstream attention. Newspapers across the
country reprinted the November SANE ad and those that follSh&@y the summer of

1958, SANE had a membership of around 25,000 people in 130 chapters across the

% National Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy, OAdvertisgment: We Are Facing a
Danger Unlike Any Danger That Has Ever Existed. NeyYork Times
November 15, 1957.

% By December 26, Othe advertisement had been reprinted in 20 other newspapersg
[and] pubication is planned in an additional 37 cities within the coming weeks.O
OSane Nuclear Policy Group Reports Strong Respdvidegkee Journal
December 30, 1957.
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nation°° By 1959, widespread advocacy for a test ban had expanded outside the
boundaries of American scientific, intellectual, and religious circles, and had come to
incorporate the voices of grassroots America.

As with earlier campaigns against nuclear tgstBANEOs campaign
encountered resistance. Some journalists thought the campaignOs claims were too
emotional and sensationalf§t.In April 1958, Timepublished a feature article titled
(How Sane the SANERwhich called the organizationOs objectives the sestwhat
the sworn enemies of religion, liberty and peace i¥&ped to accomplist??

As attention to fallout ran the gamut from individual grassroots activism to
powerful national organizations, its discussion pointed to a paradox in democratic
govemnance in the Atomic Age: how could a democratic state potentially sacrifice the
safety of its subjects with the very activities that leaders claimed would guarantee public
safety? Sethelp, the dominant rhetoric used to prescribe safety for civiliaieievent
of an attack, could do nothing to protect Americans from the dangers of nuclear fallout
from weapons testing. As public pressure for a test ban mounted, policymakers instead
turned to other strategies in an attempt to manage public opinion.

Arguing that they were acting in the interest of public safety, many federal
leaders defended the continuation of nuclear testing by framing it as a Cold War

necessity. Tests, they argued, allowed the United States to maintain a diplomatic upper

190 As quoted irMilton S. Katz,Ban the Bomb: A History of Sane, the Committee for a
Sane Nueear Policy(New York, NY: Praeger, 1986), 28ome controversy in
the numberOSane Nuclear Unit Backs Eisenhowle®@ York TimesAugust 23
1958.

1% bivine, Blowing on the WindL67-8.

192 OHow Sane the SanePi@e71, no. 16 (April 21, 1958).
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hand on the international stage. The possession and development of nuclear arms assured
civilian safety because the threat of massive retaliation was the only way to prevent
global war. These leaders use a familiar language of arms race competition to suggest
that the status quo be maintained. Indeed, their rhetoric made little distinction between
the cessation of tests and disarmament more broadly. Similarly, they used familiar tropes
of McCarthyism to accuse test ban supporters of a lack of patriotism, naiveté, or
communist sympathies. While these strategies found resonance among some American
citizens, the political weight of anticommunism had waned by the end of the decade.

By placing their arguments within the framework of earlier aspects of nuclear
citizenship, test supporters suggested that little had changed in the years since Castle
Bravo. When well-known public officials such as Edward Teller or Willard Libby
discussed the science of fallout, they stuck to a remarkably consistent message
throughout the late 1950s: fallout is not especially dangerous. For them, fallout was an
acceptable—and almost negligible—risk that did not outweigh the need to maintain a
diplomatic course or merit a change in policy.

Those Americans who supported continued testing used this kind of logic to
underpin how they understood the diplomatic situation of the late 1950s. They framed
the Soviet Union as simultaneously calculating, unreasonable, unpredictable, and
irrational. Diplomatic agreements for nuclear de-escalation hinged upon trust, something
that many Americans were not willing to grant to Soviet leadership. Indeed, in public
opinion polls conducted prior to 1958, Americans “strongly [opposed] unilateral

American [test] cessation while generally approving, by fairly large majorities, a
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multilateral agreemer@@®® As official talks for a test ban emerged in the final years of
the 1950s, the most troubling point of contention was whether an effective monitoring
system could hold nations to their word, a clear indicator of a similarewf mistrust
characterizing diplomatic decision making.

In the context of the global Cold War, the cases for continuing and halting testing
were both powerful. The great dilemma of fallout was that the unkiNaama what
could not be knowN greatly outveighed certainties. Proponents of continued testing
and weapons development argued that nuclear research kept Americans safe by keeping
them at the forefront of the arms race. It was unknown whether a war would ever come,
but present global safety was anmamportant goal than guarding future individuals
against a small chance of harm. Wivasscertain was that if a war should come, many
millions would suffer. As such, test supporters frequently argued that any resulting
contamination would still be bettdran upsetting a fragile nuclear stalemate and
bringing the world into nuclear holocaust. Others notedGhat indefinitely preferable
to gamble with the atomic unknown than to gamble against what the Kremlin would do
if it ever got a nuclear strangield on the world3**

Yet an increasing number of Americans used a similar logic to argue just the
opposite. For proponents of a test ban, the only certainty was that nuclear tests caused
genetic changes, however imperceptible or dormant. The possibiitstr was

unknown, and probably unknowable. As C. P. Snow would put it in TB&yeen a

193 Eygenel. Rosi, QMass and Attentive Opinion on Nuclear Weapons Test and Fallout,
19541963,0'he Public Opinion Quarterl29, no. 2 (1965): 281.

104G The Known and the Unknowm@ll Street JournalMay 13, 1957.
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risk and a certainty a sane man does not he€k&tm their formal and informal
organizing, Americans implemented a range of critiques and protest methods.érbey w
responsible for organizing educational campaigns, circulating and signing petitions,
participating in nonviolent demonstrations, sending civilian diplomats to the Soviet
Union, and even filing lawsuits against the federal governii&mhrough these
acions, a growing number of Americans protested against nuclear policy and demanded
a new relationship be built between the citizen and the state, one that could better protect
civilians and was better suited to the new demands of the Atomic Age.

For many Anericans, it was clear that if the United States had chosen to fight the
Cold War as a means to assure democracy and freedom in the world, the nation would
also have to reconcile how democratic governance was changing on the domestic front.
Indeed, one 0BANEOs later ads ran with the ti@lep contamination without
representatio@calling upon a powerful tradition of protest against the abuses of
government®’ Armed with the knowledge of the threat to personal health, civilians
suggested that nuclear pymakers no longer had claims to preventing danger. In fact,
it seemed that they had created the unacceptable consequences of war in peacetime. As a

New Jersey resident wrote in 19%Ihe times are so urgent that the same old way of

105 National Committee for a SANE Nuclear Policy, OWhat Is Sane?,0 (c. 1961), Box 1;
OCivil Defense,O Subject Fil8gyarthmore College Peace Collection.

% OAtomic Test Foes to Ask Soviet BaNgv York TimesApril 15, 1958 OPacifists
Picket Again,lew Yok Times April 16, 1958 O600 Rally in City for Atomic
Peace,®ew York TimedVarch 29, 1959.

197 dAdvertisement: No Contamination without RepresentatienOyork Herald
Tribune March 24, 1958.
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trusting in armed mighmust give way to an entirely different appro&t¥.For these
Americans, the AEC seemed to be sacrificing the health and safety of future individuals
for a militarized logic that seemed increasingly illogical. Diplomatic strategy thus
became the sharedtiéory of scientists, peace activists, consumer watchdogs, and a host
of new Americans brought into the dissenting fold. The push for a test ban stood in
direct opposition to the core of American Cold War strategy. Thus, the test ban debate
revealed fracires in American citizensO willingness to support the Cold War state. As
such, their protesiswhether rooted in consumer, human, or philosophical iyitsre
a political expression of nuclear citizenship.
Human, Nation, Globe

The public debate over fallband the American nuclear weapons program also
incited discussion about citizenship on a wider scale. To understand the science of
fallout was to recognize the shared experience of every citizen of the planet. Fallout gave
activists a means for discussinghts on a global scale, paralleling and reflecting the
postwar conversation about human rights and international governance. As antinuclear
advocates defended the rights of individuals to unencumbered access to safety, they
raised difficult theoreticajuestions about sovereignty, authority, and geography.
Concerns over fallout gave individuals a new way to conceptualize the relationship
between individuals and their local, national, and global communities.

On November 12, 1957, the Nfiolent Action Against Nuclear Weapons
(NVA) met in New York City to discuss future direct action disobedience campaigns.

Meeting just weeks after the Soviet Union launched Sputnik I, the earthOs first artificial

198 Edith McGrin to Senator H. Alexander Smith, July 21, 198iT¢lear Accident
Claims; 1957; Box 422, Folder 6; HASUL.
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satellite, Reverend A. J. Muste declared that “World War III [had] already started.” With
“the decision to respond to the Russian satellite launching by a stepped up arms
competition,” he continued, “we may now have passed from the Cold War stage in
which the possibility of peaceful settlement was always in people’s minds to the stage
where an all out arms race can no longer be halted.”'” Moved by what it identified as a
new chapter in the Cold War, the NVA began planning an intervention that far exceeded
the scope of their earlier protests. Targeting the next series of nuclear tests, slated for
Enewetak Atoll in April, the committee would sail a ship into the heart of the test site.

The NVA’s ketch, the Golden Ruleset sail for Hawaii in February 1958. The
committee publicized the voyage widely—it went so far as to publish in newspapers
across the country an open letter to President Eisenhower outlining their plan—and
attracting the attention of media, government agencies, and civilians.'' Hampered by
last-minute AEC regulations, stopped by court injunctions, and chased by the Coast
Guard, however, the ship never made it to the proving grounds. Despite its failure to
interrupt the test series, the Golden Rulerovoked widespread discussion, not all of it
positive. But like the spread of American fallout, the fight against nuclear weapons
testing had grown beyond its borders.

Although Americans understood fallout to be a problem that affected the entire
planet, issues like food contamination demanded a regionally-specific focus on North

America because they were products of testing at the Nevada Test Site. But the largest

1% Committee for Nonviolent Action Against Nuclear Weapons, Summary of
Committee Meeting, November 12, 1957; Folder “Executive Committee Minutes
1957-1959”; Box 1; Series I; CNVA-SPC.

10 <L etter to President Dwight D. Eisenhower,” Northport Journa) January 9, 1958.
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weapons, and those producing the most fallout, were tested at the Pacific Proving
Grounds (PPG) in the American-protected Marshall Islands. As the location of vy Mike,
Castle Bravo, and 65 other nuclear tests, the PPG was significantly more contaminated
than anywhere on the North American continent, and its fallout shadow was more
expansive. But the PPG’s location apart from the American homeland raised significant
questions about the United States’ responsibility to other nations and the world. If the
fallout from American nuclear tests could not be contained by American borders, what
responsibility did the United States have to protect the health and well-being of those in
foreign lands? The public debate about the meaning of fallout gave such ideas about
sovereignty and geography a new meaning.'"’

Debates over the political and cultural meaning of sovereignty had come to
define postwar philosophical discussions about the international community and human

rights. Still reeling from World War II atrocities, in 1945 the United Nations delegates

"1 For the purposes of this section, sovereignty is to be understood as the construction of
“supreme authority within a territory” (Philpott, SEP). Sovereignty, in this
definition, has two sides: external sovereignty, which is defined by a state’s
ability to maintain autonomy from other nations; and internal sovereignty, which
describes a state’s authority over the body politic within its own borders. As Dan
Philpott and others have argued, two major epochs have constituted state
sovereignty since its rise in the Middle Ages: the consolidation of sovereign
authority along lines of nation, and the circumscription of state sovereignty in the
form of global governing bodies, regulatory agencies, and economic
communities.' The latter era evolved in response to the abuses of sovereignty
during World Wars I and II, paving the way for the League of Nations and, later,
the United Nations, which increased the power of extra-sovereign global
agencies to protect human rights and enforce international law. For a thorough
overview of the theoretical foundations for the study of sovereignty, see the
Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, which argues that “supreme authority
within a territory” is a commonly-held, if simplified, working definition of
sovereignty. Dan Philpott, “Sovereignty,” in The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophyed. Edward N. Zalta (2014); and Dan Philpott, Revolutions in
Sovereignty: How Ideas Shaped Modern International Rela{iisceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2001).
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included a provision foommissions in the economic and social fields and for the
promotion of human rigst3*? After lengthy and difficult negotiations, the UN Human
Rights Commission issued the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) in 1948.
In the decades that followed, a series of international conventions and declarations
expanded on the UDHROs ldmyglist of rights to further delineate conditions that states
must and must not provide for their citizens. The postwar human rights era challenged
the unconditional sovereignty of nations and forced leaders, at least on paper, to concede
some powers of dhority to international law*?

Despite the American stateOs centralization of federal power during the early
Cold War, its diplomatic strategies evolved in a period when states began agreeing to
partial curtailment of their sovereignty in the interesglobal community** One sees
the shades of this trend in the way in which American officials defended continued
nuclear tests adcontributing] to the maintenance of international peace and security,

which is a basic [United Nations] Charter gG8f But by the mid1950s, the public

112 United Nations General Assembly, OUniversal Declaration of Human Rights,O
(1948), Article 68.

13 Upon its adoption, the UDHR incited signifitebacklash among American
conservatives and other critics. Ssrbara J. KeySReclaiming American
Virtue: The Human Rights Revolution of the 1970s (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2014), 4.

4 Here, | side with Andrew GrossmanOs argumeat @aktwar American political
development depended on a robust, not a weak, séatdr®v D. Grossman,
Neither Dead nor Red: Civil Defense and American Political Development
During the Early Cold War (New York, NY: Routlege, 2001};. Also seeAaron
L. Friedberg,/n the Shadow of the Garrison State: America’s Anti-Statism and
Its Cold War Grand Strategy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000).

13| indesay Parrott, OAtom Arms Tests by U.S. To Go ®eyYork Times, July 14,
1956, 2.
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began discussing nuclear policy within the language and framework of sovereignty as a
way to dispute nuclear testing. Americans increasingly felt that fallout was an example
of the failure of AmericaOs internal sovereigntyauithority over the body politic.
Fallout also stood to compromise other nationsO external sovereignty, their authority to
maintain autonomy outside their borders. As they imagined themselves as individual
players in a global drama where sovereignty canteguoestion, fallout activists located
themselves at a site where political philosophy and the lived experience of the Cold War
converged®

In this sense, growing concerns for the human cost of fallout emerged in the
context of an era of changing ideasabglobal responsibility. As Americans pondered
the consequences of proliferation and weapons development, test ban advocates began

using the language of global human rights to challenge nuclear policigese

1% seyla Benhbib would call these discussiatsnocratic iterations, or the Ocomplex
processes of public argument, deliberation, and exchathgeugh with
universalist rights claims are contested and contextualized, invoked and revoked,
posited and positionedhroughout legal and political institutions as well as in
the associations of civil societyS@yla Benhabib, OThe Legitimacy of Human
Rights,aedalus 137, no. 3 (2008): 98.

7 The use of human rights as a means for supporting a nuclear test ban foreshadows
what Keys calls the new and Oextraordinary heights of recognition and
popularityO in the 1970s. Indeed, she and several other historians have recently
argued the UDHR Ofailed to interest many people [at the time of its signing] or
for decadesO to conamuel MoynJThe Last Utopia: Human Rights in History
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2010)(Moyn says flatly that
human rights, as conceived in the UDHR Oinspired no movertigdt,@7) In
the 1940s and 50s, Keys argues, human rightagigmns were restricted to
several small religious organizations (OmarginalityOQ). I, too, would argue that
antinuclear human rights language was rooted in these religious protest
traditions. However, as secular organizations such as SANE began to adopt a
similar posture, | argue that, in antinuclearism, the logic of human rights found a
wide audience among antinuclear activists well before the 1970Ke$sge
Reclaiming American Virtue, 1.Keys later says this of postwar international
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Americans seized upon genetic researclotmd the alarm, echoing the universal
applicability of human rights. The fallout controversy also aligned easily with evolving
critiques about colonization, illustrating the disproportionate burden of fallout en non
nuclear states. And, as human rightsaoee the purview of international regulation,
some Americans marshaled renewed faith in an international body that could govern
nuclear weapons. For these Americans, an international sovereign power could better
protect individual humans than the states #haod between them.

