
Dear 

A number of us hsve been worried about the slow progress in the United States in the field of atomic energy, particularly in view of the atomic explosion in Russia. \'.'e have felt that the scientists hove given the American public the impression that we think everything has been going very well in the atomic energy field, snd that it is time that vre made public the grave doubts that very many of us have hadG The enclosed statement 1s one which hs.s been drawn up after many and lengthy consultations between a m; . .:ber of us. It represents a compromise of our opinions about the best method to present ~hat we all unanimously agree to be the true facts. Those who were in most of the discussions include: Harrison Brown, Harold Urey~ Fred Seitz, Thori'in Hogness, Leo Szilal"d and Joseph !·.1a.yerq 

You will notice that no reference is made in the statement to the Ruosian accomplishments.. Certain individuals have expressed a reluctance to sign any statement which can be interpreted to be a call for an armaments race., The omission of our position vis-n-vis Russia ls a concess~on to these opinionso 

Some of us are loath to attack the personnel of the Commission although we have all agreed that even in those things in which the Commission was not pushed by Congress, its record has not been as good as it should ha·ITe been .. You will notice that the statement represents a concession to this view in that it attempts to avoid recriminations against the personnel of the Commissiono 

Senator r.!cMahon is awar•e that a statement of this general nature may possibly be issued and signed by a nwnber of scientistso It is our intention to communicate the complete statement to him before it is issued to the press as a courtesy to the Cha:J.rman of the Joint Congressional CommitteeQ 

Arrangements are being made for Thorfin Hogness and Fred Seitz to show the statement to Lilienthal in the near futuree Although we do not intend to change the statement because of any obJections which may be raised by Lilienthal or members of the Commission, it is quite conceivable that they may bl ... ing back infoi•mation which would lead us to alter some parts of ito 

I am enclosing a form letter which I beg you to return within a few days asking you your opinion of the statement. I also enclose a list of the ne.mElS to whom ·this letter is being sent.. A more extended reply than is required by the form letter would be welcome but would you kindly fill out at least one part of the form and return it? Of course lf you agree to be a signatory to the statement we shall first consult you before issuing any altered version should alterations appear to be called foro 

Very sincerely yours, 

1c;t:!:h ~ :!'r ~_P¥ 
------



To: Joseph E. Mayer 

Ref: Statement concerning the inadequate progress in 
atomic energy in the United States 

Please check on~~ of the following: 

A) I believe the statement to be unwise and under no 
circumstances would I permit my name to be used as 
signatory. 

B) I h8Ve no strong objection to the statement but I 
do not wish to appear as signatoryo 

C) I approve t;he statement and am willing to appear as 
signatory .. 

D) I approve the statement in principle and am willing 
to appear as signatory provided certain changes are 
made which are explained in the accompanying letter., 

( S lgna.turel 



During this l as t year the Atomic Energy Commis sion was subjected 

to a c ongressional i nve stigat ion arising out of the c~arees made by 

Senator 1Iicken1ooper ., The scient i fic community, with no sinr,le voice 

dissenting, supported t he Co~nission aga i nst these narticular ch nrges~ 

However, for a long time now scientists, who kept in touch with 

the research and develo~ment work in this field, were increasingly 

uneasy about our progr e ss in new developments of atomic energy. Had 

the Commission not been attacked by Senstor- Hickenlo::>pcr for the 

wrone r easons, it is very l ike ly t hat scientists would have voiced 

their criticism befor e this time . 

While the Commis s i on was exposed to attacks which scientists in 

general considered un j ustifi.ed, apparently no scientist felt impelled 

to come forward ~nd to volunteer information unfavorable to the 

Cornmission. But from now on scientists are going to speak up for 

they connot bo expect ed individually to exercise such restraint any 

longer, and there must be no conspiracy amongst scientists aimeC: at 

the concealment of t he trutho 

The truth is that , as far as the general development or the 

field of atomic energy is concerned, our record is bad. The most 

important area of t h is field is the development of new methods for 

producing fisslonable materials in general, and in particul nr, the 

development of new t ype reactorso In these past four years, not 

only have we failed t o build reactors of any new type, but construction 

has not even been s ta.rted on any such reactors. This failure is a 

necessary consequence of the fact that the job of enlisting scientific 

and technical taloni:~ has not been adequately handled. 



... ~~ .. 

'rhe Conunission was r..ot oven able to hold on to tho best men who 

remained at work in this fie~d at the time when it took over~ 

There are notable exceptionsq There nre at present three or 

four outstanding scientists work ing on a full-time basis in the field 

of atomic energy directly for the Commission or under its auspices. 

The record of the extended hearings before the Joint Committee 

on Atomic Energy presents a grossly misleading picture. and we believe 

that it is the duty of the scientists to correct that picturd. We 

believe that scientists ought to inform the chairmen of the Joint 

Com."llittee, Sen2tor McMahon, of whnt they know about the per.formance 

of the Commission and make c onstructive proposals on how this per

formance could be improved in the future. 

