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Considered Opinion

Robert Eatherly’s tortured soul

Claude Robert Eatherly is dead.
He was 57 years old and on July 7 his
story made page 9 of one of the big West

Coast dailies. He had to have been an'im-

portant man to have rated a two-column
head over a ten and a half inch story, com-
plete with a one-column picture taken in
1946—in the San Francisco Chronicle.
Eatherly was important. In 1945 he
was only 24 years old'and he piloted a B-
29, the biggest bomber we had. For two

~ flights of-his he was awarded the Distin-

guished Flying Cross. His plane was
named Straight Flush, which as all poker
players know beats anything on the table.

Flying the Straight Flush on Aug. 6,
1945, Claude Eatherly found a hole in the
cloud-cover and radioed another B-29 fol-
lowing him that was named Enola Gay.

Eatherly was acting as a scout. Through
the hole in the clouds he saw a city and
his message to the Enola Gay was: ‘‘Ad-
vice: Bomb primary.”’

Primary target was the city of Hiro-
shima and in the next few moments some-

~where between 80,000 and 200,000 civil-

ians died in the atomic fire.
Three days later Eatherly led the Enola

. Gay over Nagasaki and between 39,000

and 74,000 more died instantly. Nobody
knows the exact number—and does it
matter? In both cities, people have been
dying ever since from radiation sickness
—which acts like a form of cancer.

That was how Claude Eatherly won the
Distinguished Flying Cross and became
important. He did not actually drop the
atomic eggs on a nation we knew was
ready to surrender. He merely led the way

‘and pointed to the primary targets.

Nor would those particular people have
been atomized if they had been ‘‘white”’;
this, too, has been admitted by those close
to the decision to use our great invention.

Just as it was also admitted that had
we made a pyblic demonstration of the
weapon beforle using it—three weeks af-
ter the first one was successfully explod-
ed at Los Alamos, New Mexico—the Jap-
anese would |have surrendered immed-
iately.

But what the hell, Mac—you make a
thing like that, whose purpose is to kill
more people than anything ever cooked
up before, yaqu gotta try it and see if it
does what they say it will. Since then we
have cooked up another thing that Kkills
people—and| leaves their property
almost intact. When will we try it? Do you
know?
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In 1946 Eatherly was involved in testing
nuclear bombs over an atoll in the Pacific
named Bikini. (The name has since be-
come famous| but not for nuclear tests.)

In those tests Eatherly was one of two

’pilots who was accidentally covered by

the mushroom cloud. He lost his way
briefly and later said it was the most hor-
rible moment| of his life. But there were
other moments to come that were even
more horrible;

In 1947, psychiatric tests revealed that
Claude had {severe neurosis and guilt
complex,’’ anld he was discharged from,
the service. After his funeral in Houston
last month, his brother James told the
press, ‘‘He never forgot those thousands

of people dying in those flames. -

“I can remember him waking up, night
after night, screaming. He said his brain
was on fire. He said he could feel those
people burning.”’

There were those who said he was some
sort of nut. After all, it was war, wasn’t
it? And he didn’t even drop the eggs him-
self. g

Certainly his behavior was peculiar for
a man acclaimed a hero. After his dis-
charge from the Air Force he returned to
Van Alstyne, Texas:

*In 1952 he was charged with forgery;

eIn 1956 he was accused of burglariz-
ing post offices in View and Avoca, Texas;

oThen, according to the UP story on
his death, he was charged with robbery in
Dallas and Galveston. At his trial he plead-
ed not guilty by reason of insanity and was
committed to a Veterans Administration
hospital.
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While Claude was in that hospital in
Waco, Texas, a German writer named
Gunther Anders started to correspond
with him and in 1961 he published a col-
lection of their letters. The correspondence
came to an end when Eatherly escaped
from the hospital.

The title of that short book is Burning
Conscience and it carries a preface by the
late Bertrand Russell (Monthly Review
Press). It is worth reading in the light of
what followed.