Across these discussions, it is evident that nuclear weapons created a tense
relationship between individual humans, their states, and the global community. As
Eugene Rabinowitch, editor of tB&lletin of the Atomic Scientists, wrote in early 1957:

It is traditional for a nation to accept hardships and risks to defend its

national independence and to further what it considers its national

interests; but can a natidrany natiomN claim the right to impose

without consultation, hardstspand risks on all other nations? Not unless

its paramount aim is the common interest of all mankind; not unless it

accepts its responsibility to all men, and not only to its own pé&ple.

As the American public worked through this tension, a kind of ang®mbalism
emerged. Concerned with the wellbeing of the planet, test ban seekers placed their
concerns above the immediate needs of natiates. Fallout, they argued, was stateless,

and therefore demanded a transnational or stateless solution. Irsdpthgse

Americans reimagined the political contours of the global Cold War, believing that a test

social justice orgamations: Freedom HouseOs Olack of interest in international
law and its avoidance of a human rights label means that it should not be
considered a human rights organization in these years, even if some of its
activities focus on concerns that overlappethwiuman rights.id., 30.

Neither Keys nor Moyn consider the nuclear weapons in their analyses of the
early Cold War years.

118 Eygene Rabinowitch, OThe First Year of Deterrer@|@in of the Atomic
Scientists 13, no. 1(January 1957).
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barN and eventual disarmaméhtould not only reduce environmental dangers to
humans but could also bring a conclusion to the pressing global crisis aflthé/@r.
Prominent test ban advocates used the language of sovereignty to argue that
nuclear tests disregarded the rights of other nations. Writing to Senator H. Alexander
Smith, George Willoughby, a Quaker who would go on to maGtiiden Rule
claimed:Qt is no more moral for America to threaten the lives of other peoples through
the danger of fall out than it would be for our country to invade another country
destroying life and proper§}*° By framing fallout clouds as military forces invading
other rations, dissenters further blurred the lines between testing as an act of war or of
peace, one of the formal responsibilities of a sovereign entity. Legal scholars who had
been studying the international consequences of nuclear testing agreed in their own
terms, stating the difficulty in establishing¥eographic quarantine and the physical
consequences of thermonuclear tests in the PacificE are at a variance with the solemn
treaty obligation€3?° Other Americans echoed this rhetoric in laymanOs terms. In
response to a press release announcing the mission@bliten Rulean editorial in the
Denver Postalled on international law, arguin@ertainly no government could
possibly justify forcible removal [of the ketch] on any legal ground; the wateh& of t
Pacific are not the property of any coun@§*

Indeed, the permeability of geographic boundaries gave test ban advocates a way

119 George Wilbughby to Senator H. Alexander Smith, May 28, 196Xclear Tests;
1957; HASPUL.

120 Emanuel Margolisyale Law JournalApril 1955, as cited in editoria®Fallout in
Reverse,@he Washington Post and Times Her&@eéptember 9, 1956.

121 BThe Case of Four against the Mamefver Post. 1958 in Box 23; Series VI;
CNVA-SPC.
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to portray fallout as a transnational human issue. As longtime antinuclear advocate
Walter Lippman arguedvhen all the othenations are liable to the same harm, we have
no right, without their consent, to impose the risk upon tBéASANE claimed that
hone of the differences separating the governments of the world are as important as the
membership of all peoples in theman family3** More broadly, however, Americans
wondered, as Mrs. H. B. Hoffman of Pasadena wrote in X¥8Bat possible
justification can we have for so jeopardizing the future of the human race? IsnOt this
ultimate proof that we must give up our retiaron instruments of death and destruction
and replace fear with faith in the instruments of life?

Some advocates extended the human rights argument by pointing out that the
burden of heavier fallout fell disproportionately on citizens of countriegwolved in
the Cold War arms race. Immediately after the Castle Bravo test, its unexpectedly large
fallout radius forced the relocation not only of American servicemen, but of several
hundred Pacific Islanders living on nearby islands. The AEC spusitigion into a
narrative of happy relocation benefitting these residersjtanore Sun article claimed
that the relocated Marshalle@eever had it so go@@because of their access to modern

housing and better larté® But the incident demonstrated thygographic proximity to

122\yalter Lippmann, OToday and Tomorro®#@ Washington Post and Times Herald,
June 13, 1957.

12 SANE, OAdvertisement: We Are Facing a Danger Unlike Any Danger EsaEter
Existed....O0

124Mrs. H. B. Hoffman, OAtomic Genetic Dangersg®Angeles Times, April 4, 19565.

'2°ONever Had It So Good-BbmbOs OPoisoned Peopled Happy and Lazy on U.S. Aid,0
The Sun, July 3, 19550Fortuitous Fallout,Gme, July 8, 1957Also seeNorman
Solomon Harvey Wasserman, Robert Alvarez, and Eleanor Walters, OThe
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tests became evermore dangerous with the development of H-bombs. For the American
tests in the Pacific and the Soviet tests in Kazakhstan, assumptions that the regions were
“empty” were highly racialized and disregarded local inhabitants.'*® By the time the
French nuclear program began testing nuclear weapons in the Sahara Desert in 1960,
antinuclear advocates were already using the language of nuclear colonization to protest
the abuses of indigenous residents in the area.'*’

The dire consequences for non-nuclear nations were nowhere more evident for
Americans than in the 1957 book and its 1959 film adaptation, On the Beach. The plot
follows the last living people on the planet in the aftermath of a nuclear war. Marooned
in Melbourne, Australia, the survivors wait impending death as the radioactive fallout
from the war slowly works its way south through the world’s wind and water currents.'®
Although the drama relies on World War III as the catalyst for global annihilation, it
demonstrates that by the time of the film’s release, fallout had been cemented in the

public imagination as a force that could reach the farthest corners of the earth. The

narrative simultaneously indicts the logic of the arms race while serving as a warning

Islanders,” in Killing Our Own: The Disaster of America’s Experience with
Atomic Radiation (New York, NY: Dell Publishing Co., Inc., 1982).

126 Committee for Nonviolent Action, Summary Information on the Sahara Nuclear
Bomb Test Protest Team, December 22, 1959; Folder “Projects — Sahara Project
Printed Releases”; Box 13; Series VI; CNVA-SPC.

127 Lawrence S. Wittner, The Struggle against the Bomb, vol. 2, Resisting the Bomb: A
History of the World Nuclear Disarmament Movement 1954-1970 (Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press, 1997), 80; A. J. Siggins, “Africa Watches
Helplessly as Western World Moves Slowly to Destruction,” Philadelphia
Tribune, July 2, 1957.

128 On the Beach, directed by Stanley Kramer, Los Angeles, CA: Lomitas Productions,
Inc., 1959, film. Based on the novel by Nevil Shute, On the Beach (London:
Heinemann, 1957).
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about félout, even in places that have not experienced an attack (or a test). Writing to
the Pittsburgh PosGazette Helen F. Dice claimed the fillorces on our unwilling
minds the consideration of the possibility of annihilation by the explosion of nuclear
weapons, either directly or as the result of radia6on.

Finally, some American test ban groups took the logic one step further,
questioning the very utility of the natiestate in the Atomic Age. The Committee for
Non-Violent Action called upon moral aridgal authority when it claimedyve believe
that the natural rights of humanity are above the law of any nationaCktaed, as
the 1957 SANE ad put it,

Ethe sovereignty of the human community comes before all others

before the sovereignty of groypsabes, or nations. In that community,

man has natural rights. He has the right to live and grow, to breathe

unpoisoned air, to work on uncontaminated soil. He has the right to his

sacred nature. / If what nations are doing has the effect of destroying

these natural rights, whether by upsetting the delicate balances on which

life depends, or fouling the air, or devitalizing the land, or tampering with

the genetic integrity of man himself; then it becomesessary for people

to restrain and tame the natia***

Concern for the effects of fallout thus created a new politics, one that questioned state

authority in the interest of both the individual and the global.

All the same, many Americans, even those who supported a test ban or

129Helen F. Dice, OAct While ThereOs Time to Stop Wittsburgh PosGazette
February 15, 160.

130 committee for Nonviolent Action Against Nuclear Weapons, OA Call te\Naient
Action against Nuclear Weapons,O c. 1957; Folder OP®)detsada Vigil
19570; Box 11; Series VI; CNV8PC. Laura McEnanegivil Defense Begins
at Home: Militarization Meets Everyday Life in the Fiftié@Brinceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2000).

131 SANE, OAdvertisement: We Are Facing a Danger Unlike Any Danger That Has Ever

Existed...Qemphasis added).
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disarmament, remained omnitted to the integrity of the American state and the
American way of life. The fallout controversy did not incite a revolution to cast off the
authority of the state. It did, however, foster significant and powerful currents of doubt
as to whether thergas room for nuclearization in American democracy.
Conclusion

Within several years of the National Academy of Sciences study and the
grassroots fervor that followed, nuclear test ban advocates had gained a foothold in
American public culture. Policymakers followed suit, always with an eye toward
maintaining diplomat power. Although nuclearized nations had moved closer to
disarming during the test moratorium in the late 1950s, their progress was dashed in the
early 1960s in the face of escalating confrontations between the United States and the
Soviet Union. NevertHess, the idea of a test ban had enough resonance throughout this
period to culminate in the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963.

By the early 1960s, the nuclear test ban movement had subsumed disparate
sources of concern from a broad contingent of Amerahinternational critics.
Activists saw a test ban as a first step toward lotgyen goals, including nuclear
disarmament, progress toward decontaminating the earth of radioactive materials, and an
assurance of world peace. The push for a test banleeMba shifting terrain of cultural
citizenship. Nuclear fallout changed the way Americans understood their role as subjects
of a nation, what they expected from federal leadership, and the role of global authority
in negotiating these relationships. Thusing familiar discourses about rights, power,
and responsibility, test ban advocates constructed a new definition of nuclear citizenship.

Public engagement with the fallout issue had no small part in making a test ban
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come to pass. Fallout galvanizatizens like no other aspect of the nuclear threat. It

gave Americans a language for expressing ideas of human solidarity. Nuclear weapons
testing simultaneously united all people across borders and problematized the political
structures that separatedrierhe awareness of fallout gave civilians cause to doubt the
wisdom of Cold War policymakers in areas outside of nuclear weapons testing as well.
The next chapter will examine how public faith in civil defense waned in the late 1950s

and early 1960s, evexs federal support for civil defense reached its zenith.
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CHAPTER 6

ATOMIC AMERICA: THE EXPERT PUBLIC AND THE COLD WAR

Throughout the 1950s, public interest in civil defense increased when
international crises erupted and decreasédrasons subsidedThis ebb and flow had
become a routine and led to little discernible change across presidential administrations,
congressional sessions, and civil defense structures. When the Cold War seemed to be
heating up in the early 1960s, therota for renewed civil defense programs was
predictablé’ In his first year in office, President Kennedy devoted considerably more
support to national civil defense and public safety than had his predecessors. But
although Kennedy was able to secure a haidiyget line for a new civil defense mandate,
his actions drew harsh criticism. Despite renewed press attentiorpriofjle speeches,
and a revamped program, civil defense could not get off the ground.

How, then, do we explain why a public that had gelhesupported the idea of

civil defense throughout the 1950s could turn away from it at a time when nuclear war

! The New York State 1958 civil defense annual report lamented this cycle, saying OCivil
Defense preparations should not be turned on and off depending on the temporary
state of international relationsEllew York State Civil Defense Commission
OAnnual Rept© (1958), forward page 4, Folder 292, Box3tHseries 2:

Reference Files; Series 29: William J. Ronan (FA3NEJson A. Rockefeller
Gubernatorial Records, Rockefeller Archive Center (hereafter NARGR).

2 With regards to the Oheating upO of the Cold War: in September 1961, 53 percent of
surveyed Americans expected a war within five years, compared to only 19
percent in August 1959.om W. Smith, OTrends: The Cuban Missile Crisis and
U.S. Public Opinion,@he Public Opinion Quarterly 67, no. 2 (2003): 267.
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seemed most imminertPut more simply, why did Americans reject civil defefise?

To begin with, public faith in civil defense strategies hadlided drastically by
the end of the 1950s and the early 1960s. By then, the public had become aware of the
dangers of testing fallout, the harsh realities of hydrogen warfare and strategies of
massive retaliation, and the inadequacy of policies purptotagsure survival. Indeed,
policymakers faced mounting criticism of civil defense policies: at best, the scale of the
national civil defense program was insufficient. Echoing calls from as early as the late
1940s, some Americans continued to demand {acgée, federalhfinanced survival
assurances. When critics cast civil defense in its worst light, however, federal civil
defense policy seemed negligent and intentionally deceptive. Some of the same
individuals and groups that had mobilized against nueleapons testing in years past
came to find civil defense just as reprehensible and objected accordingly.

But the public pushback against civil defense was not simply an attack on federal

% Public opinion researchers noted in 1978 that throughout the 1950s, 60s, and 70s, there
existed an Ounderlying climate of strong supportO for the idea of a civil defense
programJiri Nehnevajsa, OlssugfsCivil Defense: Vintage 1978, Summary
Results of the 1978 National Survey,O ed. Defense Civil Preparedness Agency
(Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh University Center for Social and Urban
Research, 1978), 12Bublic opinion data collection thrghout these decades,
however, did not always ask consistent questions from year to year, nor did it
always account for nuanced answers that qualified favorable and unfavorable
responses from those polled.

“ Dee Garrison takes this question head on irbbek, Bracing for Armageddon: Why
Civil Defense Never Worked. This chapter takes cues from GarrisonOs synthesis,
but attempts to remove the framework of civil defense as a OtragicomedyO that
blurs the boundaries between her two groups of actors: policysnake
promoted civil defense doctrine and individual Americans who pushed back
against its absurdity. | hope to show that grassroots America carved out its own
ideas about civil defense, survival, and nuclear policy. In the process, they made
nuclearism a issue of civic practice. Even when they rejected it, these Americans
made nuclearism a component of national identity.
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officials and civil defense planners, or on the sufficiency of their efforts. As civil defense
once again took the public stage in the early 1960s, the conversation became entrenched
in moral, philosophical, and even existential issues. The details of civil defense policy—
public versus private shelters, debates over survivability, its relationship to nuclear
diplomacy—revealed uncomfortable tensions in how Americans imagined the future of
their nation.

In assuring Americans that they could survive nuclear war through proper civil
defense, and in framing civil defense practices as a civic duty, federal leaders built a
fragile and contingent link between survival and good citizenship. For over a decade,
policymakers had urged Americans to participate in civil defense in order to assure their
own survival. Indeed, even in the early 1960s, policymakers clung to an idea that
emerged over a decade earlier that “there need not be a Hiroshima, USA.” But by the
end of the 1950s, it had became apparent that if a war came many Americans would not
survive, whether they met their end in the fireball, from post-attack radiation, or as new
currents of public discussion raised at the hands of their neighbors. As soon as a
significant portion of Americans no longer believed that the state’s solution to survival
was tenable, they began to put their own safety above the needs of the state, often in
organized and sophisticated ways.

Without a guarantee of survival, the promise underlying nuclear citizenship broke

down: if the state could provide no legitimate means of protecting its civilians, notions of

> For example: District Health Officer, Office of Civil Defense of the City of New York,
Medical Emergency Division to Nelson A. Rockefeller, December, 1951, Folder
177, Box 20, Series Q: World Affairs (FA326), Office of the Messrs. Rockefeller
Records, Rockefeller Archive Center.
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civic duty could no longer compel civilians to participate in civil defense. Despite the fact
that federal leaders continued to promote civil defense as a measure of civic
responsibility, many civilians separated the rubric of citizenship from the planning for
survival. They sought survival through other means, most often by pushing back against
the state apparatus that created the threat in the first place. Feeling unwilling to or
incapable of affecting meaningful change in policy, some went further and simply
declared that survival in the postwar world was no longer desirable. If nuclear war came,
they did not want to live to see it through.