The scientific community has high regard for the Chairman of the 

Commission, David Lilienthal, who time and ~Bain has given expression 

to their belief in the fundamental importance of our basic freedoms. 

The other members of the Commission are also good men--men of intelli

gence and goodwillo V.'e do not look to chanees in the co·npos1tion of 

the Commission as the ·way to in1prove the performance of the Com:-nissiono 

A government agency which has the task of developing the field of 

atomic energy is confronted with many difficulties. It is subjected 

to many pressures and it frequently moves along the line of least 

resistance. ~·/e believe that irrespective of who the members of the 

Commission may be no substantial improvement in the performance of 

the Commission can be expected unless--from here on--it will be 

subjected to public criticism on the ;>art of the scientists who are 

acquainted with the field of atomic onergye 

A number o~ distinguished scientists are members of the General 

Advisory Committee of the Co~nission which in some measure shares the 



; 

respons i bilit y f or the Commi ss ion ' s record . Among these scient£~~s 

who have followed the activities of the Commission sufficiently closely 

to be a·ble to speak with suff i ciEJnt assurance, there are only compara

tively few who are in an independent position and free to criticizeo 

This increases rather than decreases the responsibility of these few. 

It is important that as time goes on the number of those who are 

infm•med as well as independent !fu.ould considerably increa~~ and that 

they should vigorously exercise the right and duty to criticize, 

~ub:!.l.c ly if necessaryo 

The main obstacles to progress in this field arc two-fold: 

1) No progress is possible if the Commission is harasaed by 

chnrges of losing a few grams of fissionable uranium at a time when 

Russia is producing such material in quantity; if the Commission is 

harassed by charges of sending radio-isotopes to Norway at a time when 

Norway, as v;e now know, might have obtained those isotopes from Russia; 

if the Commission is harassed by charges of failing to keep our advances 

secret at a time when the only important secret was that we were not 

making any significant advanceso 

As long as Congress approaches the problem of ntornic energy in 

an attitude which, for want of a better term, scientists have begun 

to call "hickenlooperism", it will not be possible to meke appreciable 

proeress in this fieldo 

2) The incentives normally operating in the field of private 

enter?rise are not sufficient to insure a rapid development of otomic 

energy and therefore the major part, if not the whole, of this develop

ment munt of necessity remain a govern."llent financed operation. No 

progress is possible, however, if we do not succeed in freeing the 

research nnd development in thls f i eld from the impediments that usually 
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afflict research and development work carried on v;ithin a lnrge scale 

government operation.. ~·Je mu:J t find a way to set up "research and 

development" units which can give their staff a reasonable assurance 

that the staff can look forward to accomplishing the task which they 

have set themselves, and that they will remain unhampered by rules and 

regul~tions which may be issued by the office of the General Manager of 

the Commission. Some way must be found to enable research and develop

ment units to operate in this field in much the same way as a private 

corporation would operateo 

~ven if the Com~ission should now undergo a change of heart and 

try to persuade first-class scientists to work in this field on a 

full-time basis, it will not succeed in doing so as lore; as it offers 

them nothing but frustration o The scientists have become di~trustful 

of the Cormnission an<l will not now enter the field of reactor develop

ment unless some set-up is first created in vmich they can have 

confidenceo The public discussion of these issues might perhaps produce 

the constructive proposals which are neededo 

As far as the development of the bomb is concerned in these past 

four years, there were no outstanding scientists who concerned them

selves with thi~ field and devoted their full time to it. Correspond

ingly, this development was insignificant and followed conservative 

lines. The disinclination of first-class scientists to work in this 

field goes much deeper than the ·.reasons listed for their unwillingness 

to enter the field of reactor development~ It would go beyond the 

scope of this statement to give a full explanation of this point. but 

it must be said that it is not at present entirely withing the power 

of the Commission to enlist the cooperrtion of outstanding scientists 

in this field for radically new departures in bomb dev:elopmentQ 



THE UNI V ERSITY OF CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 37 ·ILLINOIS 

I NST I TUTE POR NUCLEAR STUD I ES 

November 9, 1949 

Dr. Fred Seitz 
Dep rtment of Physics 
University of Ill1no1a 
Urbana, Illinois 

Dear Fred: 

The enclosed letter, list of names and statement is my 
final suggestion. The statement is essentially the statement 
of Szilard's that you saw . You will probably be surprised to 
see in the letter that you are scheduled to go to ashington 
with Thorfin Hogness to see Lilienthal about the statement. 

I believe you approved this course of action and Thorf1n 
feels it very necessary. He has agreed to go with you and 
will make the arrangenents with Cyril ·smith. The Emergency 
Committee will pay the expense of the trip . If , by any chance , 
you feel you could not make this trip we will get omebody else 
but I think you would be the best candidate. Do you approve of 
the plan and the final form of the statement? 