For there are writers and there are writ-
ers. One of the more celebrated in our
country is-a man named William Brad-
ford Huie who became famous for a book

called The Execution of Private Slovik
(1954). This was the thoroughly researched
and deeply moving story of a G.1. nobody
who was scared stiff when he was headed
for action in Belgium in World War 11,
deserted and turned himself in.

There was plenty of evidence that he
was not exactly bright, but what made
Eddie Slovik important is the fact that
General of the Armies Eisenhower, faced
with a rising rate of desertion, decided to
authorize the execution of one of the de-
serters, Eddie Slovik: the first American
soldier to have been so condemned since
1864. And he was shot to death by mus-
ketry on Jan. 31, 1945,

Ten years after The Execution was pub-
lished, Huie published a book about
Claude Eatherly called The Hiroshima
Pilot. The gist of his argument in this
book is that Eatherly did 7ot have a
“burning conscience’’ about what he and
his fellow airmen had done over Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki, but was probably a
disordered personality from way back;
that he was a habitual_criminal with no
regard for anything or anyone but him-
self; that he sought publicity and actually
enjoyed being considered a political pri-
soner who had committed crimes seek-
ing punishment for what he felt was his
greatest—and unpunished—crime: the
atom bombing of Hiroshima and Naga-
saki. In essence, said Huie, he was a
phony. ,

The man is dead now, and the truth of
his story may have died with him. Ironi-
cally, he died of cancer, which is a form
of atomization of the body tissues. W

Roberta Lynch- . I | B

Choosing betwee

n a more perfect

union and domestic tranquility

I am writing these words in the wake
of the recent celebrations of the Fourth
of July—the holiday that more than any
other symbolizes America’s identity. This
year it was a day marked by neither the
fervent patriotism of former times, nor
the disquieting protests of a decade ago.
A certain somnolence has settled over the
land—a sense that we have pushed and
pulled in order to try to “‘form a more per-
fect union’’—and that perfection still
eludes us. So, the feeling seems to be, per-
haps we should simply settle for ‘‘domes-
tic tranquility.”” '

There has always existed a certain ten-
sion between these two goals so simply

- stated in the preamble of our nation’s

Constitution. The desire for a more per-
fect union constantly spurs Americans
to struggle not just for higher wages or a

-second car, but for racial equality, for

social welfare programs, for quality edu-
cation, for care for the elderly. Most peo-
ple crave not just their own immediate
comfort, but the sense that they are part
of a larger organism that is organized to
“promote the general welfare.” - . -

It was this desire that led to the support
for the 1964 Civil Rights Act, that spawned
such social programs as Medicare, that
sparked institutional upheavals within the
churches and the educational system, and

" that fostered a dramatic re-evaluation of

American foreign policy. For it was in the

_ 1960s—more than any other time except

perhaps the *30s—that we reached out for
perfection, believing in our potential to

" transform ourselves and our environment.

And, god knows, we did try. It is diffi-
cult to believe—even in retrospect—that
such great cultural, social, and political
change could have been crammed into

such a short gpace of time. We all, even
those on the| farthest periphery of the
movements of the day, lived in a kind of
compression dhamber in which the world
seemed to be ghanging faster than any one
individual could encompass or under-
stand.

But try as we did, we did not succeed.
And if life befame better, it also became
a good deal more complicated, less safe,
less tranquil. There were abortion reforms
that brought women greater sexual free-
dom, but sinde they were not accompan-
ied by supportive changes in men or in the
larger society| they also brought greater
individual responsibility.

There was greater flexibility and open-
ness in the chprches, there was still little
sense of how|people should live. There
was greater spending for welfare, public
housing, health care, and so on, but since
it was not adcompanied by real justice
for the disadvantaged, crime and urban
decay continged to spread. There were
affirmative a¢tion programs that helped
to rectify past discrimination, but since
they were notjaccompanied by a full em-
ployment economy, they also tended to
stimulate conjpetition and resentment.