The Americans who marshaled these claims did not defect or renounce their legal
citizenship. Their actions were not so radical or absolute. But increasingly, they viewed
nuclear policy as incompatible with the requirements of a democratic national
community. As discussed in previous chapters, the tensions between nuclear policy and
American expectations of democracy were manifold, and they became more apparent as
the 1950s went on. For example, the possession of nuclear weapons technologies,
especially in the earliest years of their development, demanded secrecy that made the
functioning of government less transparent to average citizens. The resulting suspicion of
policymakers’ motives merged with cultural suspicion about the role of nuclear scientists,
especially those whose elite expertise earned them an advisory role in high policy circles.
The threat posed by fallout from nuclear testing also raised questions about whether the
American state was adequately protecting its citizens. And, for some, American
nuclearization undermined the United States’ moral authority by threatening the

sovereignty of other nations; it also occupied an ambiguous in international law. Civil
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defense protesters argued that if nuclear weapons jeopardized the sovereign relationship
between citizens and their government, these weapons must be abolished.

For an increasing number of Americans, then, the only sustainable means for
survival was peace. But peace, of course, was a nebulous term. At times peace meant
disarmament, the abolition of weapons of mass destruction, or a weapons test ban. At
other times peace meant restoring diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union or ending
proxy conflicts. In all of these scenarios, however, nuclear weapons—the teeth to the
Cold War conflict—were defined as the key problem.

For these critics, then, the existence of nuclear weapons began to erode the logic
of international diplomatic policy and public safety programs at home.® The crises in
Berlin and, later, Cuba, seemed to prove the illogic of nuclear war, rather than being a
rationale for civil defense and survival procedures. In addition, antinuclear sentiment
explains why public pressure continued for a test ban treaty, partially realized with the
Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963. Many saw the LTBT as a stepping stone toward total
disarmament, and it also resolved the immediate peacetime worry over fallout
contamination from testing. But the growing antinuclear movement also explains why
civil defense never again received mainstream support from the public or policymakers.

Civil defense policy underwent a series of changes over the course of the 1950s,
eliciting a public reaction that ultimately coalesced around nuclear protest. As had been
the case earlier in the 1950s, policymakers struggled to align civil defense strategies with
the changing nature of the nuclear threat, and their initiatives were hamstrung by postwar

fiscal austerity and bureaucratic organization. Despite these ongoing problems, civil

6 Garrison, Bracing for Armageddaqri0-11.
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defense officials developed a series of new methods for promotingefeitse in these
years. Their efforts, however, were met with a variety of public resistance and criticisms,
and the public began to articulate strong objections to the national civil defense program.
These challenges took the form of passive resistamtacive protest, but largely called

out the insufficiency of federal plans. At the same time, a different strand of public
discussion contributed to the growing opposition to civil defense: doubts as to whether
nuclear war was survivable, and if surviyia nuclear war was desirable at all. This

brand of nuclear cynicism, when combined with protests against civil defense practices,
made Americans less willing to accept the promises of deterrence peacekeeping and
nuclear policies writ large.

By the earlyl960s, Americans increasingly expressed a vision of nuclear
citizenship that renounced the nuclear entirely, calling for péact civil defense, nor
deterrencll but peace as the antidote to the problem of survival in the Atomic Age. The
final section of tis chapter will examine the Cuban Missile Crisis and the ratification of
the Limited Test Ban Treaty in light of American calls for peace and antinuclearism.

Civil Defense in thet950s

Throughout the early 1950s, federal civil defense policy was mireariisan
maneuvering, funding battles, and a lack of direction. The Federal Civil Defense
Administration (FCDA) had struggled to find authority within the federal government
since its creation in 1951. Congress consistently neglected to fund its progeapite d

giving lip service to the programOs importahe.in the period before the FCDAOs

" Laura McEnaney notes that Cold War escalation, espetfi@litorean War, Omade
elected officials both more inclined to endorse the idea of civil defense (they had
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establishment, state and city leaders complained that the federal government was giving
little direction to their localized needs. Some federal leaders also worried that the FCDA
appeared to be relegated to the periphery of federal power. The FCDA’s relocation to
Battle Creek, MI, in 1954 only furthered its apparent distance from the operations and
authority of the federal government.® Indeed, the logic behind the relocation was to move
the office away from Washington’s target zone, so that the FCDA could continue
operations if an attack occurred. However, some critics argued that the move would be “a
tragic error... and to so widely separate it from all [other agencies in Washington] would
only increase the gap that already exists.”® The FCDA’s position within the federal
structure thus was constantly in flux during these years."

Between 1953 and 1954, as part of President Eisenhower’s “New Look,” the

nothing to lose by supporting a national security program) and more skeptical of
funding it (given the more immediate wartime active defense needs).” Laura
McEnaney, Civil Defense Begins at Home: Militarization Meets Everyday Life in
the Fifties(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000), 45. As weapons

systems advanced over the course of the 1950s, active defense capabilities

continued to take financing precedence.

¥ The original relocation to Michigan was part of a broader effort to decentralize
government agencies out of critical target areas. David Krugler argues that this
decision was one of the few that the administration made at the advice of the
obsolete-at-delivery Project East River. David F. Krugler, This Is Only a Test:
How Washington, D.C. Prepared for Nuclear Widew York, NY: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2006), 101.

? C. O. Thrasher, Director of Civil Defense, Kansas City, MO, to Colonel Robert L.
Shulz, Military Aide to the President,” August 16, 1954, Official File 20, Box
149, White House Central Files, Dwight D. Eisenhower Presidential Library.

' For additional information about the evolution of civil defense policy in the 1950s, see
McEnaney, Civil Defense Begins at Homghapter 2.
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FCDA adopted the sitegy of city evacuation as the primary mode of civil deféhse.
Director Millard CaldwellOs stubborn support for a national civil defense program
centered on a national system of bomb shelters in-29%d proven wildly unpopular in
Congress, primarilydcause of its exorbitant cost. Yet it was new weapons that drove a
final nail in the coffin of CaldwellOs shelter strategy: the size and power of thermonuclear
blasts seemed to render the bomb shelter useless. During the early Eisenhower years,
under thedadership of newhappointed Director Val Peterson, civil defense turned to a
strategy of massive urban evacuation in the event of attack. Unlike bomb shelters,
evacuation was appealing to federal lawmakers because it maintained an emphasis on
sel-help am individual responsibility while placing the planning burden squarely on the
shoulders of local officials.

But Peterson had his criti¢8The thermonuclear revolution also opened
evacuatiorbased civil defense policy to criticism. In the face of largenttonuclear
explosions with a wide radius of resulting fallout, evacuation plans stood little chance of
success. Even allowing an optimistic estimate of advanced warning, it was clear that
civilians living close to the epicenter of a nuclear strike woakkehto cover too much
ground too quickly to escape harmOs way. This was to say nothing of the complex

logistical effort necessary to coordinate a large urban centerOs evacuation with its

' Edward A. Conway, OLetOs Get out of Here!: What the ONew Look® in Civil Defense
Can Mean for You,@merica: A Catholic Review of the Week, April 17, 1954.

12| ed by Chester Holifield (D, CA), dissenténsthe House of Representatives began to
introduce legislation to strengthen national civil defense as early as spring 1954.
For example/oint Resolution to Constitute the Federal Civil Defense
Administration an Executive Department, and for Other Purposes, HIR 491, 8%
Cong., 2 sess.
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surrounding regions, areas that would suddenly need to support a massive influx of
refugees. With a few notable exceptions, evacuation planning demanded energy and time
that cities chose not to commit to the cause. In the event of a nuclear strike, city centers
were, as had long been assumed, doomed.

By his second term, President Eisenhower also recognized that “our whole civil
defense effort needs both strengthening and modernizing. This need arises not from any
increase in international tensions but, rather, from the recent spectacular developments in
weapons and methods of delivery.”" Eisenhower had created an Advisory Committee on
Government Organization in 1955 to study the organizational structure of civil defense.'*
Following the Committee’s recommendations, Eisenhower invited the director of the
FCDA to future Cabinet meetings and called for federal changes that would enable the

FCDA to have “the prestige and effectiveness... equal to the heavy responsibility it

1 President Dwight D. Eisenhower to Governor Val Peterson, White House Press
Release, July 17, 1956, Part 1, Volume 35, Subseries 5C: President’s Advisory
Committee on Government Organization (PACGO), Series O: Washington DC
(FA350), Nelson A. Rockefeller Personal Papers, Rockefeller Archive Center
(hereafter referred to as NARPP-RAC).

'* The committee was commissioned in 1955-6 to explore whether “from an
organizational point of view, FCDA is handicapped in carrying out [their]
responsibilities because of its status as an independent agency of less than Cabinet
rank. It has also been reported that there is some confusion regarding the
respective roles of the Office of Defense Mobilization and FCDA in the non-
military defense area.” Nelson A. Rockefeller, Chairman of the President's
Advisory Committee on Government Organization, memo for the President,
“Organization for Non-Military Defense,” March 28, 1956, Part 1, Volume 35,
Subseries 5C: President’s Advisory Committee on Government Organization
(PACGO), Series O: Washington DC (FA350), NARPP-RAC. This committee
continued to wrestle with finding an appropriate organizational mandate for civil
defense well into 1957 and utilized outside consultants as well.
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holds3” He called upon Congress to continue reviewing national programs and to
propose appropriate amendmetatshe Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950.
EisenhowerOs civil defense rhetoric in these years largely sidestepped the
problems of evacuation, as well as the upsurge in public awareness of the dangers of
fallout. The Congressional hearings that followed, é&osv, took on head first the issues
of nuclear war, public safety, evacuation, and sheltéfitg1956 and 1957, Chester
(Chet) Holifield, a Democratic Representative from Southern California, revived
Congressional hearings on the issue of civil defense, based at least in part on his belief
that evacuation plans were impossible to implemeRallowing the hearings, Holifield
introduced legislative that provided at least $20 billion to invest in a national shelter
program*® By the end of the year, the FCDA aligned itself with HolifieldOs
recommendation, proposing its own $32 billion shelter prodfataving repudiated the

effectiveness of evacuation, civil defense officials returned to a focus on shelters, a

15 Eisenhower to Rerson, July 17, 1956.

16 E.W. Kenworthy, OCivil Defense Cuts by House Indicate Doubts on Progyam,O
York Times, March 24, 1957, 44.

" Holifield calledevacuatiorDan inexpensive substitute for atomic shelter,O as quoted in
B. Wayne Blanchard, Planning Specialist for Civil Defense Programs, Federal
Emergency Management Agenclyerican Civil Defense 1945-1984: The
Evolution of Programs and Policies, FEMA 107/July 986 (Emmitsburg, MD:
National Emergency Training Center, 1986). Dee Garrison calls theaikh
hearings an Ooutburst of truth tellingO that Othe FCDA and [Director] Peterson
never recovered Bee GarrisonBracing for Armageddon, 64.

18 United Press, OiShelter Plan Being Consideredi€& York Times, February 14,
1957.

¥ Harry B. Yoshpe, OOur Missing Shield: The U.S. Civil Defense Program in Historical
Perspective,O ed. Federal Emergency Management Agency (Washington, DC:
GPO, 1981).
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program that was wildly unpopular five years earlier. In light of the FCDAOsfabeut
Eisenhower commissioned Horace Rowan Gaither, a trabtbe RAND Corporation,
to lead a committee to reassess broad defense strategy. The ré&etiéimgnce and
Survival in the Nuclear Ager Gaither Report, concluded that not only did the Untied
States lag behind the Soviet Union in weapons capabhiliiesAmerican public was
woefully unprepared for an attaékThe report recommended that the United States
funnel $25 billion in federal funding into fallout shelter construcfiofihe next year,
both RAND and the Rockefeller Brothers Foundation, led esmtdn Kahn and Henry
Kissinger, respectively, recommended similar programs.

Despite the findings of Congress, the FCDA, President EisenhowerOs own
exploratory committee, and top policy think tanks, Eisenhower rejected an expansion of
the civil defense pragm. Instead, in order to eliminai serious overlap among
agencies carrying on [civil defense] leadership and planning funclionk958
Eisenhower consolidated the natictelel civil defense program, relocating it to the
Executive Office of the Pstdent under the name Office of Civil Defense Mobilization

(OCDM).?2 The move constituted fiscal pragmatiSrit was probably the least costly

0 Security Resours Panel of the Scientific Advisory Committee, ODeterrence &
Survival in the Nuclear Age,O (November 7 1980 See David L. Sneatdhe
Gaither Committee, Eisenhower, and the Cold \@aumbus, OH: Ohio State
University Press, 1999).

1 Security Resonces Panel, ODeterrence & Survival,0 20.

%2 Dwight D. Eisenhower, OSpecial Message to the Congress Transmitting Reorganization
Plan of 1958,0 April 24, 1958, in Gerhard Peters and John T. Woollé&heds.
American Presidency Projedtitp://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=11361
(accessed February 17, 201@yder number 10773 made the ODCM effective
July 1, 1958. On August 26, 1958, the name was changed to OCDM in order to
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option available to hif and was part of a larger mission to make federal agencies more
efficient and streamlined. lparticular, the reorganization clarified and limited the
process by which states and localities could receive federal funds for personnel,
administrative costs, and education.

Throughout federal discussions, shelters reemerged as the dominant thread of
federal civil defense recommendations by the end of the decade. But unlike in earlier
years, by 1958, official civil defense efforts turned to an emphagision: shelters:
areas of refuge designed to protect civilians from the effects of fallout dunihagfir a
strike. Fallout shelters could not withstand significant blast pressure, but they could offer
relative safety for civilians outside the immediate zone of destruction.

Indeed, the OCDMOs major accomplishment in its first year was the reldase of
National Shelter Policy, which initiated several federal exploratory studies but primarily
Qurged)] that the property owner provide fallout protection on his prer@i&eespite
the OCDMOs claim that the reorganizatave increased stature and unéyour
nonmilitary defense effo@most of the American public saw the OCDM as functionally
identical to its predecessor organizatiGhisowever, the reorganization signaled the end
of evacuation as a credible civil defense strategy. For the remainther I950s and into

the following decade, civil defense became largely synonymous with fallout shelters.

maintain consistency, by public law-863, and executive order amended and
changed to number 10782 of September 6, 1958.

23 Office of Civil and Defense Mobilizatiordnnual Report of the Office of Civil and
Defense Mobilization for Fiscal Year 1959 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1960), 12.

24 bid., 1.
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As civil defense recommendations officially transitioned flwomb shelteto
fallout shelter little changed in the rest of established lexicon af defense. Even for
Holifield and other advocates of an expanded federal system of civil defendelpelf
had remarkable staying power. After breaking from EisenhowerOs administrative lead, the
FCDA still called its 1956 shelter plaBubsidized selhdp.3° By the late 1950s, civil
defense materials told Americans that it was their responsibility as citizens to construct
fallout shelters in their own home, at their own expense.

For Americans who still supported a broad national civil defense ageerda, th
changes to the official program were far from satisfactory. Frustrated citizens continued
to send counterproposals to lawmakers. One such program, proposed by Arthur K. Smith
of Bloomfield, New Jersey, recommended a compulsory civil defense program that
required all adult citizens to participate in what he call@Bigilian Defense
Indoctrination Prograr@Smith conceded th&ho other population in this world so
vigorously reacts in protest against involuntary regimentation as does the population of
the United State€)but insisted thatommon sense dictates that we must endure some
lessening of our personal liberties and face up to our responsibilities to ourselves, our

communities and our nati@through civil defense practié® SmithOs local govermjn

25 As quoted in B. Wayne Blanchard, Planning Specialist for Civil BsfePrograms,
Federal Emergency Management Agerfayerican Civil Defense 194884
The Evolution of Programs and PolicjesEEMA 107/July 1986 (Emmitsburg,
MD: National Emergency Training Center, 1986).

2 Arthur K. Smith to Nelson Rockefeller, January 1858, Folder 280.33, Box 30,
Series L: Projects (FA348), NARFRAC. Also see SmithOs rep@®t Citizen's
Plan for an Adequate Civilian Defense Program,O January 9, 1958, Folder 280.33,
Box 30, Series L: Projects (FA348), NARIRAC. Before his death in 1959,
Smith also circulated his report to the House Armed Services Committee. See:
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body, the New Jersey Division of Civil Defense, publicly condemned his efforts to
circulate his report and solicit donations for the project, and his proposals were not
adopted.”’ Nevertheless, Smith’s proposal indicates that at least one Americans found
civil defense to be such a pressing and urgent necessity that they were willing to curtail
freedoms in its interest.