Could you give the addresses of the following men? Ed 
Creutz , Bernard Feld , Gale Young , Newaon,Lyle Borst. 

cc: T. Hogness 
H. Urey 
L. Szilard v 

JEM/jp 
Encls . 

Sincerely yours , 

Joseph E. Mayer 

P.s . Thortin has just been to soe me and the question of 
blackmail which was brought up in yesterday's conversation 
appears to be taken seriously . It may be necessary for ua 
to hold this up for a short while because of this . 



THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 37 · ILLINOIS 

INSTITUTE FOR NUCLEAR STUDI.ES 

November 9, 1949 

Dr. Thortin R. Hogness 
Institute of Radiobiology & BioPhysics 
University of Chicago 
Chicago 37• Illinois 

Dear Thort'in: 

I am enclosing a copy of my letter to Fred 
and my propo al of the way to handle the statement. 
Does this meet with your approval? 

JEM/jp 
Enels . 

Sincerely yours, 

Joseph E. Mayer 



Leo Szilard 
Inst.of Radiobiology 
University of Chicago 

Ferdinand G. Brickwedde 
National Bureau of Stand rds 
Washington, D. c. 
J. c. Warner 
Carnegie Inst.of Technology 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Wendell Latimer 
Depa~tment of Chemistry 
University of California 
Berkeley 4 1 California 

Felix Bloch 
Department of Physics 
Stanford University 
Palo Alto, California 

Charles Coryell 
Department of Chemistry 
Mass. !nat. of Technlogy 
Cambridge, Mass. 

Albert Einstein 
Inst.for Advanced Studies 
Princeton, New Jersey 

v. Weiskopf 
Department of Physics 
Mass. Inst.of Technology 
Cambridge, Mass. 

H. Bathe 
Department of Physics 
Cornell University 
Ithaca, N. Y. 

Robert Marshak 
Brookhaven National Lab. 
Upton, L.I., N. Y. 

Robert Wilson 
Department of Physics 
Cornell University 
Ithaca, N. Y. 

Karl Cohen 
H.K. Ferguson co. 
39 Broadway 
New York 6 1 N.Y. 

A.o.c. Nier 
Department of Physics 
Un1Yersity of Minnesota 
Minneapolis, Minn. 

John Williams 
Department of Physics 
University of Minnesota 
Minneapolis, Minn. 

c. L. Critchfield 
Department of Physics 
University of Minnesota 
Minneapolis, Minn. 

Robert Sachs 
Department of Physics 
University of Wisconsin 
Madison, Wisconsin 

R. G. Herb 
Department of Physics 
University of Wisconsin 
Madison, Wis. 

H. c. Urey 
Department of Chemistry 
University of Chicago 

J. E. Mayer 
Department of Chemistry 
University of Chicago 

Harrison Brown 
Department of Chemistry 
University of Chicago 

Thor.fin Hogness 
Inst. of Radiobiology 
Uni~·ersity of Chioag" 

s. K. Allison 
Inst.for Nuclear Studies 
University of Chicago 

Lyle Borst 
Brookhaven National Lab. 
Upton, L.I., N. Y. 

w. c. Johnson 
Department of Chemistry 
University of Chicago 

Linus Pauling 
Calif.Inst.of Technology 
Pasadena, Calif. 

Fred Seitz 
Department of Physics 
University of Illinois 

II. J. Muller 
Department of Zoology 
University of Illinois 



Louis Alvarez 
Department of Physics 
University of California 
Berkeley 4, California 

Frank Spedding 
Department of Chemistry 
University of Iowa 

Stanley Livingston 
Brookhaven National Lab. 
.Upton• L.I., N. Y. 

Kay Way 
Bureau or Standards 
Washington, D. c. 
Lc>thar Nordheim 
Duke University 
Durham, N. c. 
Robert Maurer 
Department of Physics 
University of Illinois 

E. o. Lawrence 
Department of Physics 
University of California 
Berkeley 4, California 

Anthony Turkevich 
Inst.for Nuclear Studies 
University of Chicago 

Nathan Sugarman 
Inst.for Nuclear Studies 
University of Chicago 

W. F. Libby 
Inst.for Nuclear Studies 
University of Chicago 

Bernard Feld 
Mass.Inst.of Technol ogy 
Cambridge, Mass. 

Henry Newson 
Department of Physics 
Duke University 
Durham, N. c. 
Hugh c. Wolfe 
City College of N. Y. 
New York City 

Farrington Daniela 
Department of Chemistry 
University of Wisconsin 
Madison, Wis. 

t''"' · ' .. I 

Edward Creut z 
Carnegie Inst.of Technology 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 

George Placzek 
Department of Physics 
Cornell University 
Ithaca, N. Y. 

E. M. McMillan 
Department or Physics 
University of California 
Berkeley 4, California 

Gail Young 
Clinton Laboratory 
P.o. Box w 
Oak Ridge, Tenn. (forward) 
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