And so, forimany Americans the prom-
ise of the ’604 did not seem to have pro-
duced greater perfection, but rather great-
er disarray. Apnd as we crept wearily into
the *70s, a reattion began to set in. Some-
what blindly and desperately, some people
t for ‘‘domestic trarquility.””
Perhaps they-felt that if it wasn®t possible
sary transformations, if
in fact the atfempts to do so seemed to
backfire, offering unpredictable by-pro-
ducts, then pgssibly all you could do was
to retreat. If lyou couldn’t look out for

the general welfare, then you could at least
look out for your own.

There is a certain logic (what the Ital-
ian Marxist Antonio Gramsci calls ‘‘com-
mon sense’’) in this response. Looked at in
this light, many of the recent develop-
ments—the stop-ERA movement, the
anti-abortion activities, the Bakke deci-
sion—do not simply represent a shift to
a right-wing political ideology.

They may instead indicate a reaction -

against the failures of the process by which
we set out to become more perfect—not
that the goals were wrong, but that they
were unrealistic and that it is only self-
defeating to try to reach them.

Yet despite the seeming ““logic’’ of this
approach, it is off-base. It is a ‘‘common
sense’’ based on an acceptance of the giv-
en order of things—a framework that

_can only allow certain kinds of changes.

The ’60s, for instance, despite the great
social and political upheaval of the dec-
ade, left virtually untouched one of the
most fundamental bases of our social or-

-der—our economic arrangements.
Social change, while requiring and in--

spiring its own momentum, cannot sur-
vive or flourish without accompanying
economic change. The vision of the *60s—
the war on poverty, the impulse toward
-egalitarianism, the rebellion against sex-
ual repression, the opposition to the de-
humanizing aspects of technology—was
consistently thwarted and distorted be-
cause it was essentially in conflict with
our economic system. It was not that the
goals were unrealistic, but rather that the
methods used—ones that left untouched
a system of production for profit’s sake
alone—were necessarily ineffective.
And, eventually, the current hunger

for domestic tranquility will also be
thwarted by the limitations of capitalism.
For such tranquility cannot be maintained
in the face of faltering school systems, ex-
orbitant health care costs, environmental
hazards, deadly jobs, or massivé unem-
ployment.

Today people are frustrated by rising
taxes and government bureaucracy; they
are threatened by changing family pat-
terns and the loss of religious certainty;
they are confused by corporate threats of
plant shutdowns if environmental reforms
are enacted. .

But tomorrow (not literally, I'm afraid)
will very likely demonstrate that the minor
tax relief of the Jarvis-Gann bill will not
really improve anyone’s standard of
living; that trying to halt the ERA cannot
halt the erosion of family stability brought
on by capitalism itself; that corporations
will move when profit dictates unless they
are legally prevented from doing so.

As these realities begin to emerge from
the cloud of right-wing rhetoric that now
hangs over so much of our national life,
‘perhaps the myth that we must always
swing on a pendulum between liberalism
and conservatism, between progress and
reaction, between reaching for perfection
and settling for tranquility, will begin to
disintegrate as well. -

Perhaps people will begin to see that
our potential lies in our ability to look
beyond the given framework, to question
not just our values, but the economic sys-

"tem that promotes such contradictory
. ones. That would be something to cele-

brate come some future Fourth of July. B

Roberta Lynch is a national officer of the
New American Movement,
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Socialism means democracy
and respect for nature

The following is a continuation of the
discussion on un Americgn-siyle socialism
begur By Leland Stouber’s ihiree-part ser-
ies, “For ¢ Socialism That Works” (May
3, iGand 77;. We invite oikers to contri-
bute ic the discussion. Siauber’s articles
and the responses by John H, Rrown (May
31} and Churles £. Lindblom {July 5) are
available ypon reguest for 35,50,

By John fiardesty

There ave only twe proolems with Le-
fand Staunbec’s position v “Fer a Social-
ism That Works . 1) ¥ 1sr”1 socialism,
and ) 3 wont we
three Teasons v
st it i Yeommes
I unoemoerstic, U is “*oroductiv-
Luiaul orovisien for what Marx

“the realm of freedom.”