Civil defense once again took on a new operational form after John F. Kennedy
entered office. Kennedy, who had decried the so-called missile gap between the Soviet
Union the United States during the presidential campaign, also entered office with an
aggressive stance on civil defense.”® In May of his first year, Kennedy stated that “one
major element of the national security program which this nation has never squarely
faced up to is civil defense.”” Exactly two months later, as a response to the rapidly-
escalating crisis in Berlin, Kennedy reconstituted civil defense activities within the
Department of Defense’s Office of Civil Defense (OCD).*® Against the backdrop of

stepped-up militarization and defense spending in July, Kennedy said flatly that to ignore

“A. K. Smith, Sea Bright,” Red Bank Register, October 19, 1959. He also sent

similar material to the Ford Foundation: Arthur Kenneth Smith to Henry T. Heald,
President of the Ford Foundation, January 15, 1958, Reel C-1250 (1958), General
Correspondence (FA735), Ford Foundation Records, Rockefeller Archive Center.

" «“Warns Local Residents,” The Ocean Grove Times (NJ), May 16, 1958.

?8 See “Fallout Shelters Are Part of Our Defenses,” The Providence Journal, January 22,
1958.

%% John F. Kennedy, “Special Message to the Congress on Urgent National Needs,” May
25, 1961, in Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley eds. The American Presidency
Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=8151 (accessed February 17,
2017).

3% As part of the reorganization, Kennedy also maintained the OCDM as the office in
charge of stockpiling and coordinating local plans.
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civil defense “would be a failure of responsibility.”*' Congress readily approved
Kennedy’s $207 million supplementary budget request for civil defense.

In an appeal to the public, Kennedy published an open letter to American citizens
in Life in early September 1961. “There is much that you can do to protect yourself,” he
wrote, “and in doing so strengthen your nation.”* Using familiar rhetoric that conflated
self-help civil defense with civic duty, Kennedy called upon the American public to
continue to build family fallout shelters. Kennedy’s ongoing emphasis on shelter
construction created a marked rise in public interest in civil defense during the five-
month crisis in Berlin. However, Kennedy’s plans created deep rifts in public opinion,
and over the coming months much ink would be spilled over the benefits and costs of
fallout shelters.

Aside from reinvigorated rhetoric, Kennedy’s civil defense plan led to little
recognizable change during the summer of 1961 and after. Critics accused the Kennedy
administration of being “caught off guard [and] unprepared for the type of confusion and

fear that has spread across the country” following the president’s speeches on the need

3! John F. Kennedy, Radio and Television Report to the American People on the Berlin
Crisis, July 25, 1961, The John F. Kennedy Presidential Libaray and Museum,
https://www.jfklibrary.org/Asset-Viewer/Archives/JFKPOF-035-031.aspx
(accessed February 17, 2017).

32 The same issue of Life ran a series of articles and photographs about family fallout
shelters and made the controversial claim that 97 out of 100 Americans could be
saved if they built shelters. “A Message to You from the President,” Life,
September 15, 1961; “A New Urgency, Big Things to Do - and What You Must
Learn,” ibid.; Rose notes “furious backpedalling” from Life’s editors about these
claims just four months later. Kenneth D. Rose, One Nation Underground: The
Fallout Shelter in American Cultu@®ew York, NY: New York University
Press, 2001), 81.
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for civil defense.’® This renewed public interest could have led to an energetic
reconsideration of civil defense in the United States, but as historian Kenneth Rose puts
it, “these halcyon days [of civil defense] would be short-lived.”** In the months and years
leading up to the Cuban Missile Crisis, civil defense took the same form as it had since its
inception: a federal advisory program that remained almost entirely dependent on civilian
participation guided and funded by local agencies. And, as in years past, critics—both
those in support of an expanded civil defense program and those who wanted to abandon
it outright—continued to identify civil defense as an ongoing unmanageable bureaucratic
boondoggle.
Authority over Survival

Throughout the 1950s, civil defense agencies struggled to maintain authority as
credible resources for assuring survival. In the span of just ten years, the evolution of
nuclear weapons systems forced the federal civil defense officials to make significant
changes to their overarching recommendations. The moves from bomb shelters to
evacuation to fallout shelters demonstrates how much trial-and-error was involved in
early civil defense policy. But as official policy changed, leaders tried to find creative
ways to adapt an existing philosophy of self-help civil defense, rather than abandon it

entirely. As policymakers developed new incentives and arguments to try to engage the

33 Pamela Abel Hill, “Report No. 2 Civil Defense, September 15 - December 1, 1961,”
December 5, 1961, Folder 3101, Box 82, Subseries 8: Position Papers and Policy
Proposals; Series 34: Diane Van Wie (FA373), NARGR-RAC; echoed in Rose,
One Nation Underground, 78-9; and Spencer R. Weart, “History of American
Attitudes to Civil Defense,” in Civil Defense: A Choice of Disasters, ed. John
Dowling and Evans M. Harrell (New York, NY: American Institute of Physics,
1987).

34 Rose, One Nation Underground, 37.
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public in civil defense practices, they encountered a great deal of resistance. From apathy
to outright refusal, Americans mounted a growing critique of the logic of civil defense.”

Throughout the postwar period, civil defense leaders had difficulty convincing the
public to participate in training and educational programs. Despite countless pamphlets
and printed literature distributed to millions of Americans, very few individuals had taken
the initiative to prepare their own homes for nuclear war.*® As many historians have
shown, although it is difficult to gather accurate data, few Americans built shelters.*” It is
even more difficult to gauge how many Americans stockpiled food and supplies, the
minimal cost of entry into civil defense preparation. It is likely that more than a few
Americans kept extra cans of food and containers of water on hand, but the historical
record does not tell us much in this regard. What the archival record does reveal,

however, is a constant and persisting call from civil defense leaders for more Americans

3% Senator Stephen M. Young argued in 1960, “public apathy... is rapidly burgeoning
into widespread public resentment.” Stephen M. Young, “Civil Defense: Billion
Dollar Boondoggle,” Progressive, December 1960, 18.

3% In its peak year of publication distribution, FY 1959, the OCDM distributed
106,127,403 guides, handbooks, exhibits and posters, promotional pamphlets, and
training bulletins and reports. This number presumably does not include printed
material made available to private publishers to reprint and distribute, as had been
common in the early 1950s. Between 1950 and the end of FY 1961, just over
500,000,000 publications had been distributed and sold. Office of Civil and
Defense Mobilization, Annual Statistical Report, Fiscal Year 1961 (Battle Creek,
MI: Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, 1961), 48. By contrast, the OCDM
trained only 241,062 Americans in the Home Preparedness Workshop in fiscal
years 1960 and 1961, ibid., 53. The OCDM was the first federal civil defense
agency to write detailed statistical reports, so comparable numbers do not exist for
the years prior to 1959.

37 See Rose, One Nation Underground, 78-81. Also see Alice L. George, Awaiting
Armageddon: How Americans Faced the Cuban Missile Crisis (Chapel Hill, NC:
University of North Carolina Press, 2003).

239



to participate in civil defense. Effective civil defense depended on the participation of a
critical mass of Americans, a quota that policymakers never seemed to be able to meet.
For policymakers, public apathy was the largest impediment—and the easiest
scapegoat—for the failures of the program.

By the late 1950s, civil defense planners began defending their public safety
policies in a new way, identifying them as explicitly utilitarian. They advocated for what
they saw as the best possible solution for the greatest number of people: the promise that
some, if not most, of the American public would survive a nuclear war. President
Eisenhower made repeated claims during the final years of his presidency that “fallout
shelters offer the best single non-military defense measure for the protection of the
greatest number of people.”® These messages, however, downplayed the reality that
Americans—potentially millions—would die in the event of a prolonged war. Still,
accepting casualties as a given, policymakers insisted that nuclear war could be won.*

How, given that Americans increasingly understood that nuclear war could only
be “won” at the expense of millions of American lives, did civil defense proponents try to
convince Americans to build family fallout shelters? A number of states proposed or
passed tax incentives for individuals, businesses, and industries that constructed fallout
shelters. Several cities and states also had mandatory civil defense drills, but even so,

participation tended to be inconsistent. Indeed, even in urban high-rises with active civil

3% Governors' Committee on Civil Defense, “White House Conference on Fallout
Protection,” January 25, 1960, Reel 13, Subseries 1: First Administration, 1959-
62, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files, 1959-1973 (FA439), NARGR-RAC.

3% Kahn made a distinction between “unprecedented” and “unlimited.” Louis Menand,
“Fat Man: Herman Kahn and the Nuclear Age,” The New Yorker, June 27, 2005.
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defense committees, business operations trumped participation in city-wide drills. In
1961, RCA’s Civil Defense Warden directed employees on several floors of Rockefeller
Center to sit out New York City’s scheduled drill due to scheduled office maintenance.
Instead, the warden asked employees to “carry on your business as usual [but] stay away
from the windows, please,” so as to not draw attention to their non-participation.*” Even
government workers in Washington, DC, arguably the individuals at the top of federal
protection ledgers, had a poor track record for participating in civil defense drills.*!
Other states took more drastic legislative action to spur public participation in
civil defense. In a controversial 1959 platform that gained national attention, New York
Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller proposed legislation that would require every property
owner in the state to build his or her own shelter. The program was highly controversial
and received significant resistance from New York City residents and legislators in
Albany.*” While Rockefeller abandoned the initial legislation, the state assembly
eventually passed a $100,000,000 proposal mandating that public schools build fallout
shelters. A host of students, parents, teachers, school administrators met this law, and
similar ones outside of New York, with equal vehemence, citing it as a misuse of public

funds, criticizing its potential to “delude people into accepting the inevitability of

40 Raymond H. Wilkens, Civil Defense Warden. “Memorandum to All Staff Members,
55th and 56th Floors, RCA Building,” April 26, 1961, Folder 280.33, Box 30,
Series L: Projects (FA348), NARPP-RAC.

* Krugler, This is Only a Testn 1955, Congress and the Supreme Court remained in
session for Operation Alert. Garrison, Bracing for Armagaeddary5.

*2 For example, Warren Weaver Jr. “Rockefeller Drops Fight to Require Shelters in
Home,” New York TimeMarch 24, 1960.
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disaster,” and condemning its general “psychological impact.”*

Some state-level leaders spent a great deal of energy promoting the feasibility,
desirability, and value of building home fallout shelters in an effort to raise public
opinion of civil defense. Several state governors built fallout shelters in executive
mansions, emphasizing their affordability—they built theirs to thrifty OCDM
specifications—and countering claims that leadership was out of touch with the financial
restraints of average Americans.** To illustrate the comforts and features of shelters,
Governor Rockefeller staged a press event in a mock shelter in a bank’s shop front
window on 6™ Avenue. Seated next to a first aid kit, lantern, and canned food—and in
another shot, next two children tucked into bunk-bed cots—Rockefeller smiled as
observers peered through the window. A few weeks later, he appeared in a similar space
for an interview on the Today Showindeed, public officials all over the nation appeared

with civil defense infrastructure.®’

# For delusion, see: Norine Zimberg to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, February 25,
1962, Reel 71, Subseries 1: First Administration, 1959-62, Series 37.1: Office
Subject Files, 1959-1973 (FA439), NARGR-RAC. For psychological impact, see:
Lucy L. Solow to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, March 7, 1962, Ibid. For
others, see: Muriel Zoref, President of the Parents' Association, P.S. 114, Queens,
NY, to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, March 5, 1962, Ibid.; and Gene Currivan
“Educators Score School Shelters,” New York Time&ebruary 22, 1962.

* Hodges’ shelter was less than $300. See Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization,
“Information Bulletin: Fallout Shelter Constructed at North Carolina Governor's
Mansion,” November 12, 1959, Reel 13, Subseries 1: First Administration, 1959-
62, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files, 1959-1973 (FA439), NARGR-RAC. For
accusations of being out of touch, see Don Hunt, Don Hunt to Governor Nelson
A. Rockefeller, February 19, 1960, Reel 15, Subseries 1: First Administration,
1959-62, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files, 1959-1973 (FA439), NARGR-RAC.

* See Governor Harold W. Handley (IN), and other governors: Robert M. Hanson,
Director of Training, Education, and Public Affairs, Region 4, Office of Civil and
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Yet for many Americans, the most basic problem with family fallout shelter
policy was its cost.*® Parents asked, “When you have to choose between building a
shelter which might save your family in a possible attack, and sending your son to

college, what do you do?”*’

Despite building costs quoted in civil defense publications,
the cost of personal fallout shelters varied enormously. Official federal civil defense
materials estimated that an inexpensive but effective shelter could be built for $150.** A
few months later, the Buffalo EveningNewsdeclared that the OCDM’s estimates in
1959’s The Family Fallout Sheltefor hiring a contractor to build a four-person shelter
was underpriced by a factor of almost three. ** On a do-it-yourself basis, the Newsfound,

the OCDM’s estimates were 60% too low.”® Even if Americans chose to build a shelter,

to some it seemed to some like wasted square footage. In response, in 1960, the American

Defense Mobilization, memo to Emil Reutzel, Assistant to the Director, OCDM,
“Summary Information on Shelters and Governor's Mansions,” June 9, 1960; Box
2; OCDM Publications, 1950-60 (Entry #1022); Records of the Office of
Emergency Preparedness; Record Group 396; National Archives at College Park,
College Park, MD.

* See also Rose, One Nation Underground 88-9.

47 Catherine Novak to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, April 15, 1960, Reel 15,
Subseries 1: First Administration, 1959-62, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files,
1959-1973 (FA439), NARGR-RAC; and Marie K. Mulligan to Governor Nelson
A. Rockefeller, March 21, 1960, Ibid.

* Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, “The Family Fallout Shelter,” (Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1959), 6. $150 in 1959 equals
approximately $1,242 in 2016.

9 «Fallout Shelter Builders Say Cd Estimates Are Too Low,” Buffalo Evenig News
April 26, 1960.

% 1bid. The OCDM estimated $105-115 for DIY and $225 to hire a contractor, but the
Newsclaimed the costs were $185 for DIY shelter and approximately $750 for a
contractor.
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Institute of Decorators designed a multipurp@senpus roorshelter designed to be
used for exercise and play dugipeacetime. It was estimated to cost $2,500 at a time
when the median home value in the United States was $1°%,900.

Even for Americans who could afford the space and means to build or buy a
shelter, many chose not to do so. In one case, a Detroit ra@ estmpany that outfitted
a housing development with tagf-the-line shelters had difficulty convincing buyers of
their utility. A news blurb reported th@housewivesE thought the shelters stuffy,
oppressive, useless, and a waste of m@¥feyhen the buders began marketing the
shelter spaces as wine cellars, howe@ales zoome®Some Americans simply did not
want to be reminded of the potential horrors of war in their own Fdme.

Economic concerns about civil defense weighed especially heavily an urb

Americans. Some city dwellers worried that landlords would either not abide by

regulations and provide tenants with shelters, or would pass on the costs of constructing

such areas to tenants by raising rents. Cities faced another irony, too: thd #reas o

L OA Spare Room Fallout Sheltdrifg, January 25, 1960otably, the model shelterOs
wall coverings included wallpaper reminiscent of Paleolithic cave drawings. A

critic responded several weeks later: OIf William Tecumseh Sherman thought war

was hell he had not seen a fallout room designed to keep a familyyhéfal
insane, following nuclear explosions and attatk@iney Bolton, OFallout
Shelter: Family Room with ExtrasiN@wark Evening NewEebruary 12, 1960.
For other examples of making shelters less bleakRese,One Nation
Underground 191-2. For hone values seklousing and Household Economic
Statistics Division U.S. Census Bureau, OHistorical Census of Housing Tables
Home Values,O (June 6, 2012).

2 OWine before Bombsii2s Moines TribuneSeptember 26, 1958.

*3Kenneth Rose also identifies Othe troubling moral aspects of sheltersO as a primary

cause for public rejection. See the discussion belowRaise One Nation
Underground 10.
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nation with the densest population were the presumed likeliest targets. As an engineer in
New York State pointed out, suburban or rural civilians needed less fortified shelters that
were cheaper to build. He cited Jamaica, New York, as an exampeCQOmardened,
hermetically sealed shelter would serve the pur@seargued, and such shelters would
come at a much greater cost to these residents. In other words, survival would be
significantly more expensive to obtain in the cities than outsitleenfi®* As another
civilian asked, comparing inner cities with their wealthier subu@®, poor districts less
worth OsavingO?E What about New York City? Is it writter(bffthese were questions
that officials in Albany and Washington could not answer.
Protest Energy

ProtestersO defiance of civil defense practices in public spaces was a direct and

visible indicator of the fractured authority of civil defense. Many American cities,

beginning in New York City and eventually spreading elsewhere, had Aiktogy of

4 Francis E. Csendes to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller. March 17 1960, Reel 15,
Subseries 1: First Administration, 1969, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files,
19591973 (FA439), NARGRRAC.

> Bruce Hunt to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, February 18, 1962, Reel 71, Subseries
1: First Administration, 19582, Series 37.1: Office SulgjeFiles, 19591973
(FA439), NARGRRAC. These arguments often fell into the framework of
rich/poor and white/black neighborhoods. Neither diatel nor the federal
governmentOs civil defense programs seriously considered issues of economic (or
racial) dsparity in planning. Political scientist Andrew Grossman has explored
the contours of racial protest against civil defense planning in the very earliest
years of the federal program, but much work remains to be done on these topics.
See AndrevD. GrossmanQSegregationist Liberalism: The NAACP and
Resistance to CiviDefense Planning in the Early Cold War, 1983,0
International Journal of Politics, Culture, and Socié (Spring 2000).
Similarly, John Kenneth Galbraith wrote a letter to Kennedy in 38§ihg
shelters were Oa design for saving [rural/suburban] Republicans and sacrificing
[urban] Democrats,O cited\ivieart,Nuclear Fear 23.
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questioning civil defense as a worthy route to survival. The annual Operation Alert (or
Opal) drills, which simulated a natiamide attack and were designed to put emergency
response systems into practice, became a flashpoint for protestlyAsse8955,
pacifists, radical labor leaders, and others were routinely arrested during annual
mandatory drills. Their demonstrations in public sphices city streets, in front of
Atomic Energy Commission facilities, or on military siiesiade for smalkcde media
spectacles. Activist organizations celebrated the efficacy of such demonstrations, using
attendance statistics, arrest reports, and public reaction to further their cause in
publications.

But by the late 1950s, civil defense protest began to enieom less radical
corners of society. Mary Sharmat and Janice Smith, two New York City mothers,
protested the cityOs 1959 Operation Alert drill, highlighting the danger that militarization
posed to their young children. The pair eventually formed thié @&fense Protest
Committee (CDPC), an organization that galvanized a powerful contingent of angry
parents. Using their childrenOs playgrounds and schools as rallying points for planning for
the protest against 1960 drill, the CDPC marshaled an imageadly protective
maternalism, one that transcended partisanship or geopolitical concerns. That year, the
CommitteeOs members were part of the almost 2,000 civilians, parents, and children who

occupied New York City streets and parks in passive resistaribe takecover orders®

*% Through interviews and archival research, historian Lawrence Witter claims that there
were 1000 demonstrators @ity Hall Park prior to the drill. He also notes that
there were approximately 2000 demonstratorswitie. Sed.awrence S.
Wittner, The Struggle against the Bomiml. 2, Resisting the Bomb: A History of
the World Nuclear Disarmament Movement 198%0(Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 1997), 25B8owever,New York Timepurnalist Peter Kihss
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The presence of children was notable: the proteQyeisssed correctly that the police
would not want to take parents, complete with children, playpens, trikes, bikes, and
assorted childhood paraphernalia, into cus@dyn the following years, other womenOs
organizations, notably Women Strike for Peace, would pursue similar tactics to combat
nuclearizatiorr®

Importantly, the organizations who used motherly protection to protest civil
defense promoted themselveGagerydayp)women who were otherwise unmotivated by
political issues® And, although they were supported in various ways by members of the
established War Resisters League and the WomenOs International League for Peace and

Freedom, the CDPC adamantly chose a cenwsitipn, wanting ta@jive a place in the

reported that only between 500 and 600 protesters demonstrated in City Hall Park.
Peter Kihss, OGovernor Thanks Workers in Al&&@York Times, May 5, B60.

>" Garrison Bracing for Armageddon, 98. F or press reports, skghss, OGovernor
Thanks Workers in Alert@ndWittner, Resisting the Bomb, 250

8 \Women Strike for Peace (WSP) similarly marshaled their role as mothers, PTA
members, churchwomen, and ciwignded citizens to combat nuclearization.
First organized in November 1961 by a small group of Washington, DC women to
combat the arms race and \peas testing, the WSP grew to include 100,000
people in 145 groups across the country by the following summeWheer,
Resisting the Bomb, 25Wittner explains that these numbers were probably an
exaggeration, but concedes that WSP Otapped enornesgy and talent among
American women.O Local chapters of WSP protested used maternalist rhetoric to
protest civil defense, fallout shelters, and, more broadly, weapons testing and
proliferation. Sharmat and Smith were among early members; Garrisonhwites t
about 50,000 women in 60 U.S. cities marched in November 196 G&sdson,
Bracing for Armageddon, 115.For WSP, sedmy Swerdlow,Women Strike for
Peace: Traditional Motherhood and Radical Politics in the 1960s (Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Rrss, 1993).

9 Wittner, Resisting the Bomb, 282 Again, Wittner believes this is an exaggeration of
their actual constituency.
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movement to all brands of political beliefs.”* Indeed, mothers and housewives lent an air
of moderation to civil defense protests. These mainstream activists often distanced
themselves from organizations like SANE, which frequently had to fend off accusations
of radicalism and communist infiltration.®’ And SANE, too, was acutely aware of
needing to appear in the mainstream: a 1961 civil defense vigil planning memo noted
that, in terms of dress, demonstrators were “urged that we do not want to set up barriers
to getting our point across. (Please, no slacks on girls or women; no guitars!).”®* Thus in
many forums, civil defense protesters tried to marshal a broad appeal, one that would not
alienate more conservative segments of the public.

In early 1960, New Jersey Governor Robert Meyner called out civil defense
leaders for “fostering a cruel deception on the American people” that underground

shelters could provide a legitimate defense against a nuclear attack.® This oft-quoted

% Garrison, Bracing for Armageddon, 96.

61 See, for example, Milton S. Katz, Ban the Bomb: A History of Sane, the Committee for
a Sane Nuclear Policy (New York, NY: Praeger, 1986), chapter 3.

62 Greater New York Council of the National Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy,
“Memo to Local Committee Regarding Civil Defense Vigil,” January 26, 1961;
from the SANE, Inc. Records (DG 058), Swarthmore College Peace Collection.
Available at Nuclear New York (blog),
https://sites.google.com/a/nyu.edu/nuclearnyc/antinuclear-movement-1950s-
1960s/protest/anti-civil-defense-drill-protests (accessed February 16, 2017);
Garrison writes that the token arrests made during the 1960 Operation Alert were
all men and women wearing pants. See Garrison, Bracing for Armageddon, 99.

63 «A Governor Says No to Atomic Shelters,” New York Post (Magazine), April 10, 1960.
Meyner’s objections were cast directly in opposition to fellow governor Nelson
Rockefeller’s shelter legislation proposal. The feud received national attention.
See, for example, Darrell D. English to Governor Robert B. Meyner, April 1,
1960, Reel 15, Subseries 1: First Administration, 1959-62, Series 37.1: Office
Subject Files, 1959-1973 (FA439), NARGR-RAC.
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phrase, along with other pithy statements made by high-profile office holders about the
absurdity of civil defense policy and current strategy, lent mainstream authority to civil
defense protest groups: within several months, the Civil Defense Protest Committee, the
Committee for Nonviolent Action, and others were using Meyner’s words in their
promotional literature.®* Later that year, other officials joined the chorus of dissenters.
Among them was Democratic Senator Stephen M. Young of Ohio, who repeatedly
referred to the national civil defense program as a “billion dollar boondoggle.”®®
Rejecting the Nuclear Absurd

Alongside the civil defense protest that emerged in the early 1960s, a concurrent
thread of public discussion wrestled with the philosophical and cultural meaning of
survival in the Atomic Age. Although the state framed the family fallout shelter as a
symbol of national survival, some Americans raised uncomfortable questions about
individual survival at the expense of others.® As the general public became better

informed about the dire consequences of what a nuclear war could look like by the late

1950s, it was clear that civil defense would not guarantee survival for all Americans.

64 Civil Defense Protest Committee, “Civil Defense Protest: A Call to Sanity,” 1960;
Folder “Flyers and Bulletins, 1958 — 1962”’; Box 2; Series I1I; Records of the
Committee for Nonviolent Action (DG 017), Swarthmore College Peace
Collection (hereafter CNVA-SPC); and Committee for Nonviolent Action,
“Polaris Action Walk to Oppose the Fish of Death,” 1960; Folder “Flyers and
Bulletins, 1958 — 1962”; Box 2; Series III; CNVA-SPC. Also see Wittner,
Resisting the Bomb, 264.

65 Young, “Civil Defense”; “Senator Attacks Civil Defense as ‘Billion-Dollar
Boondoggle,”” New York TimeNovember 25, 1960. The latter report was
reprinted as far as the Virgin Islands: “Senator Attacks Civil Defense as ‘Billion
Dollar Boondoggle,”” Virgin Islands Daily Newsecember 2, 1960.

% Rose, One Nation Undergrounehapter 3; and Weart, Nuclear Fear 23.
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And, even if one were to survive, would the world that renthafter a war be a world

worth inhabiting? These dark discussions not only made Americans question the utility of
civil defense, but they also undermined public faith in diplomatic strategies that
purported to keep Americans safe. By the early 1960s, ttne#merican public

increasingly believed that survival could not be assured by either civil defense or
deterrence policies, and voiced vocal opposition to both.

Although the federal government seemed to come to an uneasy consensus about
family fallout shelters as the best option for national civil defense, the public remained
unconvinced’ For many, shelters revealed ugly truths about American individualism. As
historian Kenneth D. Rose has explained at great le@jtijtersE produced their own
fallout, attracting a torrent of criticism and making them popular objects of vilific&ifon.

As Americans rehearsBidor, more likely, imaginel their retreat into a fallout shelter, it
raised a painful question: what would become of the neighbors and countryimen le
behind? If, as policymakers had emphasized, building a shelter space was a part of good
citizenship, were those who did not or could not prepar&maerican? Should

individuals feel any responsibility for the greater community, whether immediate

neighbas or strangers at the shelter door? These questions delineated a line between

%71t is important to note that, as Rose puts it, Othettyneighbor issue was a gold
mine for editorialists, who worked themselves into a froth of moral indignation o
the subject.O Ros@ne Nation Underground, 97.Given such heightened media
attention, the historiographical treatment of fallout shelters has generally reflected
the fallout shelter debate in the press onto that of the public at large, sometimes
uncritically. In this work, | have attempted to pair media representations of
shelters with the voices of average Americans in order to give nuance to the
established historiography.

68 Rose,One Nation Underground, 81.
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insiders and outsiders, one that was deeply troubling to some Americans.

If the shelter debate drew boundaries between good nuclear citizens and bad ones,
the shelter door became the metaphoric object that separated these groups. Because
supplies—food, water, and oxygen—and space within the shelter were precious, the
shelter door served as a fortified barrier against outsiders. By the late 1950s, firearms
took a place on the supply list for an adequately-stocked shelter. Edward A. Hawkes, a
ballistics engineer, suggested that shelter builders needed “a suitable weapon of defense
for our American homes,” to “cope with the lawless element” after a nuclear attack.® A
1961 Time story titled “Gun Thy Neighbor?”’ recounted a Chicago man’s desire to
“mount a machine gun at the hatch to keep the neighbors out if the bomb falls... If the
stupid American public will not do what they have to do to save themselves, I’'m not
going to run the risk of not being able to use [my] shelter.”’® Aside from the violence of
the nuclear explosion itself, some Americans assumed neighborly violence would be a
necessary part of an attack scenario.

The discussion of guns contributed significantly to the development of ideas of
“shelter morality,” a fiercely-debated topic, but many noted more than a hint of the
absurd in these debates.”' Indeed, if official civil defense suggested that good nuclear
citizens were those who prepared to retreat to their shelters in the event of a strike, critics

argued that perhaps it was those Americans behind the shelter door that deserved

% Edward A. Hawks to Nelson A. Rockefeller, January 14, 1958, Folder 280.33, Box 30,
Series L: Projects (FA348), NARPP-RAC.

7% «“Gun Thy Neighbor?,” Time, August 18, 1961.

"I Rose, One Nation Underground, chapter 3.
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derision. Fictional accounts, articles, and editorials focused on the shelter door as a portal
of moral corruption, one that made those who crossed the threshold willing to turn on
their neighbors and fellow human beings. As Norine Zimburg of Flushing, New York,
wrote, the “desensitization of human response to one another is morally insulting.”’* The
Twilight Zone a popular television show known for focusing on the unsettling aspects of
human nature, seized on the theme of shelter morality. A 1961 episode called “The
Shelter” portrays a well-respected neighborhood doctor who is forced to make the
difficult decision to lock his neighbors and their children out of his family’s shelter
during an attack. As his neighbors desperately pound on the locked door, and fight among
one another, they confront the awful awareness that shelters may allow some “to survive,
but with blood on [their] hands.” When the attack proves to have been a false alarm, the
trauma of the event leaves all involved questioning what the Atomic Age has done to
human morality.”

Official rhetoric about the continuity of American life after an attack, after one
emerged from the shelter, exacerbated this tension between the individual, their
community, and the nation. Throughout the 1950s, federal officials reminded the public
that the objective of civil defense was not only survival but also recovery after the attack.
Using familiar Cold War language about preserving the American way of life, officials
suggested that civil defense would help Americans win the ultimate conflict: the triumph

of democratic society over socialism. But national recovery would depend on a great deal

72 Zimberg to Rockefeller, February 25, 1962.

7 The Twilight Zong*“The Shelter,” season 3, episode 3, directed by Lamont Johnson,
written by Rod Serling, CBS, September 29, 1961, broadcast.
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of coopeation between those who survived, a condition that stood in stark contrast to the
individualist conflict that could occur at the shelter dd@till other American civilians
believed that the focus on civil defense was a distraction from the failingsnafodacy
at home. A Rockefeller constituent echoed a common refrain when he wrote that the
government shoul@oncentrate more on trying to get this democracy and people out of
the holes rather than into the hol&3>

Some Americans recoiled at the viode inherent in official civil defense
materials. In an attempt to appear grounded in fact and reason, civil defense films and
print publications often included images of the destruction of actual homes, property, and
mannequin stanths for American peopl But such images were far from reassuring.
Indeed, as historian Laura McEnaney points @t FCDAOs political viability and
public acceptance depended on such scary reenactments, but the reportage could be only
so vivid until it had the potential taabkfire 3° Applying the knowledge that they had
gathered over the last decade about the nature of nuclear war, the science of fallout,
nuclear strategy, and the logic of preparation, Americans reached troubling conclusions
about the shortand longterm feasibility of civil defense strategies. In doing so, they cast

doubt on the very premise that the nation could survive, recover, and réuild, even

4 SeeRose,One Nation Underground, 98-100.

> Sidney Schwartz to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, May 11, 1961, Reel 14, Subseries
1: First Adminigration, 195962, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files, 19893
(FA439), NARGRRAC.

& McEnaney Civil Defense Begins at Home, 55.
""Robert Erhlich and Ruth H. Howes grouped civil defense planning concerns into

principle categories of Osheerm feasibilityO of immediate survival strategies
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if it could, many asked, would it be a world worth inhabiting?