Accortding to Staubor’s anaiysis, the only
way fo prevent “‘greessive zovernment in-
terference in the sconomy’” and “‘a vast
bureaucratic monstrosity”” in 2 future so-
cialist society is to organize the economy
through tiie market. The forces of supply
amd demand and ihe profit-secking mo-
tives of the individual firm, modified in
unspevified ways by public pelicy, would
determine prices, resource aflgcation, and
output. He argues that the alternative of
democratic planning is & ““bankrupt idea.”
If so, then I submit socialism is & bankrupt
idea.

Capitalivm represents the uitimate de-
velopment of an ¢xchange-based, com-
modity producing society, It is no acci-
dent that Marx began Capiial with an ex-
tensive section devoted to critical analy-
sis of the commodity. As he pointed out,
any society that relies prhmarily on com-
medity production suffers from ‘‘com-
modity fetishism.®’ This means that in-
animate material *‘things,”” such as
money and the consumer itemns it purchas-
es, by way of their visibility and economic
function, take on enormous psychologi-
cal significance aud appear to people as
what really matters in life; ia fact, they
seem to be life itself {and aciually are).

Capitalist advertising and the sales ef-
fort merely magnify thizs effect present in
all commedity producing societies. There

is a complementary tune played on the flip
side of this phenomenon: the economic
relationships between people become ob-
scured because the only way people relate
to each other as producers is through ex-

.changes on the market: The market is alive

and rules; people and social relations are
inanimate and objectified.

Stauber doesn’t mention the labor mar-
ket, but it is precisely here that people
learn to think of themselves as commod-
ities, and thus to think of others as the
same. Is this not a great part of the sick-
ness of life in the U.S? Would a “‘social-
ism”’ that does not deal with this be worth
having? Marx would certainly think not.

Socialism does not simply end private
ownership of the means of production;
equally important, it eliminates commod-
ity production, replacing impersonal mar-
ket forces with conscious social control
(planning) of the economy. Socialism is
produclion for use or it is not socialism
at all. It seems to me that Stauber impli-
citly accepts the current consciousness as
a given, setting up a system which perpet-
uates rather than changes it,

Alienation and democracy.

As John H. Brown has pointed out (/77,
May 31), in order to be socialist a society
must solve the problem of alienation. This
can only be done by maximizing control
of the economy. In Stauber’s conception,
economic efficiency dictates that direc-
tors of public investment banks ‘‘hire and
fire the top management of corporations,
all with the sole aim of maximizing their
own profits.”’ Who appoints directors of
public banks, which are ‘‘owned”’ by lo-
cal governments and regulated by the na-
tional government, is anybody’s guess.
Even if local elected officials appoint
these directors, this kind of two-stage-re-
moved economic democracy is no demo-
cracy at all. Further, if work alienation
is to be countered, and Stauber gives no
indication it is, a firm’s employees must
continuously engage in the management
process. Of course there are huge prob-
lems involved in implementing such a
democratic system, but least important
of all is the rationale Stauber uses for his
market system in the first place: There is
a preat deal of evidence that greater par-
ticipation and control by workers means
higher productivity. It seems to me that

$6.95
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Stauber’s socialism actually incorporates
the worst of both the Yugoslavian system
—commitment to the market—and the
Soviet system—bureaucratic, hierarchical
management structures.

The realm of freedom.

As Marx said, the true realm of freedom
“‘begins cnly where labor which is deter-
mined by necessity and mundane consid-
erations ceases’’; it is a sphere of life
where “‘the development of human en-
ergy...is an end in itself.”” Where Marx,
and the majority of socialists down to
the present, have erred was in conceiving
this realm of freedom as based on a sup-
erabundant, fully-automated society. Nev-
ertheless, contrary to the implication of
Stauber’s articles, life in socialist society
would be all about human growth not
economic efficiency.