In the most immediate sense, one’s ability to survive the first minutes of an attack
was dependent upon the serendipity of space and time. Individuals could not control or
reliably predict how close they were to a target at any given point in their day-to-day
lives. If, as would be true for many millions of urbanites, a civilian was close enough to a
ground zero, no protection short of the very best—or fortunately positioned—blast shelter
would ensure survival. Of course, this, too, depended upon having access to an adequate
shelter in general. Yet because officials instructed individuals to build their family
shelters as opposed to the state providing them, access was almost never a given.”®

Moreover, even if officials were able to predict how much advance warning they
could offer to American civilians, survival depended upon the time it took to move
indoors or underground. Civil defense films and publications showed families taking
cover together, an unlikely condition in a society in which children, parents, and extended
families so frequently spent their days apart. Shortly after he left office in 1961,
Eisenhower voiced misgivings about this point specifically, stating that if he had a shelter

available to him in a time of crisis but his family was not there, he “would just walk out.

(“band aid” solutions), and “long-term feasibility” or solutions to long-term
hazards to survival. Ehrlich and Howes wrote at the height of the 1980s
controversy over the possibility of nuclear winter. See Robert Ehrlich and Ruth H.
Howes, “Political and Psychological Issues in Civil Defense,” in Civil Defense: A
Choice of Disastersds. John Dowling and Evans M. Harrell (New York, NY:
American Institute of Physics, 1987).

78 Officials in New York State felt compelled to regulate the sale and construction of
fallout shelters “to prevent deceptive and fraudulent advertising and to protect the
public from being victimized by such advertising.” New York State Civil
Defense Commission, “Administrative Order No. 15,” December 29, 1961, Reel
13, Subseries 1: First Administration, 1959-62, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files,
1959-1973 (FA439), NARGR-RAC.
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[He] would not want to face that kind of world.””’

Other Americans pointed to the inadequacy of the post-attack assumptions about
the hours and days following an attack.® Although official policy held that civilians
should stock their shelters with two weeks of supplies, many individuals assumed that it
would be much longer before the world above was inhabitable again. In the days and
weeks following an attack, water, food, fuel, and medical supplies would be difficult to
come by, even if pre-attack stockpiling programs were adequate. Moreover, public
utilities could not be counted on to survive unscathed. Communication systems might be
damaged, especially without reliable electricity.

In the weeks and months after an attack, moreover, survivors would experience

other difficulties. American foodstuffs would likely be tainted by radiation, and the

7 See Garrison, Bracing for Armageddori,18. Walter Karp, “When Bunkers Last in
Backyard Bloomed,” American Heritag€February - March 1980); and
“Eisenhower Says He’d Quit Shelter If Family Exposed,” Lakeland Ledge(FL),
October 18, 1961. Eisenhower had other personal misgivings about family fallout
shelters: when his Gettysburg country club asked him to endorse a shelter
construction project, Eisenhower privately doubted whether he “would really
want to be living if this country of ours should ever be subjected to a nuclear
bath.” See Benjamin P. Greene, Eisenhower, Science Advice, and the Nuclear
TestBan Debate, 1948963(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2007),
255.

80 See for example, Alfred Hassler to the Editor of the New York Timegot published),
February 18, 1960, Reel 15, Subseries 1: First Administration, 1959-62, Series
37.1: Office Subject Files, 1959-1973 (FA439), NARGR-RAC. Hassler was a
leader of the Fellowship of Reconciliation. Similarly, see Committee for a Sane
Nuclear Policy of Hicksville, NY, Petition to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller,
March 18, 1960, Reel 15, Subseries 1: First Administration, 1959-62, Series 37.1:
Office Subject Files, 1959-1973 (FA439), NARGR-RAC.
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transportation networks used to deliver them might not be operable.?’ American industry
would take time to rebuild. And, in the end, recovery programs relied heavily on the
successful assurance of continuity of government. In other words, coordinated national
recovery would depend on the survival of a critical mass of governing leaders. Although
the federal government invested great sums of money in building emergency seats of
government outside of Washington, DC, it could never be guaranteed that officials would
survive or that martial law would not take the place of democratic governance.*

Without national and global systems of communication, governance, or
information, what would it mean to be American? Would democracy or communism
survive at all to claim the mantel of Cold War victory? Moving to evolutionary and
geologic time, widespread nuclear war would have unpredictable consequences for Planet
Earth. Like the changes potentially wrought by nuclear testing, war would cause changes
in global biology. Changes caused by genetic mutation in plants, animals, and humans
could persist for generations to come. Some suspected, too, that global nuclear war might

upset meteorological, seismic, or oceanic systems.*® And, as historian Kenneth Rose

81 One of Kahn’s more controversial claims was that contaminated food could be fed to
older people, because they would die of other causes before they developed
fallout-related cancers. Menand, “Fat Man.” Also see, for example, Eileen Peck to
Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, March 24, 1960, Reel 15, Subseries 1: First
Administration, 1959-62, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files, 1959-1973 (FA439),
NARGR-RAC; and Hassler to NYT, February 18, 1960.

82 See Garrison, Bracing for Armageddon, 72-3.

% Lyndon Johnson was concerned that Sputnik meant that the Soviets could control
oceans, drought and floods, and freeze the world. See Garrison, Bracing for
Armageddon, 84; Garrison points to Michael S. Sherry, In the Shadow of War:
The United States since the 1930s (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1997),
214.
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points out, many Americans began to think that “fallout shelters represented a devolution
of the human species, and that humanity’s long climb out of the dark caves was now
being reversed.”® When asked to outfit a prototype shelter in the late 1950s, the
American Institute of Decorators used a wallpaper print reminiscent of Paleolithic cave
drawings. Their decorative choice was likely a bizarre coincidence of postwar design
trends, but it could have been a tacit gesture to a recurring thread of nuclear critique: that
nuclear weapons, seemingly a symbol of humankind’s progress, could ultimately be the
source of humanity’s regression.™

These immediate and longer-term considerations led some Americans to conclude
that the post-attack world would be brutish, difficult, and dangerous. In addition to
firearms, imaginings of post-attack scenarios also featured looters, thugs, and cannibals.
8 When the Sunday evening drama anthology series Playhouse 9@levised a version of
Pat Frank’s Alas Babylonn April 1960, it cemented these images. “I never realized how
horrible it would be until I saw the play last night,” a viewer noted.®” Another was

horrified, but not surprised, by “the rapid loss of elemental human decency by the

# Rose, One Nation Underground9.

% State of New York Civil Defense Commission, “Annual Report 1960,” (1960),
photographic pages inserted between pages 48 and 49, Folder 294, Box 25,
Subseries 2: Reference Files; Series 29: William J. Ronan (FA371), NARGR-
RAC.

8 For example, see Peck to Rockefeller, March 24, 1960.

87 Eileen Peck to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, March 24, 1960, Reel 15, Subseries 1:
First Administration, 1959-62, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files, 1959-1973
(FA439), NARGR-RAC.
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survivors3® That is, if humanity survived at all. As one New Jersey resident darkly put
it:

My life is not so precious to me that | should survive to see the mass

murder all about me, for surely I would have to come up sooner or later

[from a shelter] and count my dead. And there will be dead and the near

dead and those longing for death. If this happens to my country it will

have happened to other countries, other people, not just my people. | have

no desire to live in a world screargiwith pain®

Critics claimed that, perhaps worst of all, civil defense and its impossible
promises gave Americans false hope. A New York City resident wrote in @6ége is

only one incontrovertible faetthere is no protection possible against nuclear atidok.

alternative is peacand it is indeed cruel and irresponsible to delude the public into

thinking otherwise3° This line of thinking, which increased immency over the course
of the 1960s, reflects a growing distrust of federal leadership. And, importantly, the idea
that politicians orchestrated a grand deception of the public in the interest of secretive
international goals has had a lasting influencéow historians and later generations of
Americans remember civil defense in the early Cold War.

Even accepting the promises of dadflp civil defense, then, survival was never

completely within the control of individuals. Coincidences of place, time, and a host of

8 George W. Marshfield to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, April 7, 1960, Reel 15,
Subseries 1: First Administration, 1969, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files,
19591973 (FA439), NARGRRAC.

89 M. Gilbertsen to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, May 1, 196@| R4, Subseries 1:
First Administration, 195%2, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files, 19885/ 3
(FA439), NARGRRAC.

% Gloria Jennings to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, May 3, 1960, Reel 14, Subseries
1: First Administration, 19582, Series 37.1: OfficBubject Files, 1959973
(FA439), NARGRRAC (emphasis original).
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other contingencies could matter much more. Increasingly, as Americans realized that the
likelihood of survival was out of their hands, they refused to buy into civil defense plans
that purported to assure it. As one constituent wrote to an official, “cut out this shelter
racket and stop wasting our money on it. And please stop thinking that we are a bunch of
morons to be led around by the noses.”"

Although civil defense policy encouraged Americans to think about what they, as
individuals, could do to assure their own survival, many found civil defense to be a
constant reminder of the problems of larger national and international conflicts. Most
explicitly, the strategic logic of deterrence directly linked the fortunes of individuals to
that of the nation and the world.

Deterrence or Provocation?

Public opinion on civil defense programs also shifted in response to changing
deterrence strategy in the late 1950s. Throughout most of the decade, U.S. nuclear policy
relied on the deterring effect of massive retaliation. Massive retaliation dominated
American grand strategy in the Eisenhower years, promoted by John Foster Dulles and
others. In theory, this strategy prevented an enemy attack through the promise that any
initial strike would be met with a retaliatory counterstrike that inflicted intolerable
damage. And, as an organizing principle, it encouraged the stockpiling of weapons and
the continued development of delivery systems including nuclear submarines, bombers,

and medium-range and intercontinental ballistic missiles. By the end of the 1950s, with

the advancement of missile delivery systems and nuclear-armed submarines and

°! Blanche E. Kopper to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, March 24, 1960, Reel 15,
Subseries 1: First Administration, 1959-62, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files,
1959-1973 (FA439), NARGR-RAC.
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bombers, this triad was firmly established.’”

Weapons advancement, however, changed the forecast of war. By the end of the
Eisenhower administration, both the United States and the Soviet Union arsenals had
advanced to the point that, through stockpiling and the dispersal of warheads, they could
leverage credible secondary strikes, even after devastating first blows—a state known at
the time as nuclear plenty. No longer could deterrence provide a guarantee against a
prolonged, destructive engagement and nuclear strategists worked to develop theories to
accommodate these new conditions. By the late 1950s and early 1960s, strategists and
advisors, including Henry Kissinger, Herman Kahn, and Robert McNamara, came to the
conclusion that a foreign policy that rested on deterrence through massive retaliation
posed too much risk and created geopolitical destabilization rather than stabilization.
Instead, they argued, officials should make moves toward a policy that emphasized limits
on war. These limits included refraining from targeting civilian populations and using
smaller nuclear warheads to destroy military installations. Doing so would bolster the
credibility of a nation’s threat posture and provide an incentive for an enemy to adopt the
same limits. If the latter aspect was successful, it would provide a higher degree of

protection for American civilians should general deterrence fail.”?

%2 Using Robert Powell, “Nuclear Deterrence Theory, Nuclear Proliferation, and National
Missile Defense,” International Securit27, no. 4 (2003).

%3 See, for example, Herman Kahn, On Thermonuclear WaPrinceton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1960); Defense Secretary Robert McNamara, “University of
Michigan Commencement,” Ann Arbor, MI, June 16, 1962; Henry Kissinger,
interview by Mike Wallace, The Mike Wallace InterviewABC, July 13, 1958;
For secondary literature, see Lawrence Freedman, “I Exist; Therefore I Deter,”
review of Nuclear Fallacy: Dispelling the Myth of Nuclear StratégyMorton H.
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Many Americans had long objected to massive retaliation as a guiding policy
philosophy, arguing that it used civilians as bargaining chips in a high-stakes game of
chance. Should deterrence fail, American civilians would most certainly pay the price,
whether by blast and fire or indirectly through fallout. But as new versions of deterrence
theory gained attention in the early 1960s, the meaning of deterrence (and the possibility
of its failure) took on new complexities. On one hand, counterforce strategy, which
focused on bombing military targets, presented a less horrific kind of war, with fewer
civilian casualties and a limit to prolonged conflict. In 1960 Kahn insisted that, given an
adequate civil defense program, the majority of Americans would emerge from the war
and “the survivors [would] not envy the dead.”* On the other hand, such theories seemed
to gesture toward policymakers’ willingness to engage in nuclear war.

By the late 1950s, in response to changing strategic circumstances, policymakers
began using the language of deterrence to discuss civil defense policy.”” The flurry of
civil defense studies that appeared following the 1956 Holifield hearings contributed to
this shift, clearly identifying civil defense as an equal pillar to strategic offense and
military defense in national security. As the Gaither Report put it, “active defense cannot

alone provide adequate protection to the civilian population... a shelter program would

Halperin and Blundering into Disaster: Surviving the First Century of the Nuclear
Ageby Robert McNamara, International Securityi 3, no. 1 (1988).

%4 Kahn, On Thermonuclear Wa#0-95; also see Menand, “Fat Man.”

%> While perhaps they implied it in earlier discussions, policymakers did not frame civil
defense as an aid to deterrence explicitly until the late 1950s.
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forcibly augment our deterrent pow@P.But because the outcome of deterrence strategy
weighed so heavily on the fortunes of the civilian population, deterre@ceyttook on
new meaning for average Americans.

By the time of EisenhowerOs reorganization of civil defense in 1958, survival, if it
had not been already, became an issue more often discussed in hypothetical and grossly
general terms: ten million peopleowld die in this scenario, twenty million in that ofie.

In the earlier days of the Atomic Ag@ational survivabwas a matter of protecting key

cities and resources. By the early 1960s, the rhetoric had chahgeér certain ghastly
circumstances, [civdefense]mightsave millions of livell and the natiod® By this

time, national survival meant something quite different: have a larger percentage of oneOs
civilians survive a war than oneOs enemy. Collateral dama@eeokill,Owas a given.

The quesbn became, which nation can survive better? If a war should start, civilians

would die. Aside from hard truths and straight talk, civil defense was the only assurance

% Security Resources Par@dmmittee ODeterrence & Survival,0 18, 22.

%7 Andrew Grossman argues that policymakers needed to establish their legitimacy by the
publicOs acceptance of deterrence théargrew D. Grossmarijeither Dead nor
Red: Civil Defense and American Political Developni2umting the Early Cold
War (New York, NY: Routlege, 2001).

981958 or 1959 Operation Alert concluded that 16 strikes in New York State would
immediately kill 1.2 million New Yorkers, 3.6 million would die from fallout, and
4 million more would be disabled/tfallout. Nelson A. Rockefeller, Speech to
Women's Civil Defense Seminar, December 3, 1959, Folder 1255, Box 47,
Subseries 6: Meetings, Luncheons, Dinners; Series 34: Diane Van Wie (FA373),
NARGR-RAC. In 19550s Operation Alert, 8.5 million Americans pedsand 8
million were wounded. SeBarrison,Bracing for Armageddaqri77.In 1956 the
number of casualties had risen to 20 million. tbak, 78.Garrison calls all of
these numbers Oabsurdly low.O Or, as Kahn put it, Oin most cases we can expect as
manycasualties as he enemy cares to inflisafn,On Thermonuclear Wad 12.

% Editorial, OUse and Limit of Shelter&j@, January 12, 1962mphasis original).
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policymakers could give citizens.

For civil defense supporters, shelters had both dipahand a strategic value. On
one hand, shelters were a practical physical fortification, designed to save lives during a
crisis. Since at least the early 1950s, the public, press, and policymakers assumed that
nuclear war would hit civilian targets. leed, a 1952 civil defense poster series had
warned (nake no mistakeE civilianganbe bombed3® However, the strategic value
was less concrete: as policymakers viewed it, the act of building shelters could quell
civilian fear and anxiety and signal to an enemy that the United States would not easily
be defeated. As thdational Reviewput it in 1961 Qhe better our protection against
nuclear blasts, the less effect Khrushchev will produce by threatening nucle@frr.
this strategic light, civil defense, like the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missiles,
was seen as a deterrent.

The deterrece rationalesat uncomfortably within the public discussion of civil
defense, as it seemed to equate individual civilian lives and homes with the military
arsenal. In 1959, T. E. Phipps, an analyst from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
worried,Ga Odefense raceOE could be as unstabilizing to deterrence as an aff$ race.

A few years later, ife editorial arguedQhere is unwisdom, if not added danger in an

overambitious shelter programE it might accelerate the arms &e.

190 Alert America poster 18; Staff Member and Office File: Federal Civil Defense
Administration; 040 File 2 of 2; Truman Papers, Truman Library.

191 OFallout Sheltersthe Word,National Reviewl1, no. 24 (1961).
192 Hanson W. Baldwin, OCivil Defense Deb@téew York Timeslanuary 8, 1962.

193 Editorial, Life, January 12, 1962.
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Policymakers, howevewent to great lengths to frame deterrence, and its
connection to civil defense, as something ordinary and understandable to the average
American. President Kennedy often used the vimsdrancein the place of deterrence
when addressing the public, pepsaas a way to distance the idea from its geopolitical
significance'®* Indeed, insurance was a concept that would have been familiar to
civilians with homeownersO insurance or life insurance policies. So, when Kennedy
published an open letter to the Ameniqaublic inLife in 1961, his plea that the public
Qorepare for all eventualiti€@slovetailed with established ideas of protecting oneOs family
and assets in the event of a catastrophe of any*Xi&hme Americans, such as Arthur
L. Smith of MechanicsvilleNew York, adopted this language easily, saying
generally believe in insurance, this is insurance againsOar.

Officials also used the terblackmailto discuss changing ideas about nuclear
strategy. As a word that had familiar connotations oattie realm of high politics,

blackmail was an easy idea to apply to the convoluted logic of nuclear deterrence.

19%1n President KennedyOs special State of the Union address in May 1961, he used
deterrence and insurance in equal frequency. Howdetgr, deterrentand
deterrenceare used to discuss the strategy, wimgaireandinsuranceare used to
discuss civilian action. JFK goes so far to call civil defense Osurvival insurance.O
John FKennedy, OSpecial Message to the Congress on Urgent National Needs,O
May 25, 1961, John.FKennedy Presidential Library and Museum,
https://www.jfklibrary.org/Research/Reseaiius/JFK-Speeches/Unite8tates
CongessSpecialMessage 19610525.asfaccessed February 17, 201The
Life editorial early the next year used the same languedjtorial, Life, January
12, 1962.

195 3ohn F. Kennedy, OA Message to You from the Presidéfet, September 15, 1961.

108 Arthur Smith to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, June 29, 1959, Reel 14, Subseries 1:
First Administration, 195%2, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files, 19853
(FA439), NARGRRAC.
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However, unlike insurance, blackmail is a loaded term, carrying more sinister
connotations of nefariousness or corruption. As the politicahist Richard Betts puts

it, Qo most people, deterrence sounds far more innocent than blackthaihen the

general public used the term nuclear blackmail, they almost always used it to signify
Soviet actions. The willingness to call Soviet strategyKnte! fit into the framework of

Cold War moral competition, while, at the same time, removing any notion of neutrality

or detachment from the idea of deterrence. But a Cold War critic could just as easily
apply the term as judgment of American diplomaaythis way blackmailcould also
complicate the vision of the United States as a victim of senseless bullying, revealing that
it, too, was a perpetrator of blackmail.

Aside from the rhetorical manipulation of survival and deterrence, the public
debateover civil defense revealed its strategic contradicti8fismong civilian
commentators, it was unclear whether civil defense could deter an attack, or if it actually
encouraged nuclear confrontation with the Soviet Unitfi.On one hand, civil defense
bolstered the credibility of the United StatesO strategic posturé\@®aal Review
article in favor of shelters argued it comes to [war], the President will find it easier to

touch the red button if he knows that the destructive consequencesabéar mxchange

197 Richard K. BettsNuclear Blackmail and Nuclear Balan¢#&/ashington, DCThe
Brookings Institution, 1987), 4.

1% For a good overview of how these contradictions appeared in popular prelssiisee
Cassels, Ols CD Survival Insurance or Billion Dollar Faill8e&ENews
December 19, 1961.

19 Frances Egelman to Governor NelgarRockefeller, March 12, 1960, Reel 15,
Subseries 1: First Administration, 1969, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files,
19591973 (FA439), NARGRRAC.
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have been, in our country, greatly reduced by the shelter prd@tafhe psychologist
Erich Fromm, however, was troubled by the strategic consequences of credibility,
arguing,Qvhat we gain in political deterrence we pay for in increaseblatmibty of
war 3! Some commentators went further, suggesting that civil defense undermined the
logic of deterrence. As one letteriter to theChristian Science MonitaarguedQhat to
invest in [fallout] shelters is to admit to the collapse of the dwrof deterrence by
nuclear weapons. The supposed entire justification for nuclear weapons is that they shall
never have to be used. To build shelters is to admit, however indirectly, that the deterrent
does not dete@™?

Americans had been conditioned @wer a decade to believe that national
security was based on preventing the use of nuclear weapons entirely and many still
believed that nuclear war was a condition to be avoided at all'¢d8s0one New
Yorker wrote in 1960Qhere could be no Ovict@yn such a war andE we have a

responsibility to all the people of the world and to future generations to see that no such

110 OFallout Sheltersthe Word,National ReviewandEditorial, Life, January 12, 1962.

1 OFallout Sheltersthe Word,National ReviewT his wasechoed by inus Pauling in
Linus Pauling to Corning Knote, Chairman of the National Parents Committee for
Civil Defense, December 20, 1960, Special Collections & Archives Research
Center, Oregon StatUniversity,
http://scarc.library.oregonstate.edu/coll/pauling/calendar/1960/2A2n|
(accessed February 16, 2017).

112Norman K. Gottwald, OLetter to the Editor: Compulsory Shelte@$#i€ian Science
Monitor, n.d, in Reel 15, Subseries 1: First Administration, 1829 Series 37.1:
Office Subject Files, 1959973 (FA439), NARGRRAC.

113 EisenhowerOs grand strategy ddpdrupon avoiding nuclear war at all costs. See
Robert R. Bowie and Richard H. Immermaviaging Peace: How Eisenhower
Shaped an Enduring Cold War Stratdéew York, NY: Oxford University
Press, 1998).
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war occursd** Rather than making the public more comfortable with the idea of
deterrence, by the late 1950s and early 1960s, cif@hde served to remind Americans

that war was possible and that their lives were fragile contingencies in a larger political
strategy. As historian Laura McEnaney points @Getich Operation Alert confirmed the
impossibility of protecting civilians from miear attack3*> Given these misgivings

about the strategic result of civil defense, many Americans came to the same conclusion
as antinuclear advocate Linus Pauling when he wrotéXtieg! sure that more American
lives would be saved by devoting our fisnto steps to decrease the probability of war

than by devoting the same funds to civil defed$®.

Ultimately, to debate whether civil defense served as a deterrent to or a
provocation for Soviet attack was to reveal the difficulty in calculating Cold War
strategic assumptions. Deterrence peacekeeping relied on the predictability of Soviet
leadersO actions. But 1950s anticommunist crusades had cast Soviet leaders (and their
operatives) as duplicitous, wily, and altogether unpredictable. Would Khrushclhev bot
to launch an attack on the United States if he knew that he could only kill some fraction
of Americans who hadnOt prepared? Would AmericansO participation-(or non
participation) in civil defense even be a point of consideration? Moreover, civil defense
as deterrence could only succeed if other variables of Cold War weapons competition

remained static. As an editorial in favor of a fallout shelter program stated in the

114 Robert WaylanéSmith to Governor and Mrs. Rockefellépril 16, 1960, Reel 15,
Subseries 1: First Administration, 1969, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files,
19591973 (FA439), NARGRRAC.

1> McEnaneyCivil Defense Starts at Hom®1.

1% pauling to Knote, December 20, 1960.
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Providence Journah early 1958(a fallout shelter program is increasingly beginrtimg
look like an essential component of our deterrent power [because] our capacity for
deterrence through punishment has been strikingly diminished by Soviet progress toward
atomic parity and missile superiori-’ The need for civil defense followed a lo@f
deterrence that was a constantipving target.

Some Americans questioned whether nuclear war could be prevented at all,
despite the best intentions of policymakers. As Kennedy told Congress ind861,
history of this planet, and particularly thistory of the twentieth century, is sufficient to
remind us of the possibilities of an irrational attack, a miscalculation, an accidental warE
which cannot be either foreseen or detef@edBy the late 1950s, popular media
reminded Americans that nucleaar could be started due to miscommunication,
technological malfunction, human error, or errant human evil. Pat Fratde)8abylon
published in 1959, recounted in gripping detail the aftermath of a global nuclear
holocaust instigated by a Namyaneuver gone awry? A similar plot drives the slow
apocalypse of 195908 the BeachAs one character speculates, the human race was

meeting its end becau§kome poor bloke saw something on a radar screenE so he

7 OFallout Shelters Are Part®@fir Defenses,O January 22, 1988s article
emphasized the findings of the Gaither Report and certainly bought into the
missile gap suggested therein.

118 Kennedy, OSpecial Message to the Congress on Urgent National Needs.O

119pat FrankAlas, Babylor(Philadelphia, PA: J.B. Lippincott, 1959). Quaker George W.
Marshfield noted the reach of the OPlayhouse 900 television presentation of the
drama in 1960. SeBeorge W. Marshfield to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller,

April 7, 1960, Reel 15, Subseries 1:dtiAdministration, 195%2, Series 37.1:
Office Subject Files, 1959973 (FA439), NARGRRAC. SeePlayhouse 90
OAlas, Babylon,O season 4, episode 14, directed by Robert Stevens, CBS, April 3,
1960.
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pushed a button and the world went créA} Within a few years, the trope of accidental
nuclear war had solidified in popular culture. In the final scertat{Safe the President

of the United States admits with regret tBae let our machines get out of ha@d" The
satirical counterpart tBail-Safe Dr. Strangelove o How | Learned to Stop Worrying

and Love the Bomltakes the technologyonewrong theme even further: a deadly
combination of volatile personalities and the human struggle with technology brings the
world to nuclear holocaust? Thus, the American public imagination could easily
envision nuclear war as a possibility even if strategists were able to accurately deduce
Soviet plans.

By the early 1960s, doubts about the efficacy of civil defense policies, deterrence
theory, and nuelar survival in general, had gained significant traction. Like those
Americans uncomfortable with the idea of citizens as agents of deterrence, an
increasingly vocal contingent of nuclear nihilists came to the conclusion that the only
way to assure survivan a local, national, or global scale was by pursuing peace. As
many Americans pleade@ur way to real safety is Peace. Please sir, concentrate your

efforts on converting our defense efforts to peaceful Gifés.

1200n the Beachdirected by Stanley Kramer, Los Angeled: Comitas Productions,
Inc., 1959, film. Based on the novel by Nevil Sh@e,the BeaclfLondon:
Heinemann, 1957).

121 Fajl-Safe directed by Sidney Lumet, Los Angeles, CA: Columbia Pictures, 1964,
film. Based on the novel by Eugene Burdick and Harvey énd-ail-Safe(New
York, NY: McGrawHill, 1962).

122pr, Strangelove or: How | Learned to Stop Worrying and Love the Bdimgzted by
Stanley Kubrick, Los Angeles, CA: Columbia Pictures, 1964, film.

123 Gilbertsen to Rockefeller, May 1, 1960.
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Peace, of course, had a fluid, changledjnition. For some, peace meant the
restoration of diplomatic ties with the Soviet Union and the end of militarized proxy
conflicts.As a real estate manager in NYC putitfor one would rather take a chance
working out an agreement with the commusitstan building a shelter with the dim hope
of surviving an atomic wat** For others, however, global peace in the future would
depend on the eradication of weapons that made global catastrophe possible. Recalling
the painful lessons froi®@n the BeachMilton Heimlich of New Rochelle, New York
arguedQve desperately need peace and securityE and nothing is going to give it to us
but abolition of the atom bom®?° For these individuals, peace could only come with the
wholesale abolition of nuclear weapons.

And Then Came Cuba

The first two years of John F. KennedyOs presidency were years of crises, or
Qwilight regions between peace and W& When Premier Khrushchev blockaded West
Berlin in June 1961, President Kennedy threatened war to defend NATO alties. In
year that followed, seeing no immediate resolution to ongoing negotiations over a
permanent test ban and an increasingly insecure international environment, the Soviet
Union and the United States ended the moratorium on nuclear weapons testing that had

been in place in 1958. Then, in October 1962, tensions came to a head over the

124 M. KennethBoss to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, March 18, 1960, Reel 15,
Subseries 1: First Administration, 1969, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files,
19591973 (FA439), NARGRRAC.

125Milton Heimlich to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, April 23, 1960, Reel 15,
Subseries 1: First Administration, 1982, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files,
19591973 (FA439), NARGRRAC.

126 Betts,Nuclear Blackmail.
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clandestine placement of Soviet nuclear warheads in Cuba. During these hottest days of
the early Cold WarCall Americans got a taste of life on death r&#.The Cuban

Missile Crisis exists in textbooks and public memory as a turning point in the early Cold
War; a terrifying moment that, once resolved, contributed to a significant lessening of
Cold War extremism.

Viewing the Cuban Missile Crisis as a watershed moment, howah&syres the
threads of continuity that persisted both before and after the crisis itself. Indeed,
historians have had a great deal of difficulty accounting for the reaction of the average
American to the Cuban Missile Crisis because public opinion pollagyspotty and
inconsistent?®

First, one must look to the months leading up to the Cuban crisis. As mentioned
above, the Kennedy administration was caught off guard by the shelter fervor that
followed the Berlin crisis and KennedyOs sudden supportilddeignse programs. The
federal government did not anticipate that KennedyOs civil defense speeches would
(shock] Americans like the sight of a gh@¥t’ Kennedy had promised Americans that
every civilian would soofknow what steps he can take withoulageto protect his

family in case of attackbut it took over a half a year for the federal government to

127 George Awaiting Armageddar.

128Tom W. Smith notes that Ofear of war probably peaked during the last week of
October 1962, but there are no national data to confirm that idea,O but that small
regional studies suggest Oa large rise in thinking about nuclear mattersO around
this time.TomW. Smith, OTrends: The Cuban Missile Crisis and U.S. Public
Opinion,Orhe Public Opinion Quarterlg7, no. 2 (2003): 267.

129\Weart,Nuclear Fear 22.
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provide an instructional booklet on shelt&f3By that time, the tensions in Berlin had
diminished, much of the public debate about the moralityeltars had died down, and
interest in the program had waned. Unsurprisingly, by the time Kennedy announced the
Cuban quarantine, only a tiny percentage of Americans had built a $fefRer those
who had not, it seemed too late to do so. Moreover, as Alice George notes, the crisis led
Qhe public [to realize] that the emperor wore no clothes: the U.S. civil defense program
was meaningles§

Cognitive dissonance can also help explain stynany Americans supported
the idea of civil defense in multiple public opinion polls, but did not act on these
feelings'**Indeed, the history of the Cuban Missile Crisis is rife for psychological
analysis***Weart says€except for brief periods of imméde crisis, the public will

continue to be dominated by the normal human tendency to avoid facing terrible

13OJdm‘F. Kennedyl.ife, September 15, 196and as Weart notes, the content of the
Olongawaited bookldgf had [been] beatenE into a featureless muskiV@art,
Nuclear Fear 23.

131weart says Oonly about one in eight Americans took any practical war precautions
during the crisis. Only about one in fifty had built even the crudest kind of fallout
shelter,O althugh he does not provide citations, Weblticlear Fear 25; Rose
uses a 1962 study to say Oabout .4%RQa=e0ne Nation Underground.87.

132 George Awaiting Armageddari. Additionally, for civil defense discussions during
the Crisis, seRose,0OneNation Undergroungdchapter 6.

133weart,Nuclear Fear 25. Laura McEnaney also notes the disconnect between being
aware of civil defense policies and acting on them: Oit was one thing, after all, to
endorse anticommunism and military readiness, and quittner to build
household monuments to such ideologi®é4cEnaneyCivil Defense Starts at
Home 63.

134Thomas Hine put it in pithy terms: the shelter debate Oprompted far more introspection
than excavation.thomas HinePopuluxe(New York, NY: MFJ Books1999),
138.
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possibilities, accompanied by scarcely acknowledged fantasies that are still less in touch
with reality 3**While anecdotal accounts of the CubarsegeGemphasize a sense of

dread and door®the public opinion polling data that is available suggests that most
Americans took the crisis in stride, aQatesented no evidence that people were
traumatized or debilitated by worries over the ci78.