To sum up, socialism in my view must
embody four fundamental characteristics:
(1) Social ownership of the means of pro-
duction, {Z) production for use, not the
market, (3) maximum participation and
direct democracy wherever feasible in all
spheres of life, and (4) commitment to
human growth not productive growth.
This, of course, must be understood as
an ultimate goal which is undoubtedly
bevond ocur lifetimes. Of shorter-run and
more immediate importance are the transi-
ticn to socialism, the transition to the
transiticn and so on. But in order to know
how to get there we need to know where
it is we wan! tc go.

Natuoral limits.

1 think Stauber might reply: ‘““Your con-
cept of socialism cannot work because it
is not at least as economically efficient
as capitalism.”” My rejoinder is that the
market system cannot work because its
emphasis on capitalist-defined economic
efficiency violates long-run laws of eco-

logical and energy efficiency that are be-

coming of paramount importance in our
time,

There are three fundamental principles
we have learned (or, rather, are beginning
to learn) from the ecological and physical
sciences:

(1) The ecosphere is a unified, delicate
web of life which has evolved to its pre-
sent dynamic equilibrium over the course
of several billions of years and is to be
tampered with—and everything humans
do {especially at the present stage of econ-
omic development) is potential tamper-
ing—only with the greatest caution and
reserve. Its specific capacity to withstand
human pressure is unknown but assured-
ly finite.

(2) Useful work (as defined in physics)
is carried out only at the expense of net
increases in entropy; that is, decreases in
the long-term ability of the earth to sup-
port life (second law of thermodynamics);
and therefore,

(3) There arc limits to the absolute size,
thus the growrh, of economic production
and also tc the longevity of human econ-
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omic activity on this planet. From the
point of view of either eco-catastrophe
or entropy, the more we insist on pro-
ducing today, the fewer cur tomorrows
are likely to be.

I cannot stress enough that socialists
(especially Marxists) must come to terms
with the fact that these principles repre-
sent the most advanced scientific thought
available. Despite Engels and the Marx-
Engels-Lenin Institute in Moscow, the
second law of thermodynamics is not an
idealist conception.

The capitalist criteria of economic ef-
ficiency endorsed by Stauber boil down
to the allocation of economic resources
SO as to maintain a maximum sustainable
long-run economic growth path. Here
Stauber’s analysis would seern consistent
with the traditional socialist emphasis on
rapid accumulation, superabundance of
material goods, and maximum leisure
time achieved through capitai and energy-
intensive, automated production processes.

It is important to have some notion of
the history of this discussion. Marx spent
the greatest portion of his Theories of Sur-
plus Value, part 11, castigating David Ri-
cardo for his insistance that there were
limits to the economic exploitation of the
earth. Ricardo foresaw that the ultimate
barrier to economic growth would be the
rising costs of placing ever-greater de-
mands on a finite planet. This would in-
crease the return [rent) tc those who
owned a valuable piece of the earth (land-
owners) at the expense of capitalist profit.
The falling rate of profit would eventually
bring a halt to capital accurnulation and
the economy would enter a permanent
‘‘starionary state.”’

Marx saw a barricr to capitalist econ-
omic growth but not to economic growth
in general. Everything from the ruin of
agricultural soil to the falling tendency
of the rate of profit was strictly due to in-
ternal contradictions of capitalism hav-
ing nothing to do with natural Jimits. So-
cialists today frequently pick up this at-
titude to blame the (static) profit-motive
of monopoly corporations for energy dif-
ficulties and pollution. This view is dan-
gerously close to the mainstream econ-
omic perspective that while market econ-
omies (including market ‘‘socialism’’)
cannot handle such relatively unimpor-
tant “‘externalities,’” it is up to the state
to carry out the merely technical task of
“‘internalizing’’ environmental costs.

Thus socialists encourage {and reflect)
popuiar beliefs that environmental con-
siderations are not a crucial issue and the
energy crisis is simply due to a corporate
conspiracy to withhold supplies and jack
up profits. These attitudes make a social-
ism that works for people and nature
more difficult to achieve by aiding and
abetting the impossible °*‘American
Dream’’ of endless affluence. The only
socialism that can work for us is a social-
ism of the stationary state. |
John Hardesty is professor of economics,
San Diego State University, California.