Formany Americans, the choice to support or disengage from civil defense was
made long before the Cuban cri5isBy 1962, civil defense had undergone several
moments of renewed public interest, but the mounting criticism against it had all but
discredited itas a program worth salvaging. Faced with a staggeringly complex and bleak
prospect of war and its potential aftermath, many Americans simply checked out. That is
not to say that the Cuban Missile Crisis did not incite real fear and worry. But the
Americanghat had chosen, for one reason or another, to opt out of civil defense prior to
the Crisis were unlikely to take up its banner in the final hours.

The Cuban Missile Crisis undermined the reputation of civil defense. The few
Americans who still supported the idea of a civil defense program were horrified that the
public and leadership remained apathetic and uninterested. One 1962 Thanksgiving radio
edtorial in Fort Knox, Kentucky deride@mpty slogans or emotional chadand
(pseudeintellectual banter between coffee drinkers or bar@likat stood in place di&

central bodyE with sufficient authority and resour@hat could address the probler

135\Weart,Nuclear Fear 29.
136 Smith, OTrends,O 272.

137 George Awaiting Armageddar?. Rose One Nation Underground.92.
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national public safety’® These were the same calls that proponents of public safety had
been using for years, and the Cuban crisis did little to alter them.

The official presence of civil defense programming waned after 1962 as well.
While not in diret attribution to the Cuban crisis itself, the national Operation Alert
program was canceled in 1962. Local civil defense offices also faced instability in the
wake of the crisis. Portland, Oregon, a city that throughout the 1950s was a leader in
metropolifan civil defense planning, canceled its entire civil defense program in 1963.
Having never needed to execute its plans in wartime, the cityOs civil defense planners
celebrated the end of the program with a sheet cake bearing theGvgotsd job well

done®°

138 Byron Cowan, Radio Broadcast Editorial, ONational Civil Defense Corps Reace
Corps Later,O November 21, 19B2¢l 13, Subseries 1: First Administration,
195962, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files, 198573 (FA439), NARGRRAC.

139 City of Portland Archives, OCivil Defense Programs in Portland,-1988: A )
Documentary History from the Collections at the City oftRad Archives,@.d,
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/archives/article/324{a&essed February 16,
2017).
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EPILOGUE
OMILLIONS TO MEND NOT TO MAIME [SIC]é&

RENOUNCING THE NUCLEAR IN NUCLEAR CITIZENSHIP

A domestic calm rarely existed during the postwar era; Americans fought an
ongoing battle over the meaning of Beld War in their personal lives. Between
evolving concerns about the scientific nature of nuclear weapons, the repeated waxing
and waning of international tensions, and heated domestic debates about public safety,
civilians had much to worry about throumft the early Cold Wét and they did worry.

And as Americans worked through these anxieties, they constructed and reconstructed
what it meant to be a citizen in the Atomic Age. The experiences of the Berlin and Cuban
Crises only served to compound ongoingplpc ambivalence about nuclear weapons in
American life.

But, as this exploration has shown, nuclearization also raised uncomfortable
questions about American democracy and national community. In its capacity as an
individualist enterprise, based on sk#lp and privatization, civil defense seemed to
repudiate traditions of community and the common good. As Americans negotiated
Qnorality at the shelter do@they discovered an uncomfortable choice: survival for
oneself and oneQOs family or for oneOs aigland countrymen. The ugly public debates

that raged over this issue highlighted a major fracture in American political culture in the

! M. Gilbertsen to Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, May 1, 1960, Reebuldseries 1:
First Administration, 195%2, Series 37.1: Office Subject Files, 19853
(FA439), NARGRRAC.
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early Cold War: is the United States a nation of individuals, united by their
individualism? Or is the United States@mmunity of actors who promote the collective
good? As these questions rose to the surface of public debate, they were intensified by
accusations that civil defense could not save individuatlse nation, and perhaps that
preserving the nation was nebrth the many costs of survival.
Because nuclear weapons lay at the root of these heated and painful
conversations, many Americans began to renothrcaucleaiin their demands for
peace, safety, and survival. By the early 1960s, after over a decade of working to find a
place for nuclear weapons in the rubric of cultural citizenship, many Americans came to
the simple conclusion that nuclear weapons were an iatidethreat the very survival of
the national community. They called for peace via nuclear abolition and disarmament.
But such calls for peace begged the question of how to achieve it. Americans had
expressed interest in a test ban since thel®@&0s beause it would prevent new
radioactive fallout from entering the global ecosystem. For these individuals, fallout
alone was a compelling reason to push back against nuclearization. The temporary test
moratorium that began in 1958 gave civilians causeimd that a permanent solution
was possible and many looked to a ban on nuclear testing as the first step to eventual total
disarmament. Indeed, weapons control had been thadomgobjective of activist
organizations such as the Committee for a Saneddué€lolicy and Committee for Nen
Violent Actionandleaders such d@resident EisenhowéHowever, it was not until the

early 1960s that public demands for a weapons test ban and disarmament became

2 Robert R. Bowie and Richard H. Immermaiviaging Peace: How Eisenhower Shaped
an Enduring Cold War StratediNew York, NY: Oxford University Pres4998),
255.
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inseparable from the idea and language of p&ace.

By theearly 1960speacehad become virtually synonymous widlsarmament.
To highlight an example, in response to the Soviet resumption of nuclear testing in
September 1961 and the superpowersO inability to come to a test ban proposal, in March
1962, Presiderifennedy announced that the United States would resume testing. The
move incited powerful protest across the nation, most notably in a number of
demonstrations across the nation on Easter Sunday. For several years, SANE and the
American Friends Service Conittee had been staging marches for peace on Easter,
modeled on similafBan the BomBevents in Britain, Japan, and Denmaffhat Easter,
in April 1962, thousands more Americans walked, drove, and rallied for peace in several
areas of New York City, Lontsland, Philadelphia, Chicago, Boston, Connecticut, and
likely elsewherée.But as historian Lawrence Wittner argues, the popular focus on
banning the bomb was a tradeoff: so thoroughly had antinuclearism become a mass
movement that earlier organizationdjectives, such as world government or
international control of nuclear weapons, had been cast &side.

In August 1963, after over eight years of difficult negotiation in the United

% Lawrence S. WittnefThe Struggle against the Bomiwl. 2, Resisting the Bomb: A
History of the World Nuclear Disarmament Movement 225970 (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1997), 247.

* OBrochure for Easter March for Peace,O 1961, Printed Ephemera Collection on
Organizations, PE 036, Box 73, Tamiment Library/Robert F. Wagner Labor
Archive. Available atNuclear New Yorkblog),
https://sites.google.com/a/nyu.edu/nuclearnyc/antinuctearementl 950s
1960s/protest/eastenarchegaccessed February 16, 2017).

> OPeace Marchers Rally in MidtowiNéw York TimesApril 22, 1962

® Wittner, Resisting the Bomb, 58D.
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Nations, Geneva, and Moscow, the United States, Great Britain, and ibé$awon

signed the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) of 1963. It banned testing in the atmosphere,
outer space, and under water withGbsinciple aim the speediest possible achievement of
an agreement on general and complete disarmamentE which woulah guiceto the
armaments race and eliminate the incentive to the production and testing of all kinds of
weapons, including nuclear weapdis\otably, the agreement did not prohibit ongoing
weapons testing underground. However, it did make a significantostepd Jputting]

an end to the contamination of mans [sic] environment by radioactive subsfnces.

The public reaction to the LTBT was mostly positive in the United States. An
editorial in theNew York Timesoted of the treaty@®here must be more stepn the long
journey to world peace, but the next may be a little easier because of thi<athers
saw the LTBT as a vindication of Adlai StevensonOs failed 1956 presidential bid, which
was derailed in part by his support for a nuclear test ban.riS@vevas appointed
ambassador to the United Nations in 1961 and he was instrumental in continuing to press
for a ban in his years in that post. As his supporters wrote in the fall of 1963 as the LTBT
gained endorsemer@he United States has caught uysar thinking3° Women Strike

for Peace sent flowers to StevensonOs office amktlieyork Pogproclaimed it was

" OTreaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under
Water,O Moscow, August 5 1963.

® Ibid.
°® OThe Treaty Is BornM&w York Time<October 8, 1963.

19 Howell Baum to Adlai Stevensob),S. Ambassador to the United Nations, September
24, 1963; Niclear Test Ban Treaty; 194863; Adlai E. Stevenson Papers, Box
350, Folder 12; Public Policy Papers, Department of Rare Books and Special
Collections, Princeton University Library (hereafftS-PUL).
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A\dlaiOs houd' When the US Senate finally ratified the LTBT in September, Stevenson
was relieved:

| have been working for an agreemenstiop nuclear testing since the

1956 Presidential campaign. So this is a happy day for me. And I think

this first step on the long, rocky road to safety and sanity is an historic day

for the world*?
The notion was that the LTBT was a watershed momeheijourney toward peace,
whatever that may be.

If civilians and antinuclear organizations consideredffBT to be a stepping
stone to the eventual goal of peace, how can we explain why, after 1963, the public
turned its attention away from the threahatlear weapons? Over the years, scholars
have pieced together a variety of explanations. Some, like historian Dee Garrison, point
to fizzled activist energy. After the LTBT, she notes tBraany weary activists
momentarily retreated, burneulit and exhasted after their long years of strug§¥ But
this explanation alone does not account for the decline of the urgent, powerful, and
widespread arguments that connected peace and antinuclearism that had emerged just
years earlier.

Instead, for some Amering, the most egregious aspect of nuclearization was the

hazard of peacetime nuclear fallout. For them, the LTBT resolved the most immediate

1 Adlai E. Stevenson to Women Strike for Peace, September 25, 1963; Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty; 19621963; Box 350, Folder 12; AEBUL; James A. Wechsler, OAdlaiOs
Hour,(ONew York PostSeptember 24, 1963.

12 Adlai E. Stevenson, ONote to Correspaosief the Us Delegation to the General
Assembly,O September 24, 1963; Nuclear Test Ban Treaty19832 Box 350,
Folder 12; AESPUL.

13 Dee GarrisonBracing for Armageddon: Why Civil Defense Never Wo(k&sv York,
NY: Oxford University Press, 2006)33.
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threat to personal safety: the ongoing radioactive contamination of the atmosphere. As
long as leaders were ablefdevent a hot war, as they had proven capable of doing a year
earlier during the Cuban Crisis, global levels of radiation would slowly dissipate.

But what, then, of Americans who had come to equate disarmament with peace?
Historian Paul Boyer suggests tly the mid1960s, the United States faced more
pressing questions of peaédhe American civil rights struggle took on new and urgent
tones in these years, and given the frequent and overlapping constituencies of
disarmament, human rights, peace, and gghts groups, many of the same actors
directed their activist energy there. Moreover, protests against American engagement in
Vietnam in the late 1960s subsumed earlier antinuclear protest. For an American public
once again facing a draft of its youmgn, the concept @beac®became tied to the
ongoing hot war, rather than the hypothetical problems of a cold one.

For some observers in the 1960s and 1970s, diplomatic solutions to assure
peace seemed to be making progress. In 1972, the Soviet&hddhe United States
signed the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Agreement (SALT I) and the Anti
Ballistic Missile Treaty (AMBT), which placed limits on offensive and defensive
nuclear weapons technologies. Pundits noted with interest that, despitertnefer
public engagement with nuclear weapons policies in the 1950s and early 1960s, the
public was no longer galvanized by such things. As Norman Cousins wrote in 1976:

Hardly anyone talks anymore about nuclear stockpiles as the worldOs No.

1 problem. Arentire generation has come of age with only a theoretical
idea of the nature of atomic destructive force. Thetasting clamor of

4 paul Boyer, OFrpm Activism to Apathy: The American People and Nuclear Weapons,
19631980,0he Journal of American Histoi§0, no. 4 (1984).
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the Sixties now seems faff and almost unreaP
But Cousins and others observed with trepidation that very little heatheld in
terms of the machinery of war: enormous stockpiles remained in commission, and
both the Soviet Union and the United States continued to develop arms
technologies in the form of missiles and smaller, more sophisticated weapons.

In the years follwing 1963, policymaking discussions about civil defense
waned as well. By the time the LTBT was ratified, civil defense had well passed
its zenith in American domestic politics. Americans had been warned for over a
decade that a nuclear attack was imminand yet none came. For those who saw
the LTBT as a the harbinger of disarmament, civil defense seemed like an
outmoded and unnecessary program. For those Americans who did not want, nor
could foresee, eventual disarmament, civil defense programs bediafmétg. In
other words, civil defense was an impediment to stable international relations
because it eroded the credibility of treatyking. As Representative Edward R.
Roybal of California told Congress, by intensifying the civil defense program:

Ewe are unmistakably demonstrating our lack of faithE and putting a

real damper on the spirit of relaxed tension that has recently given us some

measure of hope that a way can be found out of the spiraling and costly

nuclear arms racg.

Civil defense nevergain found mainstream credibility in American politics.

Although the Office of Civil Defense would continue to ope¥atiee OCD of the

>Norman Cousins, epigraph to Peter J. Ognibene, QThe Nightmare That WonOt Go
Away: Nuclear Game Plans at the Pentag&atQrday ReviewApril 17, 1976,
14.

16 Edward R. Royball-CA), OSpeech of Representative Roybal, September 17, 1963,0
Congressional Rmrd (September 23, 1963).
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early 1960s was responsible for posting the ubiquitous yellow and black fallout
shelter signs adorning public buildingstiis day\ but on a much smaller scale.
Without the support of civilians, civic groups, or advocates in Congress, nuclear civil
defenseljfell] slowly off the public rada3’ Over the next decades, civil defense
efforts would be rechanneled intall-hazaréOemergency planning. Although the
Department of Defense maintained a civil defense office until the late 1970s, its few
remaining nuclear preparation functions were absorbed by the fledgling Federal
Emergency Management Agency in 1979.

The public pressure to renourtbe nucleathrough the 1950s and early 1960s
did not result in wholesale abolition or disarmament. It did, however, cast serious doubts
as to whether nuclear weapons fit into the practices and standards of American
democracy. Moreover, never again would nucleat defense be seriously considered as
a solution to Cold War crises. In fact, f@econd Cold Wa&of the 1980s spawned a
new wave of nuclear critics, ranging from scientists who debated the possibility of
nuclear winter and complete human annihilatiorthtisse who looked back on the civil
defense debates of the 1950s and 60s with disparaging critique. But although antinuclear
activists in the early years of the Cold War failed to attain disarmament in the short term,
they carved out significant culturgdace for waves of increased antinuclear activism in
decades to come.

Finally, AmericansO initial engagement with, and pushback against, nuclear

" National Preparedness Task Force, OCivil Defense and Homeland Security: A Short
History of National Preparedness Efforts,O (Department of Homeland Security:
September 2006).
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weapons technology cast a lasting shadow over public attitudes toward nuclear weapons
in society. In 1954, in &tate of the Nation address, President Eisenhower said this of
thermonuclear weapons:
Ethis increase of power from a mere musket and a little cannon, all the
way to the hydrogen bomb in a single lifetimeE indicate[s] how far the
advances of science haveti@ced our social consciousness, how much
more we have developed scientifically than we are capable of handling
emotionally and intellectuall}?
The dualisms between head and heart, between science and morality, and between
machine and human have comel&line American ambivalence about nuclear
weapons. By extension, these dichotomies have also colored public Heipates
the United States and elsewHgrabout the peaceful applications of nuclear
science, such as energy production and medical treatmeptfaditihat
Americans today judge presidential candidates, in part, on their perceived ability
to responsibly manage the nationOs nuclear arsenal indicates that that their
ambivalence about nuclearization still shapes their expectations of democracy.

Evenas the Cold War fades into public memory, the structures of nuclear

citizenship remain.

'8 Dwight D. EisenhowerQRadio and Television Addse® the American People on the
State of the Nation,O April 5, 1954 in Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley,
eds.,The American Presidency Project
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=10284cessed February 17, 2017).
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